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Eugene Hars‘mm-m Carter

II‘T’I‘ROIIJ‘CTION

Problem Statement: One of the important items in the cost of

milk production is replacing the dairy herd. In 1947, I-iichigan dairy-

msn in the Detroit area, as an average, had 3.6 heifers to freshen

and purchased 1.5 cows for herds averaging 16.5 cows. These same

dairymen lost money producing heifers for replacements. Although

some have produced their own replacements at a small profit, most of

them produced heifers at some loss. While many Michigan dairy fanners

have purchased only a part of their replacement needs. some few have

purchased all their replacements.

Negd for the Study: The dairy enterprise is the most important

single farm enterprise in Michigan. It is the major enterprise on

most Michigan farms. Thus this dairy herd replacement problem is one

of not few but new farmers in Michigan. Farmers and agricultural

specialists have a great need for information relating to the reduction

of dairy herd replacement costs.

ijectiveg of the guy: The purpose of this study was to

learn how dairy herd replacement costs can be reduced. Specific

objectives were the following:

(1) To determine the cost of producing a heifer.

(2) To study some factors related to youngstock costs and

returns,

(3) To determine the cost of keeping a bull,
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(4) To study some factors related to bull costs and credits,

(5) To compare the differences in costs of different methods

of breeding.



PROCEIIIRE

Review of Literature: Letters were mailed to departments of

agricultural economics in other states to obtain literature on the

subject of dairy herd replacement costs. It was felt that much could

be learned by reviewing the findings and the procedures used in other

studies.

Replies from the letters were someWhat disappointing. Most of

the information received from other states were letters containing

opinions on the subject. No studies had been made recently on this

subject.

Some ideas were obtained on procedure from the review of litera-

ture. However, in most cases. the findings were for different situa-

tions than exist in southeastern Michigan. As an example. farmers

producing cream in other areas had skim milk available to feed to

calves. whereas farmers in a fluid milk market. as a rule, had no

skim milk available for calves. Resources that could be used in

heifer production, in some cases, had a greater alternative use in a

fluid milk market area than in a cream or manifactured milk area.

Although not too many ideas were obtained by reviewing litera-

ture from other states. it was felt that it was a worthwhile and a

necessary step in the procedure of this study.

Methods used in $§earchfi There were a number of research

methods used in this study. Enterprise cost accounts for the entire

dairy herd (cows, youngstock. and bull) for the year of 1947 were used

quite extensively. There were 85 cost records in total.
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In addition to cost records a rather detailed questionnaire on

management practices was prepared. Thirty-six of the 85 dairymen Who had

kept the cost accounts were interviewed in an effort to relate management

practices to youngstock costs. Only 86 COOperators were interviewed

because of limited time available for farm visits. It was believed

that this number was sufficient to obtain the management data desired.

Information resulting from the interviews related to methods of

heifer management and production. It involved a comparatively large

amount of information from relatively few cases. This method was similar

to the case study method. In some phases of the data, practices were so

' varied that statistical treatment was difficult.

The Mle: The 85 dairy cost c00perators were enrolled in the

Detroit milk shed area from Michigan Milk Producers' Association member-

ship on a voluntary basis. This sample represented approximately 10,000

members in the association. All the c00perators marketed their milk in‘

Detroit. Most of the milk was transported to Detroit after being A

assembled at local country stations.

An attempt was made to get a. representative sample from the

standpoint of the cow herd. The herds were classified according to

production per cow into high, medium, or low producing herds. Records

from the Michigan Milk Producers' Association offices at Detroit were

very helpful in regard to pounds of milk shipped and butterfat test.

Herds averaging under 250 pounds fat per cow per year were considered

to be low. Herds averaging 250 to 300 pounds were considered to be

medium. and herds averaging over 300 pounds fat were considered to be high.

After the herds were classified according to fat production per

cow, each group was then further classified into three sub-groups on the
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basis of size of cow herd. The sub-classes small. medium, and. large

were used. A smell herd was one averaging less than 10 cows. A medium

size herd was one averaging 10 to 20 cows. A large herd was one averaging

more than 30 cows.

The 85 cooperating dairymen for 1947 had herds averaging 16.5

cows in size. These herds averaged 301 pounds of fat per cow per herd."I

The sample was biased somewhat by the factor of enrolling cooperators

who were willing to keep the necessary accounts. This sample averaged

about 10 percent higher on production per cow than did the entire member—

ship of the inchigan Milk Producers' Association marketing milk in Detrcit.

These cooperators kept enterprise cost records not only on the

cows but also on the youngstock and bull or other breeding costs. Thus

the sample regarding youngstock and breeding costs for this study was

determined by production and size of cow herd. This is a study of

replacement costs on herds selected to be representative from the stand-

point of production and size.

The dairy cost cooperators for 1947 kept an average of 5.2 calves

under one year of age. and an average of 6.1 heifers over one year of

age or a total of 11.3 head of youngstock for these 16.5 cow herds.

There were an average of 3.6 heifers freshened per farm during the year. *

Forty of the 85 cooperators kept one bull the entire year. 18

kept a bull for less than one year. and 12 kept more than one bull for

the year. Thirteen practiced artificial breeding exclusively, and 15

used both bull and artificial breeding. One farmer bred by bull hire

and artificial breeding. and one bred by bull hire only.

 

" Vincent. W. H. . DAIRY COSTS .UD ETURNS IN DETROIT MILK SEED.

h‘ich. Agr. Exp. Sta. Iiimeo. F. M. 434.
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There were two factors involved in selecting the sample for inter-

views. These were: (1) costs, and (2) quality of heifer produced.

Inasmuch as the author was trying to relate methods of management to

costs, it was deemed desirable to select some high-cost producers as

well as some lowec0st producers for interview. Since feed costs were

the single largest item of expense, comprising over 54 percent of total

costs, and since information on the questionnaire related in large part

to feeding practices. the cost records were arranged on the basis of

feed cost per head of youngstock.

.As already indicated, these farmers were producing replacements

of varying quality. Two producers could.have similar_feed.costs, but

one might be producing a heifer to go into a 850 pound butterfat pro-

ducing herd, whereas the other might be producing a.heifer to go into

a 250 pound fat herd. To c0pe with this situation the following formula

was devised.to rank the producers. considering both cost and quality of

animal produced:

Ayerage feechostgper head.youagstockngr year

Ayerage butterfat production per cow
.X 100

To illustrate, if a cooperator had feed costs per head of youngstock in

1947 averaging $140.10, and his butterfat average for the cow herd.was

311.2, his rauk with the other c00perators would be 45.0:

1 .10
311.2 x 100 - 45.0

The cost records were then rearranged on this basis.

The table on page 7 shows a rank correlation of feed costs per

head of youngstock with feed costs weignted.by the quality of animal

produced. The results show a closeness of relationsnip.
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Table l-RJ'L‘LTR 001831142102 0F F'mD COSTS F23 111D YCUZGSTOSKI'd F‘HD

COSTS ‘EIG'TZD BY $331.11Y r .271" (LIL 133031732134 1947

 

 

Feed costs 7 Deviations

Cooperator Feed co sts per head tterjiéat herd-:av. in rank

number Cost Rank Qost

15. F.prodgglOO Rank__ D i

1 $336.30 85 119.5 85 O 0

2 228. 99 84 84. 6 84 O 0

3 214. 71 83 63. 8 83 0 O

4 140. 35 82 39. 3 80 2 4

5 140. 10 81 45. O 82 1 1

6 139 . 22 80 36. 8 79 1 1

7 127. 32 79 34. 6 77 2 4

8 123. 47 78 44. 1 81 3 9

9 108. 01 76 35. 5 78 2 4

10 106. 39 74 28. 7 69 5 25

11 98. 01 73 30. 6 73 O O

12 95. 7O 72 28. 3 67 5 25

13 91. 30 71 25. 9 63 8 64

14 83. 28 7O 30. 5 72 2 4

15 79. 31 69 26. 6 65 4 16

16 77. 40 67 28 . 4 68 1 1

17 75. 98 66 31. O 74 8 64

18 72. 62 62 27. 7 66 4 16

19 56. 37 40 13. 9 22 18 324

20 48. 99 31 13. 4 20 11 121

21 45. 99 27 14. 3 23 4 16

22 45. 38 25 13. 0 14 11 121

23 45. 25 24 13. 3 17 7 49

24 40. 56 18 12. 1 11 7 49

25 38. 45 17 13. 4 19 2 4

26 38. 41 16 12. 4 l2 4 16

27 35. 59 14 13. 7 21 7 49

28 35. 37 13 13. 1 15 2 4

29 35. 16 12 9 . 1 5 7 49

3O 34. 80 11 12. 1 10 1 1

31 31. 92 10 12. 5 13 3 9

32 30. 13 9 9. 2 7 2 4

33 28.66 7 9 . 8 8 1 1

34 23. 98 4 6. 9 2 2 4

35 19.19 2 7. 4 3 1 1

36 12.581 4. 6 l O Q

i. 1060

381.00-619.22 31.00-6 1060

N N - 1 36é1296-15

. 10m " 6.860 - 1.00 - 0136

45.620

11- .86
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There was still the possibility of another problem in determining

who were high or low cost producers. This possibility was the matter of

how fast the producer was growing his heifers. The cost information

available was for the period of one year. mether a farmer was producing

heifers to freshen at 30 months or at 26 months, for example, might

affect replacement costs on a per head basis. No information was avail-

able from the cost records in regard to age of freshening. This was

learned from the interviews. The relation of age of freshening to costs

is discussed under 1111?. ”“711": PMTIGES.

The sample for interviews was affected somewhat by which farmers

were willing to c00perate. A total of 46 letters were mailed to obtain

c00peration on the interview. Twenty-three letters were sent to high

cost producers, and 23 were sent to low cost producers. Eighteen high

cost and 18 low cost producers were interviewed.

3:,‘ethods of Analyzng Data: Some of the data presented were

descriptive in nature. Much use was made of averages and ranges.

However, most of the analyses pertained to relationships existing

between costs and various factors on both youngstock and. breeding costs.

Most of the analyzing of relationships was done by tabular

analysis. It was felt that the number of records was too great to

handle efficiently by correlation analysis. By using the tabular

analysis method, no assumption was made as to whether linear or curvi-_

linear relationships existed.

As already discussed, one rank correlation was used in analyzing

the sample selected for interview.

In analyzing both youngstock and bull costs. the first step was

to sort the records by costs per head. A great number of cost and income
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items and such.physical requirements as feed and labor were then com-

pared for the different cost groups. By observing which cost items

made up a comparatively large proportion of the total and by observing

which cost items showed the greatest variations, it was determined

which factors to sort by in studying the relationship of factors to costs.

Some of the information from the questionnaire was tabulated and

avenages shown. Some of the information was used to relate practices

with costs.
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EELEATICIT CF COST AID 11330.23 I’I‘E‘JS

USED IN YOUKDSTOCK All) BULL COST RECORDS

Youngstock Cost and Income Itemg

lied: Purchased feed was entered by the cooperators at actual

cost. Feed produced on the farm was charged at farm price. Itiilk fed

to the youngstock was entered at farm price. Feed included concen-

trates (grains and protein supplements), hay. silage. pasture, and

miscellaneous roughages such as beet tOps and corn fodder.

1.5213533 ' Hired labor was entered at actual cost including board,

lodging, and other furnishings. The Operator entered what he considered

to be a fair charge for both his own and his family's labor.

Calf Value at Five Days: In these enterprise cost accounts.

cal-f value at five days' age (determined by the cooperator) was trans-

ferred from the cow account to the youngstock account. The value of the

calf was entered as a credit to the cows and as a debit to the youngstock.

Interest: Interest was charged on average youngstock (or bull)

investment at five percen . The investment was determired by averaging

the beginning and ending inventories.

‘ di se: Building use charge included depreciation costs,

interest on the building investment at five percent. a. charge made for

taxes and insurance, and minor repairs. In the case of two-story barns,

70 percent of total building cost was charged for the ground floor.

Then the proportion of the ground floor used to shelter youngstock was

charged against the youngstock account. Building use for the bull was

handled in like manner.

_B_1_11_l_Cost or Feeg: Net bull costs (total costs minus credits)

were allocated equally to the average number of cows and youngstock
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over one year of age. Artificial breeding fees and bull fees paid were

charged.against the youngstock as these expenses were incurred.

Bedding: Home produced bedding was charged at farm price.

Purchased bedding was charged at actual cost.

Qihgg: Other cost items covered such miscellaneous items as

halters for youngstock or rings for bulls.

Overhead: Overhead cost was an estimated charge of general

farm business expenses that could not be charged directly to the dairy

enterprise. .Automobile and telephone expenses are examples of this

type of charge. It was arrived at by taking five percent of the total

of all the other expenses.

Net Increa§e: Net increase on.youngstock:is the excess of total

credits over total debits for the year. Credit entries included.sales,

the value of bulls and heifers transferred to the bull or cow account,

and ending inventory values. Debit entries included purchases and

beginning inventory values. Calves at five days' age were charged in

as a separate cost item.

hanure re t: Manure credit was allocated to cows, youngstock,

and bull as an income item since bedding was charged as a cost.

yet Bgturn per Eead.Youngstoc : Youngstock net return was deterb

mined.by deducting total costs from total credits or income. Net retun1

plus labor charge divided by the hours of labor gave the return per hour

for all labor.

Other Bull Cost and Credit Items

Bull Depreciation: Bull depreciation represents the loss that

occurs when a bull is sold during the year or when it is inventoried
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at the end of the year for less than.its beginning inventory value.

It would also represent loss due to death. However, as an average for

all herds with bulls. there was appreciation in value rather than

depreciation in value.

Fees fieceived: Fees received.were income paid to farmers for the

use of their bulls.

Egll Apprecigtion: Appreciation in bull value represents the

increase in.value of the bull over the beginning inventory value. This

might result either from selling the bull at a higher value or entering

him.on the ending inventory at a higher value. It was not uncommon for

farmers to have comparatively young bulls which, at the beginning of

the year, had.not reached their full growth. During the year these

farmers had the service of the bull while the bull was growing into

more money. The bull put on weight, and prices remained.at high levels.

Yet Cost ongull: Ket bull cost was determined by deducting

total credits from total costs. Net bull cost was then allocated equally

to cows (average number for year) and.heifers over one year (average

number for year) in calculating the net bull cost per cow and heifer.
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SIECLAPX CF DAIRY COSTS A‘LTD EUR-ES. 1947*

To more clearly understand the position of replacement costs

in producing milk, a brief summaryr of enterprise costs for the cow

herd, youngstock herd, and the entire dairy herd is given.

Total costs per cow in 1947 averged $360.70 on 85 herds averag-

ing 16.5 cows. These 85 herds averaged 7,942 pounds milk per cow,

1301 pounds fat per cow, 120 hours labor per cow, and a butterfat test

of 3.78 percent. Total income per cow averaged $359.25, about $342

of which was for milk sold and used. Th remaining income was for

calf and manure credits.

With home produced feed charged at fem price and with Operator

and fanily labor charged at what the Operator considered fair, net

return per cow averaged -$l.44. Tne return on cows per hour for all

abor aver? ged 94; cents. Totrfl. return to labor from the cow—herd, as

an average, was about $1671.

These same 85 herds averaged 11.3 total her-1d of yozmgstock.

Total costs per head for 1947 averaged $114.67, and total returns aver-

aged $98.23, leaving a net return per head of -$15.91. These figures

are for the total youngstock herd. Some of the calves were less than a

year old, some were heifers over a year, and others were heifers between

two years and freshening. There was no return to labor from the young-

stock herd.

Bull costs on 68 farms averaged $196.52 in 1947. This was net

cost after allowing credit for manure, fees received, and appreciation

 

* This discussion is based upon information in DAIRY COSTS 47:0 RTE-TUBES

I}? DETROIT IJILK SEED by W. H. Vincent. Mich. Agr. Exp. Sta. iiirneo.

F. M. 434.
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in value. Bull costs were charged against both cows and.heifers over a

year. Therefore, breeding costs, whether by bull, artificial inseminae

tion, or bull fees paid, are included in the cow and.youngstock accounts.

The production of heifers for replacements did not pay the farmer

any return for his labor expended in 1947. When a heifer was transferred

from the youngstock account to the cow account at time of freshening, a

value was placed upon.her by the COOperator. This value was charged

against cows, but credited to the youngstock account. The same procedure

was used in cases where bulls were produced.on the farm. When the bull

became of serviceable age, his value at that time was charged against

the bull account, but credited to youngstock.

Considering the cows, bull, and youngstock as a dairy unit,

total herd returns for these 85 farms averaged $1872. This allows for

the net loss from.the youngstock account and.a small amount of bull

income from three herds due to credits (mainly appreciation in bull

value) over-balancing costs. Total herd returns to labor for these 85

herds is within one dollar of returns from the cows alone.
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THE COST OF PROHICING A FIFE-R

Average Yoxmgstock Cost apd IncozneJZlifl: Enterprise cost records

were kept on the entire youngstock herd as a whole. Costs and returns

for the heifers were not separated from the rest of the youngstock.

In addition to the production of heifers, some of these 85 coOperators

were producing and selling calves as breeding stock to other farmers,

and some few occasionally sold veal. Table'2 shows average youngstock

cost and income in 1947:

Table 2 - XCUIIGS'EOCK 00.333 AID 1130 LE; 1947*

 flea. Average...

Calves under. one year on farm ~ 5.2

Heifers over one year on farm 6.1

Total number of youngstock 11.3

Average number of cows 16.5

Average number of heifers freshened 3.6

Price placed on heifers at freshening $181

Hours labor per head youngstock in year 16

COSTS PER HUM) OF YOMTGS‘TOCK IN YEAR

Feed $ 62.03

Labor 15.77

Calf value at 5 days 11.29

Interest on yomigstock 4.72

Building use 6.57

Bull cost or fees 4.03

Bedding ' 3.77

Other .57

Overhead 5.

Total $114. 19

1170023 PER HILAD OF YOUNGSPOCK IN YEAR

Net increase $ 96.67

Manure .61

Total 98.28

Net return per head of youngstock -$ 15.91

Return per hour all labor —$ .01

 

* Vincent, w. 3.. DAIRY COSTS AM) amwe IN DETROIT MILK ant.

Mich. Agr. Exp. Sta. Mimeo. F. M. 4.34.
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These 85 herds, which averaged 16.5 cows, had 5.2 head of

calves under one year of age and 6.1 head of heifers over one year of

age, or a total of 11.3 head. An average of 3.6 heifers freshened.per

farm at an average value of $181. This value was placed on the heifers

by the cooperating farmers. Sixteen hours labor per head.per'year were

required in the care of the youngstock.

Total costs per head.amounted to $11k as an average but ranged

from $31 to $159 on individual herds. lead, the single largest item

of expense, comprised over 5h-percent of all costs.

These cOOperators in 19h7 fed an average of 305 pounds of milk,

five pounds of calf meal, and.h72 pounds of concentrates per heed.of

youngstock. .Ls to roughage, they fed 2,973 pounds of hay, 1,019 pounds

of silage, and 132 pounds of miscellaneous roughage in addition to

pasture in the summer months.

Labor was the second largest cost item, making up nearly’lh

percent, and calf value at five days was third, making up about 10

percent of tota1 costs. Total costs exceeded total income by $15.91.

The return.per hour for all labor was —$ .01.

To get 3 better conception of the variation in youngstock costs,

the standard deviation of the mean was calculated (see Table 3). The

standard deviation of the mean average, 311“, was $67. Approximately

68 percent of the horde, or 58 out of the 85, had.year1y average young?

stock costs between $h7 and $181 per head.

An effort was made to check the values placed on heifers at

freshening by the cooperators. The income from youngstock could be

affected directly by how high or how low the cooperators valued freshened

heifers. There was a close relationship between heifer values and cow

values (see Table k).
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Table 3 - CALCULATICN CF STAIDABD LEVIATICEI 01? 3.51315 CN TOTAL YCUZEGSTCCK

’ CCSIS P13. HELD, 1947
 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

Cooperator Cooperator C00perator

__number D D2 number D D3 number D D2

1 l 1 38 11 121 75 1 1

2 41 1,681 39 12 144 76 8 64

3 28 784 40 10 100 77 15 225

4 5 25 41 21 441 78 20 400

5 26 676 42 30 900 79 25 625

6 13 169 43 61 3.721 80 41 1,681

7 33 1,089 44 1 1 81 64 4,096

8 9 81 45 5 25 82 37 1,369

9 10 100 46 107 11,449 83 50 2,500

10 46 2,116 47 83 6,889 84 37 1,361

11 53 2,809 48 99 9,801 85 51 2,60;I

12 298 88.804 49 34 1.156 £ 385,474

13 52 2.704 50 24 576

14 12 144 51 20 400

15 12 144 52 16 256

16 19 361 53 19 361

17 26 676 54 29 841

18 31 961 55 31 961 O" -]/g_c_i_2

19 67 4,489 56 38 1,444 N

20 29 841 57 103 10.609

21 41 1,681 58 28 784 -fm'

22 117 13.689 59 12 144 85

23 40 1,600 60 0 O

24 51 2.601 61 2 4 - V4535

25 7 49 62 58 3.364 .

26 16 256 63 345 119.025 0' - $67

27 210 44.100 64 59 3.481

28 3 9 65 7 49

29 72 5.184 66 31 961

30 52 2.704 67 49 2.401

31 40 1,600 68 10 100

32 7 49 69 34 1.156

33 1 1 70 12 144

34 7 49 71 1 1

35 49 2,401 72 12 144

36 24 576 73 46 2.116

37 11 121 74 34 14156

Table 4 - .4 194?

£118 per cow

Item Under 3150 51503817499 @‘172319939 32% ad over

Number of herds 20 25 20 20

Average cow value $129.03 $162.25 $186.56 $231.36

War value $146.59 $170.78 $3191.19 $9112-23
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Then the question arose as to the reliability of the cow values.

Even though heifer values showed a close relationship to cow values,

there was the possibility that the cows were not evaluated too closely

with their producing ability. The records were then sorted by butterfat

production per cowb-herd average-to see whether heifer values were

related to herd production.

There was no relationship between heifer values and butterfat

production.per cow (see Table 5). This suggests that the income shown

in Table 2 might be slightly too high or slightly too low depending

upon.whether some of the cooperators undervalued or overvalued their

heifers. It is more likely that it is slightly low, since the average

value placed on freshened heifers averaged $181 per‘head.

Table 5 - RELATION OF HERD BUTTERFAT PRODUCTION TO VALUES PLACED ON

FBESHENED HEIFERS, ;9u7

fitter-fat production pgr 2!

Item Under 250 250- 300- 350 and

299.9. 349.9 5§g5;_

 

number of herds 11 31 29 it

Average butterfat production.per cow 226 276 322 372

Average value freshened.heifers $185.h3 $172.01 $18h.27 $187.19

 

a1 tio f eifer osts Pro ectio 3 Since the cost

figures in this study are for'one year, and since they are for the

entire youngstock herd, it is difficult to figure the cost of raising

a heifer to freshening age.

The average number of months to raise a heifer to freshening

as reported.by the 35 farmers interviewed (one farmer visited did not

raise heifers) was 27.7 months. The average youngstock cost in 19h7
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was $114.19, or the average monthly cost was $9.52. On the basis of

1947 costs, it was costing $263.70 to raise a heifer to 27.7 months,

or freshening.

The assumption has to be made that the proportions of calves

under one year to heifers over one year within the youngstock herd

remain essentially the same. This assumption seems warranted after

checking average youngstock numbers of 1947 with other years that

these cost accounts were kept. For 1947, calves under one year made

up 54 percent of the youngstock. For 1946, these percentages were

exactly the same.’ For 1945, calves under one year made up 47 percent,

and.heifers over one year made up 53 percent of the youngstock.**

Calculation of geifor Qosto by Deductioo: .Another method of

arriving at heifer costs was devised. This was by treating the sales

of calves (for breeding purposes or for veal) as bybproducts or as

incidental to the raising of heifers. The value of calf sales, bulls

raised and kept on the farm, and ending inventory values were deducted

from beginning inventory values, purchases, and total costs. The

remaining amount is assumed to be the cost of the heifers. The calcur

lations on page 20 show an average cost of $237.43 for 302 heifers that

freshened on the 85 farms.

 

‘ This was calculated from information given on page 9, DAIRY COSTS

AND RETURNS IN DETROIT MILK SHED by E. B. Carter, Mich. Agr. Exp.

Sta. Mimeo. r. M. 417.

'9 This was calculated from information given on page 9, DAIRY COSTS

AND RETURNS IN SOUTHEASTEBN'MICHIGAN by E. E. Carter and K. T.

Wright, MiChe Agr. EXP. Sta. MimeOe Fe Me 3970
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Beginning inventory value $ 82,140.00

Purchases . 6,693.00

Total costs during year 10 2.

Total $1983205°37

Ending inventory value $101,545.00

Sales 23,326.39

Value of bulls kept 1,630.00

Total tw

Balance or remaining cost $ 71,703.98

Total heifers freshened = 302

$1.1J3ggfl. $237.43 cost per freshened heifer

It will be noted that the heifer cost deducted in this manner

is about $26 lower than that figure arrived at by the projection

method. This might be explained by either one of two reasons. First,

the 27.7 month period for freshening reported.by the 35 dairymen

interviewed might be too high for the entire 85 cooperators. This is

unlikely, however. Secondly, there might well have been some profit

made on some of the calves sold, particularly those sold for breeding

purposes. This is the more likely reason for the $26 difference in

method of figuring heifer costs.
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FACTORS RELATED TO YOUNGSTOCK COSTS

AND RETURNS

High ano:;ow Total Return Herds: Before studying factors

related to youngstock costs, it was considered desirable to compare

youngstock profits or losses with cow profits or losses on the same

herds. With separate enterprise accounts being kept on cows and

youngstock, there loomed the possibility that dairymen might be off-

setting youngstock losses in extra profits in the cow herd. On the

other hand, they might be making profits in the youngstock herd at

the expense of losses in the cow herd. .As an example, if freshened

heifers were valued either too high or too low, youngstock and cow

profits would be affected directly.

Some study was then given to the labor return on the entire

herd for the 15 high and the 15 low herds. The records were sorted by

total labor return on the entire hard on a per cow basis (see Table 6).

The 15 high herds showed profit on both youngstock and cows. The 15

low herds showed losses on both youngstock and cows. Furthermore, the

15 high herds had lower breeding costs. Three of these 15 had suffi-

cient bull appreciation that they had a net profit from the bull rather

than a net cost. The table shows that the 15 high labor return dairyb

men did a better Job than the 15 low return dairymen not only on cows,

but also on youngstock and breeding costs.
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Table 6 - COMPARISON OF HIGH.AND LOW TOTAL HERD RETURN PER COW FARMS; l 4

Total labor return

on herd per cow
 

 

Item Low 15 High 15

herdg herds

Cows per herd 17.2 13.7

Ibungstock per herd under one year 5.7 4.5

Youngstock per herd over one year 6.9 5.6

Tate]. . 1206 1001

Total herd returns to labor per cow $ 26.83 $ 210.11

Total herd returns to labor per farm $462.88 $2,898.43

Net returns per cow on cow herd -$ 96.14 $ 64.07

Net returns per head of youngstock on

youngstock herd -$ 26.76 $ 20.97

Breeding cost per cow or heifer $ 9.03 $ 7.20

Butterfat production per cow (lbs.) 275 331

 

ooooarisoniof High and.Low Iooggstock Cost Herdo: To get some

notion of the variation of individual costs and other physical factors,

 
 

the records were sorted by total cost per head of youngstock (Table 7).

It was thought that, by doing this, an.examination of some of the

factors associated with low or high cost herds would give some idea as

to what factors to sort by in studying factors related to costs.

Results in the table suggested that some of the factors which

might be related to youngstock costs are: feeding efficiency, labor

efficiency, calf value charged at five days' age, breeding costs,

quality of animal produced, and.possib1y the size of the youngstock

herd. It was then decided to sort by these factors in an effort to

study their relationship to youngstock costs. It was also decided to

study the relation, if any, of breed, mortality, and management prac-

tices to youngstock costs.
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Feed Qosts: Feed costs per head, which ranged from $13 to $336

on individual herds, had a definite relationship to total youngstock

costs (Table 8). The 17 herds with lowest feed costs per head averaged

$66 total costs compared with $184 total costs for the 16 herds with

highest feed costs per head. Feed costs comprised only 45 percent of

total costs for the low group as compared to 63 percent for the high

group.

.Although total returns did average higher for the high feed

cost group, total returns were not high enough to offset or pay for

the higher costs. Net returns averaged.-$68 per head for the high

feed cost group compared to $9 for the low feed cost group. Somewhat

higher producing heifers were produced by the high feed cost group

but probably not enough higher to Justify that much higher costs.

Cost reduction opportunities by better feeding methods is discussed

under MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.

Lgbor Efficiency: Much variation was shown in labor hours

spent in the care of youngstock. This varied from about two to 75

hours per head. Dairymen spending the most hours per head had higher

labor and total costs, and labor costs made up a higher proportion of

total costs (Table 9). The lower labor hour dairymen had lower labor

cost per $100 of youngstock income, higher returns per hour of labor,

and higher net returns per head youngstock.

Labor efficiency offers one possibility of reducing costs for

some dairymen. There is probably a greater possibility of reducing

labor hours for older heifers than young calves. To do well, young

calves quite often require much individual attention. For older heifers,
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the arrangement of feeding and.water facilities to effect a minimum of

labor hours offers possibilities of lower costs to some farmers. .

gigs of Youngstock Herd; The size of the youngstock:herd, which

ranged from one to 38, apparently had at least some effect upon costs

(Table 10). There was a tendency for building investment and labor

costs to decrease as size of hard increased. However, since labor and

building use comprise but about 20 percent of total cost, it is doubtful

whether size of herd is as important as some other factors in affecting

youngstock costs. Gross returns had a greater effect on net returns

than did the size of herd in reducing costs.

ooglitz: In general, it did not cost much more to produce youngb

stock to replace high producing herds than it did to replace low pro-

ducing herds (Table 11). For example, it cost dairymen $112 per year

to raise youngstock to replace herds averaging 322 pounds of fat per

cow'per year compared to $102 to replace herds averaging 226 pounds fat.

Costs per year for youngstock increased to $143 for those dairymen

replacing herds averaging 372 pounds of fat, but that cost seems Justi-

fied.when considering the quality of the heifers being produced.

Some of the cooperators recognized this quality factor in pro-

ducing heifers by keeping heifers to raise only from their very best

cows. Some farmers made a practice of replacing about one-fourth of

the cow-herd each year. To do this, they saved from 50 to 60 percent of

their best heifers to raise, but not all of them.

Qalf Value at Five Doyo} Calf value charged per calf varied

from $2.00 to $34.00. Calf value charged was related to youngstock costs

(Table 12). As calf value charged increased, there was a tendency for
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total costs to increase, and the percentage that calf value was of

total costs increased.

Evaluations of calves at this age were determined by the amount

for which the cooperators could sell the calves. Size of the calf,

breeding,and production records for the herd were all factors affecting

calf value at five days' age.

Breedigg oosto: Breeding costs showed much variation. This

ranged from $0 to $25.88 per’head of youngstock over a year. Six herds

had no breeding costs charged against youngstock. Three of these bred

their herds artificially but bred no heifers in 1947. Three herds had

sufficient bull appreciation.so as not to have any net bull costs:

however, one of these three herds had artificial breeding costs charged

against youngstock. .Another'herd had bull costs but none charged

against the youngstock account.

Breeding costs showed a relationship to total youngstock costs

(Table 13). The higher breeding cost herds had higher breeding costs

per $100 of youngstock income. Breeding costs made up a larger properb

tion of total costs in the case of the higher breeding cost herds. More

artificial insemination was practiced by the lower breeding cost herds.

23229} The effect of breed.upon.youngstock costs was studied

(Table 14). The 85 herds were classified into four groups according

to breeds-Holstein, Guernsey, Jersey, and.mixed‘breeding. There were

not enough Jersey herds to be sure of a high reliability in comparing

Jersey with other breeds. Youngstock of Jersey breeding consumed less

concentrates, hay, calf meal, milk, and somewhat less silage than.herds

of other breeding. Jersey herds had considerably less feed costs,

calf value costs, and total costs than the other breeds.
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Gross income was also considerably lower for the Jersey herds.

Because of this and the lower total costs, not incomes were not greatly

different from.herds of the other breeds. Therefore, the breed of dairy

cattle did not appear to affect, to any large extent, youngstock net

returns.

Mortality: Mortality, no doubt, has an important influence in

the cost of raising youngstock. It was a very difficult factor to

measure in the cost records for 1947, because it reduced income rather

than increased the costs. As long as a calf was alive, its costs were

reported on a per head basis. If the calf died later, no effect was

shown on the costs as such. The loss showed only as an inventory loss

in the income account.

Twentybtwo herds out of the 85 had calf losses 5:39; the calves

had been transferred to the youngstock account (at five daye' age).

Mortality ranged from 0 to 44-percent on individual herds after the

calves were transferred to the youngstock account. Calves born dead

or calves that died before they reached the age of five days, which was

not uncommon, were not reported by the c00perators. '

An effort was made to compare net appreciation in herds with

and without mortality reported. The records showed no great differ-

ences. It is probable that the calves died at such early ages that

these losses were outweighed or hidden by other factors affecting

youngstock income. However, mortality is an important factor in.young-

stock income, particularly in those herds with high mortality rates.

Because it was believed that the mortality picture was somewhat

incomplete in the 1947 cost records, a section was devoted to this in
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the questionnaire. Information was obtained as to total death rates

and cause of death. This is discussed further under MANAGENENT

PRACTI CES .
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MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

General: Thirty-six farmers were interviewed regarding manage-

ment practices used in raising heifers for cow replacements. One of

the farmers interviewed purchased his replacements leaving 35 records

available for the study of management practices.

The farm interviews were made in.April and May of 1949. Cost

records for the dairy c00perators studied were for the year 1947. Most

of the information obtained from the interviews referred to management

policies, which ordinarily do not change drastically from one year to

the next. In some few exceptional cases where management policies

had changed, the information obtained was for the methods used in 1947.

The information secured on death losses and number of cases of

disease related to 1948. It was felt that data for 1948 would be more

accurate than similar data for 1947.

Total youngstock costs in 1947 for the 18 lowbcost herds averaged

less than half that for the 17 high-cost herds (Table 15). The low-

cost herds had feed costs about a third and labor costs about half

those of the high-cost herds.

Table 15 - COMPARISON OF YOUNGSTOCK COSTS, 1947, ON FARMS VISITED

18 low feed 17 high feed

 

 

Item cost herds cost herdo

Number youngstock under 1 year 5.5 6.0

Number youngstock over 1 year 7.2 5.5

Total 12.7 11.5

IOUNGSTOCK COSTS PER HEAD

Feed $34.86 $103 .68

Labor 10.75 22.19

All other 26.25 44.93

Total $71.86 $170.80
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Agp_of Freshenipg: The average age of freshening for the herds

visited varied from 23 months to 36 months. It was believed that this

might have an influence on heifer costs. Study indicated that the

heifers in the lowbcost herds freshened at 28.1 months and ranged from

23 to 36 months' age. Heifers in the high-cost herds freshened at

27.3 months and ranged from 24 to 30 months' age. The average age of

freshening for all 35 herds visited was 27.7 months.

The 35 records were grouped into thirds on the basis of age of

freshening (Table 16). The third freshening at a younger age averaged

$147.60 of youngstock cost per year and 25.08 months to freshen compared

to $103.22 of youngstock cost per year and 31.36 months to freshen for

the third freshening at an older age.

ggble 16 - RapggION OF AGE or FRESHENING T0 005:5

Ag; of freshenipg
  

 

Item Low third ggddle third High third

Number of herds 12 12 11

Months to freshen 25.08 27.00 31.36

Annual cost per head

of youngstock $147.60 $107.15 $103.22

Cost of freshened heifer $308.42 $241.09 $269.76

 

The calculated cost of producing a heifer was greatest in the

group that freshened at 25.08 months, but it was less for the 27

month group than for the 31.36 month group. The age of freshening did

not appear to be an important factor affecting costs of a freshened

heifer.

Milk FeedinggPractices: The feeding of milk was managed in

 

many different ways. The 18 low cost dairymen separated new born
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calves from the cows quicker, but left the calves with their mothers

more days before hand feeding (Table 17). The main reason given.for

separating the calf from the cow after a short interval of time was

to prevent the calf from getting too much milk and thus preventing

scours. However, many of those cooperators who left their calves with

the cow for longer intervals of time believed that the most danger

from scours occurred when the calf was separated soon after birth,

became very hungry, and then gorged himself with milk when put back

with the cow.

Table 17 - COMPARISON OF MILK FEEDING PRACTICES 0N HIGH AND L0!

1gp COST HERBS?

18 low 17 high

Item .hgrds herds

Average number hours before new born calf

separated.from cow 42 64

Average number days calf left with cow

before hand feeding. 6. 4.25

Number of dairymen using nurse cow method!‘ 1 2

Number of dairymen using hand feeding method 17 16

Number of dairymen using open pail 16 14

Number of dairymen.using nipple pail 1 2

Number of dairymen sterilizing feeding utensils 4 4

 

‘ For those herds practicing hand feeding milk

** One dairymen used both methods.

Most of the dairymen in both cost groups preferred hand feeding

milk over the nurse cow method. Reasons given for the preference of

hand feeding included:

(1) It was easier to determine how much milk the calf was getting.

(2) The calf sometimes injured the cow‘s udder.

(3) The calf might become a sucking cow as a result of using the

nurse cow method.
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(4) Nurse cows, by holding their milk for their calves, are

more difficult to manage.

(5) Barns were not set up or equipped for the nurse cow method.

(6) Nurse cow method works best where there is a large number

of calves (can put two or three calves about same age on

one cow). .

Reasons given for the preference of the nurse cow method included:

(1) sanitation, (2) less labor involved, (3) it was possible to utilize

a three-tested or any other cow difficult to milk with the milking

machine, and (4) c00perators had had good results with that method.

Most c00perators in both groups used an open pail rather than

a nipple pail. The reason given most often for using the open pail

was that they had never tried any other method. Some thought that

the nipple pail would be more difficult to keep sanitary. One coopera—

tor thought the nipple pail might cause the calf to be a sucking cow.

The most important reason given for the use of the nipple pail was

that it permitted the calf to get his milk at a slow rate, thus keeping

digestive disorders at a minimum.

About the same proportion in each cost group sterilized feeding

utensils.

.Although differences existed within each cost group, the two

groups, when averaged, showed similarities in methods of hand feeding

milk and sterilizing of utensils. The low-cost group did not leave

new born calves with the cows quite as long before separating as did

the high-cost group. However, the lowbcost group did leave the calves

with the cow longer before hand feeding milk.



ho

HgyoFeeding3Practices: Most all of the cooperators visited fed

good quality hay. Most of them fed either legume Or a legume-grass

mixture of hay;

Over half of the co0perators in each group selected only the

highest quality of hay for their young calves (Table 18). They

selected the greenest, brightest, finest, and leafiest hay for young

calves. Some fed only second cutting hay;

Some of the dairymen visited made it a practice of feeding hay

left over from the cows' mangers to heifers at least a year old. This

practice occurred more among low-cost cooperators.

Although differences existed within each cost group as to methods

of feeding hay, the two group averages were not greatly different.

Table 18 — COMPARISON OF HAY FEEDING PRACTICES 0N HIGH AND LOW

FEED COST HERBS

18 low 17 high

Item herds herds

Number of dairymen who selected only the highest

quality hay when feeding calves 10 11

Number of dairymen who fed.hay to calves without

especially selecting highest quality 8 6

Number of dairymen feeding hay left over from cows'

Isngers to heifers over one year 8 3

 

Pasture Practgoooj All the dairymen visited except one pastured

the heifers. His reasons for not pasturing heifers were that if they

were under 12 months' age, he wanted them close to the buildings to

grain them. If they were over 12 months' age, it was difficult to

manage the breeding of them on.pasture, and there was the difficulty

of their Jumping fences.
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The heifers of the 18 low-cost herds were turned to pasture at

about a month younger age than were the heifers of the 16 high-cost

herds (Table 19). Most of the high-cost farmers fed no grain on pasture.

Most of the low-cost farmers fed grain to the younger heifers on.pasture.

.A small preportion of both groups fed grain to all heifers, regardless

of age. Over half of the low feed cost group grain-fed heifers on

pasture according to age of heifer.

Table 19 - COMPARISON OF PASTURE FEEDING PRACTICES ON HIGH AND LOW

FEEQyCOST HERBS

18 low 16 high

Item ' herds herds‘

Average age when.heifers first turned to

pasture (months) 6.6 8.

Number of dairymen feeding grain to all heifers

on pasture 2 3

Number of dairymen feeding grain to none of heifers

on pasture 6 11

Number of dairymen feeding grain to part of heifers

under certain age on pasture 10 2

Number of dairymen who changed to pasture abruptly 14 9

Number of dairymen who continued grain, dry

roughage, or both for few days after turning

to pasture 4 7

 

‘ One dairyman did not pasture any of his heifers.

Qogparison of Calf Mortality and Disease of High and Low oost

E22223 Of the 35 farms visited, 7.9 percent of all calves in 1948

were either born dead or died.at an early age (Table 20). 0f total

calf mortality, 38.6 percent was due to calves born dead. Another

26.3 percent died from injuries at birth, premature birth, or were

born weak and died. Scours accounted for 19.3 percent of all deaths,

and pneumonia accounted for seven percent of total calf mortality.

Other causes of death accounted for 8.8 percent of calf deaths.
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Ten percent of all calves born in 1948 had scours. One percent

had colds, and 0.6 percent had.pneumonia. One-fifth of the herds

visited had some Bang's disease in the cow herd, but 71.4 percent

vaccinated their calves against Bang's.

Table 20 - COMPARISON OF CALI MORTALITY AND DISEASE 0N HIGH AND LOW

KEEP COST HERBS, 1948

18 low 17 high All

   

Item herds herds heggg

Av. no. calves born per farm 20.3 20.8 20.6

Av. no. death losses per farm 1.50 1.76 1.63

Percent death loss 7.4 8.5 7.9

CAUSE OF DEATH

Percent born dead 44.5 33.3 38.6

Percent died from injuries at birth 18.5 6.7 12.3

Percent born premature and died 3.7 16.7 10.5

Percent died scours 14.8 23.3 19.3

Percent died.pneumonia 3.7 10.0 7.0

Percent born weak and died 7.4 - 3.5

Percent died from other causes 7,4 10. 8.§

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

DISEASE

Percent calves had scours 10.7* 9.3 10.0

Percent calves had colds .8 1.1 1.0

Percent calves had pneumonia 0.0 1.1 .6

Percent of dairymen who had some Bang's

disease in cow herd 16.7 23.5 20.0

Percent of dairymen vaccinating calves

against Bang's disease 66.7 76.5 71.4

 

' Almost half of the cases occurred on one farm.

The high-cost herds had greater mortality than the lowbcost

herds. There was a higher mortality from scours, pneumonia, and pre-

mature births in the highrcost group compared to the lowbcost group.

There was a greater percentage of mortality due to calves born dead

and injuries at birth in the lowbcost group.
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It is interesting to note that in the high-cost group more

deaths were attributed to causes more nearly under the control of the

farmer (scours, pneumonia, and.premature births resulting from Bang's

disease) than in the low-cost group. More deaths occurred from causes

not as much under the control of the farmer (born dead, injured at

birth, and born weak and died) for the low as compared to the highrcost

group. More Bang's disease in cow herds was reported for the high

cost group.

In brief, there was somewhat higher mortality, more mortality

due to causes more nearly under the control of the farmer, and.more

Bang's disease in the highvcost herds.

Eggparison of Breeding Methods on Low and High gost Herds: Ebro

of the lowhcost dairymen bred.artificially and fewer bred by bull as

compared with the high-cost dairymen (Table 21). There was no signifi-

cant difference in age of freshening for the two groups.

Table 21 - COWARISON or BREEDING METHODS 0N HIGH AND Low FEED cos'r HERBS

18 low 17 high

 

It” herd; hegL

Percent of herds bred artificially 38.9 23.5

Percent of herds bred by bull 55.5 70.6

Percent of herds bred both artificially and by bull 5.6 5.9

Average age of freshening (months) 28.1 27.3

 

For the entire 35 cooperators visited, 11 bred by artificial

insemination, and 22 bred by bull (Table 22). Two farmers used both

methods of breeding. Nearly twice as many breeding services were

required to get heifers bred on.herds practicing artificial breeding





hh

as compared to herds breeding with a bull. This very likely contributed

to the greater variation in.age of freshening for the artificially

bred.herds.

Table 22 - RELATION OF METHOD OF BREEDING TO NUMBER.OF BREEDING

SERVICES.AEQ VARIATION IN AGE OF FRESHENING

 

Item .Artificially Bull

number of herds ll 22

Ar. number of breeding services to get a

heifer with calf 2.26 1.39'

Variation in age of freshening (months) 5.6 4.75~

 

‘ Bull ran with heifers on two farms. These records were eliminated.

Problems in Baisipg Heifers: The 35 farmers interviewed were

asked to state their greatest problems in raising heifers. More

replies were given on disease and sanitation than on any other manage-

ment problem (Table 23). .Among the diseases, scours at an early age

was more important than any other single problem.

Next in importance was feeding management. The two greatest

problems in feeding were overfeeding milk and switching from milk to

grain.

Other problems of importance included getting the heifers bred,

slow growth, and selecting quality calves that would.become high pro-

ducers.

Why mimWheirjeplacemeggs: Thirty-four of

the 36 farmers selected for interview preferred raising heifers for cow

replacements, one preferred purchasing herd replacements, and one farmer

had no particular preference of buying or raising replacements.
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Table 23_r GHEgTEST PROBLEMS OF Q§;§XMEN:;§ RAISING HEIFERS

 

Problems lst 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total

1. DISEASE AND SANITATION - Total 14 16 2 - 2 3h

Scours 10 5 - - 1 16

Colds and pneumonia - 2 1 - - &

Overcrowded quarters 2 1 - - 1

General health 1 4 l - - 6

Sanitation in general - l - - - 1

Calves suck each other 1 2 - - — 3

Bang's disease in older heifers - 1 - - - 1

2. FEEDING - Total 8 2 2 1 - lg

Overfeeding milk 4 - - - -

Switching from milk to grain 2 1 - 1 - 4

Getting enough animal protein

in ration 1 - - - - 1

Needs more pasture l — - - - 1

Has to turn out to pasture too

young-not enough barn-fed

roughage - 1 - - - 1

Correct feeding on pasture - - 1 - - 1

Step feeding grain at too

young age - - 1 - - 1

3. BREEDING HEIFERS - Total 2 l1 3 1 - 10

Getting them with calf 2 2 2 1 - 7

Neighbor's bull jumps fence and

breeds heifers - 2 - - - 2

Sterility - - 1 — - l

4. OTHER - Total 11 3 1 1 - 16

Slow growth 2 l - - - 3

.Attention to small details of

management the first six months 2 - 1 - - 3

Too much labor required 1 1 - - - 2

High cost of raising heifers 1 - - - - 1

Lose too much valuable milk in

feeding it to calves 1 1 - - - 2

One heifer out of four or five

is not a high producer 2 - - - - 2

Getting heifer calves from the

best cows 1 - - - - 1

Heifers become wild when pastured 1 - - - - 1

Maternity care to the cow — - - 1 - l
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For those dairymen who preferred raising their replacements,

the first reason given more often than any other for raising their

replacements was that they felt that they did not know the quality of

purchased cows (Table 24). Many believed that they could raise

replacements superior to cows that they could buy.

Other important reasons for preferring to raise replacements

were financial reasons, avoiding the risk of purchasing diseased cows,

and a definite program of heifer selection based upon breeding and

production records.

Reasons given for purchasing replacements by the farmer who

preferred purchasing and by the farmer who had no particular preference

included: (1) increasing the size of herd, (2) can buy better quality

than can produce, (3) cheaper to buy than to raise, (4) inadequate

facilities or insufficient feed or labor to raise heifers, and (5) heifers

raised are not always high producers. Important points observed in

buying replacements included: (1) disease tested cows, (2) purchase

from a farmer going out of business, (3) purchase from a farmer with

a large surplus of cows, (4) purchase within a close radius of where

the cooperator lived, and (5) price placed on the cow.

There was an average of 3.6 heifers freshened and 1.5 cows

purchased per farm in 1947 on.the 85 farms keeping dairy cost records.

The cows were purchased at an average price of $216.88. This compares

with $237.43 cost per freshened heifer, according to the deduction

method of calculation discussed earlier. This method of figuring

heifer costs takes into consideration income and possible profits made

from youngstock other than heifers kept for replacements. The $237.43

figure is the cooperator's net cost tied.up in the freshened heifer.
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Total herd replacement costs per farm on heifers raised and cows

purchased amounted to $1,180.07. If all cooperators had eliminated

their youngstock enterprises and had purchased all replacements, the

additional 3.6 cows purchased per farm would have cost $730.77. This

compares with net costs of $854.75 tied up in the heifers kept for

replacements. If the cooperators could have purchased cows free of

disease and cows equal to their heifer replacements in quality, there

would have been a net savings of $73.98 per farm.

Table 24 - war DAIRINEN RAISE THEIR REPLACEimNTs

 

Reasons 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total

1. QUALITY - Total 16 19 13 s - 56

Quality of heifers raised is

superior 5 l2 4 1 - 22

Quality of cows purchased unknown 9 3 4 4 - 20

Price too high for quality of

cow purchased 2 4 5 3 - 14

2. FINANCIAL - Total 5 4 6 3 1 19

Less cash outlay’ l - 4 1 - 6

Less expensive to raise 3 l - 1 - 5

Cheap surplus feed utilized

by heifers - - 2 1 1 4

Home grown feed costs less - 2 - - - 2

Expense of raising less noticeable 1 l - - - 2

3. DISEASE

Avoid purchasing diseased cows 6 9 2 1 - 18

4. HERD IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM - Total 5 - 6 2 - 13

Superior sire or artificial

breeding 4 - 4 2 - 10

Production records 1 - 2 - - 3

5. OTHER - Total 2 2 - - - 4

Good young cows for sale scarce 1 - - - - 1

Enjoys raising heifers-—a hobby 1 - - - - 1

Strange animals purchased cause

fighting in file herd - 1 - - -

Raising heifers a good investment - 1 - - - h
‘
h
‘
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How to Reduce Heifer Costs: Most of the farmers interviewed

believed that reduction of heifer costs might be done in.better feeding

practices (Table 25). .A number of farmers thought that more and better

quality roughage (barn-fed and pasture) offered possibilities in re-

duction of costs. Most of the farmers giving this roughage possibility

qualified their answer in some way. One thought that higher quality

hay and silage without grain after ten months was one possibility.

One believed that more grass silage would lower costs. Another stressed

the importance of utilizing as many pasture seasons as possible in the

production of the heifer.

Tableggfi - FARMERS' OPINIONS ON HOW TO REDUCE HEIFER COSTS

 

Methods lst 2nd Total

1. FEEDING'— Total 18 3 21

Feed more and better quality roughage

(barn-fed and pasture) 8 1 9

Feed a ration for rapid growth 4 1 5

Use cheaper feed 2 - 2

Use cheap pasture for long season 1 - 1

Use home-grown feed instead of calf ration 1 - 1

Feed less whole milk, more pellets and skim milk 1 - 1

Feed less grain 1 - 1

Reduce milk feeding to calves - 1 l

2. LABOR.- Total 9 - 9

More convenient arrangement of feed and water

facilities to save labor 7 - 7

Raise a group of heifers at same age to save

labor 1 - 1

Building arrangement to save labor 1 - l

3. QUALITY - Total 4 2 6

Raise only well bred heifers 2 1 3

Use better sires or artificial breeding l - 1

Save only the best heifers 1 - 1

Raise a good heifer even though it might

cost more - 1 1

4. DISEASE AND SANITATION - Total 5 l 6

Sanitation to reduce disease or insect pests 2 1 3

Keep healthy even if requires more labor ' 2 - 2

Regular feeding to keep healthy 1 - l
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Some of the farmers thought that reducing labor requirements

and labor costs was the best way to lower heifer costs. Other possi-

bilities given by the cooperators included the raising of only high

quality heifers and the reduction of disease to keep calves healthy

through more sanitation.



THE COST OF KEEPING A BULL

,At least one bull for at least a part of the year was kept on

70 of the 85 farms. Forty cooperators kept one bull for the 12 months.

Eighteen cooperators kept a bull less than 12 months, and 12 cooperators

kept more than one bull for the year.

To determine the average cost of keeping a bull, the 40 records

of one bull for the year were selected for study. It was believed

that records on bulls for a fractional part of a year could not be

used satisfactorily. For example, one could not take a three-month

period during pasture season, when feed and labor costs might be lower,

and multiply by four to give an equivalent lZ—month record.

The average net bull cost on 40 bulls in 1947 was $213.06

(Table 26). Total cost amounted to $262.07, half of which was for

feed. Total credits amounted to $49.01, over two-thirds of which was

bull appreciation in value during the year. Eighty hours were required

in the care of the bull for the year.

These 40 herds averaged 17.2 head of cows and 5.8 head of young-

stock over one year in age. Eet bull cost was prorated to the cows and

youngstock over one year to give an average breeding cost of $9.28

per head.



Table 26 - BULL;COSTS AND 0§EDIT31194Z
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Item Average

number of herds 40

Cows per herd 17.2

Youngstock over one year per herd 5.8

Total 23.0

Hours 1abor per bull in year 80

COSTS PER BULL

Feed $130.79

Labor 77.65

Interest 10.96

All other 42.67

Total costs $262.07

CREDITS PER BULL

Manure $ 10.35

Fees received 1.19

Bull appreciation £7.47

Total credits $ 9.01

NET BULL COST $213.06

NET BULL COST PER COW.AND HEIEER s 9.23
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FACTORS RELATED TO BULL COSTS AND CREDITS

Comparison of High and Low Bull Cost Herdgz The records were

grouped into thirds on the basis of net bull cost per cow and heifer

to compare certain factors (Table 27). The reason for this was to get

an idea of variation and relative importance of the items of cost and

credit.

Some of the items showing considerable variation were feed

costs, labor costs, appreciation in bull value during the year. and

number of cows and heifers bred. Other possible factors affecting

bull costs and credits, not indicated in Table 27, were breed and the

number of bulls kept. It was decided to try to make some analysis of

all these factors.

Table 27 - COMPARISON OF CERTAIN FACTORS ON HIGH AND LOW BULL COST

 

 

 
 

HERDS._194Z

Bull cost per cow and heifer

Item g::;ow third__3giddlg_ghird High third

number of herds 13 l4 l3

Cows per herd 18.9 16.1 16.7

Youngstock over 1 year per herd 6.9 4.9 5.6

Total 25.8 21.0 22.3

Hours 1abor'per bull in year 62 72 106

COSTS PER.BULL

Feed $104.70 $107.83 $181.61

Labor 54.83 67.95 110.92

Interest 9.32 10.51 13.08

All other 28.65 30.73 69.55

Total costs $197.50 $217.02 $375.16

CREDITS PER BULL

Manure $ 10.55 $ 8.77 $ 11.86

Fees received .46 1.67 1.38

Bull appreciation 78.63 23.26 11.61

Total credits $ 89.64 $ 33.70 $ 24.85

NET BULL COST $107.85 $183.31 $350.31

NET BULL COST PER CON.AND HEIFER $ 4.18 $ 8.72 $ 15.74
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Feed Costs: Feed costs were closely related to net bull costs

(Table 28). The high third feed cost bulls had feed costs and total

costs over twice as great as the low third feed cost bulls.

The higher feed costs were not necessarily reflected in higher

bull appreciation for the year in this particular grouping. The low

third group on feed costs had.more bull appreciation than the high

third group. The high third group had twice as high breeding costs

per Cow and heifer as did the low third group in spite of the fact

that there were considerably more cows and heifers of breeding age

in the high cost group.

Table 28 - RELATION 0F FEED COSTS T0 BULL COSTS BER COW.AND HEIFER, 1947

Feed costgper bull
 

 
 

Item pr third :giddle third High third

Number of herds ' l3 l4 l3

Cows per herd 13.1 20.9 17.3

Ioungstock over 1 year per herd .7 6.2 6.

Total 17.8 27.1 23.7

COSTS PER BULL

Feed $ 78.83 $120.61 $193.72

Total $174.21 $236.47 $377.49

Percent feed cost of total cost 45.2 51.0 51.3

CREDITS PER.BULL

Appreciation $ 42.08 $ 6.84 $ 3.52

Total $ 53-77 $ 7.51 $ 5.85

NET BULL COST $120.44 $188.97 $331.64

NET BULL COST PER CON AND HEIFER $ 6.73 $ 6.99 $ 14.02

 

gull Appreciatiqg: Whether a bull appreciated in value during

the year had a bearing on net bull costs. On three herds, there was

sufficient bull appreciation to result in no bull costs charged against

the cows or youngstock.
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Net bull costs on bull appreciation herds averaged less than

half that on herds with no bull appreciation (Table 29). Net bull

costs per cow and heifer bred for the bull appreciation herds averaged

$5.90 compared to $11.03 for the herds with no bull appreciation.

Table 29 - RELATION OF BULL APPRECIATION TO BULL COSTS PER COW.AND

HELPER, 1941

£211 appreciation per bull
 

 

Item Nope Some

Number of herds 25 15

Cows per herd 17.9 16.0

YOungstock over 1 year per herd 6.2 5.0

Total 7 24.1 21.0

TOTAL COSTS PER BULL $278.39 $234.86

CREDITS PER BULL

Appreciation - $ 99.91

Total $ 11.65 $111.27

Percent appreciation of total credits - 90

NET BULL COST $266.74 $123.59

NET BULL COST PER COW AND HEIFER $ 11.03 $ 5.90

 

Labor Efficiency: Hours spent in the care of the bull varied

from 21 to 192. Labor costs averaged three to four times as high for

dairymen who spent the most hours in bull care as for those dairymen

who spent the least hours (Table 30). Labor costs made up 19 percent

of total costs for the low third group compared with 34 percent for

the high third group..

Net bull cost for the year and net bull cost per cow and heifer

averaged over twice as high for the high third 1abor hour group compared

with the low third labor hour group.
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Table 30 - RELATION 0F LABOR.EFFICIENCY TO BULL COSTS PER COW.AND

HEIFER, 194]_

Hours labor per bull
 

 

Item ' Low third Middle third High third

Number of herds 13 14 13

Hours 1abor per bull in year 40 73 127

Cows per herd 17.6 16.7 17.4

Youngstock over 1 year per herd 5.4 5.1 6.8

Total 23.0 21.8 24.2

COSTS PER BULL

Labor $ 36.73 $ 73.62 $122.92

Total $191.32 $237.01 $359.81

Percent labor cost of total cost 19.2 31.1 34.2

CREDITS PER.BULL

Appreciation $ 49.78 $ 27.02 $ 36.41

Total $ 61.75 $ 36.26 $ 50.00

NET BULL COST $129.57 $200.75 $309.81

NET BULL COST PER COW.AND HEIFER $ 5.64 $ 9.21 $ 12.80
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Number of Cows and.Heifer§ Bred: There was a variation from

10.9 to 54.5 among these 40 herds in number of cows and heifers of

breeding age.

third largest herds (Table 31).

Net bull costs per animal bred averaged lower for the

Table 31 - RELATION 0F NUMBER OF COWS AND HEIFERS BRED TO BULL COSTS

PER COW.AND HEIFER, 1947

Number of co;§_and heifers bred
 

 

Item Low third Middle third High third

Number of herds 13 14 13

Cows per herd 11.2 16.1 24.4

Y0ung;:::§ over 1 year per herd 1§:9 25:2 33:;

TOTAL COSTS $235.75 $226.57 $326.70

TOTAL CREDITS $ 82.62 $ 27.51 $ 38.55

NET BULL COST $153.13 $199.06 $288.15

NET BULL COST PER CON.AND HEIFER $ 10.82 $ 9.23 .$ 8.66
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Total bull costs were a third higher on the large herds. In

addition to this, total bull credits were less than half as great for

the larger as compared to the smaller herds. Hence net bull costs were

nearly twice as high in the large as in the small herds. However, in

spite of these higher costs, size of herd over which to spread bull

costs resulted in lower breeding costs per animal for the large herds.

133392: 0f the 40 herds studied, 17 were Holstein, eight were

Guernsey, and three were Jersey. Twelve other herds were of mixed

breeding. There were not enough herds keeping Guernsey and Jersey

bulls for one year to make a reliable statistical comparison.

Study of the records indicated that there was a tendency for

HOlstein bulls to consume more concentrates and hay and to have higher

feed costs than either Guernsey or Jersey bulls. Credits per bull,

especially appreciation, tended to be greater for both the Holstein

and Guernsey bulls than for the Jersey bulls, partially offsetting

higher feed costs. Other factors, particularly labor efficiency and

size of herd to be bred, appeared to be more important in determining

net bull cost per cow and heifer than the breed of the bull.

Number of Bullg: Net bull costs were highest on those farms

that kept the most bulls (Table 32). Even though net bull costs were

higher on the 12 herds having more than one bull, net cost per animal

bred was less than on those herds having just one bull because more

cows and heifers were bred. The number of bulls was important in

determining net bull cost, but the number of animals bred was more

important in determining breeding cost per cow or heifer.

0f the 18 cooperators who kept a bull less than 12 months, 10

also practiced artificial breeding. 0f the 40 farmers keeping a bull
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12 months, four used artificial breeding. Only one of the 12 farmers

keeping more than one bull used artificial insemination. While bull

cost per animal bred was only $4.37 for that group keeping a bull less

than a year, additional artificial breeding costs and bull fees made

a total breeding cost of $6.31 per animal bred.

Table 32 - RELATION OF NUMBER OF BULLS PER FARM TO BULL COSTS PER COW

AND HEIFER, 1941

Number of bulls

per farm per year
 

 

Item Less than 0 More than

one me one

Number of herds 18 4O 12

Average number bulls per farm .5 1.0 1.6

Cows per herd 14.2 17.2 22.6

Youngstock over 1 year per herd 4.5 5.8 9.3

Total 18.7 23.0 31.9

Hours labor on bull (or bulls) per farm 50 80 110

BULL COSTS PER FARM

Feed $ 57.67 $130.79 $190.19

Labor 47.14 77.65 107.94

Interest 3.18 10.96 21.21

.111 other 27.04 42.67 77.74

Total $135.02 $262.07 $397.08

BULL CREDITS PER EARN

Manure $ 4.50 $ 10.35 $ 12.85

Fees received .28 1.19 .42

Bull appreciation 48.49 37.47 115.12

Total $ 53.27 $ 9.01 $128,39

NET BULL COST PER.RARN $ 81.75 $213.06 $268.69

NET BULL COST PER COW.AND HEIRER $ 4.37 $ 9.28 $ 8.40
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COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT BREEDING METHODS

figmparison of Breedipg Costs on Farms Usipg BullI Artificial

Igsgminatign, and a Combination of B311 and Artificial Insemination:

In an effort to compare the costs for different breeding methods,

 

the records were grouped according to method used in breeding. various

combinations of breeding methods were employed by the 85 cooperators.

Quite often, methods used in breeding the cows differed from methods

used in breeding the heifers. To simplify this comparison of breeding

costs, analysis was made only of the methods used in breeding the cows.

Of the 85 cooperators, 54 bred by bull exclusively. Some had

one bull for 12 months, some had one bull for less than 12 months, and

others had more than one bull for 12 months. Fifteen cooperators

practiced artificial insemination exclusively. Twelve used both bull

and artificial insemination. These three methods accounted for 81 of

the 85 cooperators.

Net bull costs were prorated equally to the cows and heifers

over one year. Only the cows' share of bull costs were charged against

the cows. In the case of either artificial breeding fees or bull fees

paid, these were charged against the cows or heifers as indicated.by

the c00perators.

Total breeding cost per cow averaged $8.99 for those breeding

with a bull compared to $4.49 for those using artificial insemination

(Table 33). Those cooperators breeding artificially had incurred Small

entry fees at the time they joined the artificial breeding cooperative.

Those cooperators employing both breeding methods averaged $5.57 bull

cost per cow and $2.69 artificial insemination cost per cow for a total

breeding cost per cow of $8.26. The size of the cow herd averaged
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larger on the herds bred by bull than on the herds bred by artificial

insemination.

Table 33 - COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT METHODS OF BREEDINGL 1947

Ngthods of breeding

 

Item Bull Bull and ,Artificial

artificial

Number of herds 54 12 15

Average number bulls per farm 1.08 .67 -

Number cows per farm 17.8 16.2 13.5

Number youngstock over 1 year per farm 6.1 5.7 7.6

Total 23.9 21.9 21.1

TOTAL BULL COSTS PER FARM $279.72 $182.66 -

TOTAL BULL CREDITS PER FARM $ 64.85 $ 60.67 -

NET BULL COST PER FARM $214.87 $121.99 —

Net bull cost per cow $ 8.99 $ 5.57 -

.Artificial insemination cost per cow - 2.69 $4.49

Total breeding cost per cow $ 8.99 $ 8.26 $4.49

As already mentioned, those farmers breeding their cows arti-

ficially averaged only $4.49 cost per cow.

charge, however, was $5.00.

The customary service

This difference occurred because farmers

quite often did not breed those cows which they were culling, and

breeding costs on the heifer replacements had previously been charged

against the youngstock account.

The other four cooperators not included in Table 33 used various

other combinations of breeding methods.

breeding, and paid bull fees averaging $12.55 per cow.

One used bull, artificial

Another paid

bull fees and kept a bull for two months averaging $4.59 breeding

cost per cow.

cooperator who averaged $9.31 cost per cow.

Both bull fees and artificial fees were paid by one

There was only one farmer



 

 



who bred cows by paying bull fees exclusively. He averaged $1.13

per cow.

Effect of Size Of Herggon Cost Agyantage of Bull and Artificial

- Insemination: .As indicated in Table 33, the average net bull cost

per farm on 54 farms, where no other methods of breeding were employed,

was $214.87. An average of 23.9 animals were bred at an average cost

of $8.99. On the farms using artificial insemination exclusively, it

cost $4.49 per cow. It can be readily seen that it would take a dairy

herd of considerable size before keeping a bull would be more economical

than breeding artificially. Most Michigan farmers do not have the size

of herd required to afford keeping a bull at 1947 costs.

As indicated, when the size of dairy herd increases, from a

cost viewpoint, it becomes less advantageous to use artificial breeding.

During a period of declining prices, it would also become less advan-

tageous, from a cost viewpoint, to use artificial breeding. The cost

of artificial insemination would not likely decline as much as the

cost of keeping a bull. In comparing artificial breeding with bull

costs, one has to assume that the resources marketed by the bull

(feed, 1abor, buildings) can be put to other uses as profitable as

marketing them through the bull. I

Factors Other Than Costg: There are other important factors

to consider in comparing bull costs with artificial breeding costs.

The inheritance factors for high milk production should be considered

for the two breeding methods. Although there are many superior farm

bulls, the average farm bull is probably a less valuable animal than

these bulls selected for artificial insemination. The milk production
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i
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ability of the heifer replacements is probably a more important factor

in reducing dairy costs than are breeding costs.

.Another point to consider is that a bull can be a dangerous

animal to have on the farm. ,A number of people have been injured and

even killed by bulls. Safety to the farm family is a factor which

should not be overlooked.
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SUMMARY

Dairymen are confronted.with the problem of annually replacing

about 31 percent of the dairy herd. In 1947, it cost an average of

$854.75 to produce 3.6 heifers and $325.32 to buy 1.5 cows or a total

of $1,180.07 per farm for replacement needs on 85 herds averaging

16.5 cows.

There are at least two methods of figuring the costs of raising

a heifer to freshening. If the sales of calves for breeding stock or

veal are considered as incidental to raising heifer replacements, an

average of $237.43 cost per heifer was tied up in the freshened heifers.

If the average monthly cost per head of youngstock and the aver-

age age of freshening are used to compute heifer costs, it was costing

$263.70 per freshened heifer in 1947. In using this method of calcu—

lation, the assumption has to be made that the preportion of calves

under one year of age and heifers over one year in the youngstock herd

remain essentially the same.

Some of the more important factors related to the efficient

production of youngstock included feeding efficiency, 1abor efficiency,

and the quality or producing ability of the heifer raised. Other

factors having a bearing upon costs were calf value charged at five

days' age and breeding costs. The breed and the size of the young-

stock herd did not greatly affect youngstock costs.

. Thirty-six farmers (35 of whom raised calves) were visited in

an effort to relate management practices to costs. About half were

high-cost and half were lowhcost producers. The data indicated that

the age of freshening was not as important as other factors in deter-

mining freshened heifer costs. There was more variation within the
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high and lowbcost groups as to methods of feeding milk than there was

between the two group averages. The same was true for hay feeding

methods. The low-cost group did more grain feeding on.pasture according

to age of heifer than did the high-cost group.

About eight percent of all calves on the 35 farms raising calves

were either born dead or died at an early age. Total calf mortality

was higher in the high-cost group, and more of that mortality was due

to causes more nearly under the control of the farmer than in the case

of the lowhcost group.

The farmers' greatest problem in raising heifers was disease-

Scours at a young age was given as the greatest disease problem.

This problem is related to milk feeding management. Other problems

were proper feeding and breeding management.

Most farmers preferred raising rather than buying replacements.

The most important reasons were that the quality of heifer replacements

raised was superior, there was a definite program of heifer selection

based upon production records and superior sires, the quality of the

cows they were buying was unknown, raising heifers involved less cash

outlay, and there was the risk of bringing disease into the herd with

purchased cows.

Opinions of the farmers on opportunities for heifer cost reduction

included better feeding practices, reduction of labor hours spent with

the youngstock herd, raising only well-bred heifers, and more sanitar

tion to reduce disease. Better feeding practices included the feeding

of more and higher quality hay, more use of pasture, and longer pasture

88380ns 0
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Several of these dairymen believed that the more convenient

arrangement of feeding and water facilities for older heifers could

reduce labor hours and labor costs.

It cost an average of $213.06 on 40 farms to keep a bull one

year after allowing for credits--manure, fees received, and appreciation

in value. This net cost on the basis of per cow and heifer over one

year of age averaged $9.28.

Some factors related to low bull costs were feeding efficiency,

1abor efficiency, appreciation in bull value during the year, and

number of cows and heifers bred.

Farmers using a bull had higher breeding costs per cow than

farmers using artificial insemination. The cost advantage of arti-

ficial insemination becomes less as the number of cows and heifers

bred becomes higher. The cost of keeping a bull would probably decline

more than artificial breeding costs during a period of declining

prices.

In comparing bull with artificial breeding costs, there are

other factors to consider. One is the milk producing ability of the

heifer replacements. Another is the risk of injury to members of

the farm family by having a bull on the farm.
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INVENTORIES

 
 

   

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

   
 

 

 
  
  

  

      
 

 

       

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     
 

Namo_______.__ ”Addrosa, _ _ -__Dste

County Township _.Section

DAIRY CATTLE

Beginning End I Beginning End

Name or number Age of of Name or number Age of of

year year year year

1. ‘8 S 19. t

2. 20.

3. 21.

4_. fi 22. _

L 23.

6. 24. _

7. 25. _

8. _ 26.

9.
27.

l ___

10. 28.

11. 29.

12. __ 30.

13. | Total 7

14. Bulls _ ‘

15. H

16. Heifers (over 1 year) No.

17. ll Calves (under 1 year) No.

18. _ __ Other cattle No.

BUILDINGS H EQUIPMENT

Beginning End ‘ Beginning End

Description of of Description of of

year year year year

Dairy ham" 8 t Milking machine 3 1

Milk cooler __

Milk house Mllk cans _

Polls and strainer

Bull shed or pen 4 Cream separator

Cooling tank _

Separate calf pens Hot water heater

Forks, shovels. stools

__ Electric fencer

Total Total

‘Shsre of floor space used by: Cows.__% Bulia___% Young stocL__%
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Farm Mgt. Dept. M. 3. C. Mich. Milk Producers Ass’n

MONTHLY DAIRY COSTS

Name Address Month of 19

l. CONCENTRATE MIX (Only)

Concentrate use

Concentrate Amount Average

mix (lbs.) price

item Amount

On hand first of month

Mixed or

Total

On band and of month

Used

Share to:

Cows

Mineral Bulls

Salt Y stock

Total XXXXXX Other stock 
2. ”FEED SUMMARY (Concentrate Mix, Other Grains, Roughage and Pasture)

   

 

       Cows Bulls Young stock

          

    

 

   

 

   

Average

Kind price
    

  

      

 

Amount Amount Amount Value
 

  
Conc. mix

Other

     
Pasture

          

      Total XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX

3. LABOR RECORD

 

   

      

Young stock

    
Worker

    Hr. per mo. Hr. per mo. Value Hr. per mo. Value       

Total XXXXXX  

‘For hired help rate per hour: Cash wages per month L____Value of items supplied (list them)

Total Wage 3

Hours worked in a typical week-day . X days in month -= hours

Hours worked In a typical Sunday X Sundays in month; = hours

Divide total monthly wage $_____by total hours in month—tor rate per hour

Monthly wage for you $____ Hours you worked in month____your rate per hour___.

Average daily time spent on cows: Milking___minutes. Feeding—minutes.

 

 



4. PURCHASES AND SALES OF DAIRY CATTLE

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

   
 

  
 

 

 

 

      
 

Date Cow purchases No. Value Date Cow sales No. Value

s Is

Heifers freshening Cows butchered

Cows died XXXXXXXX

Total Total

Cows on farm at first of month XXXXXXXX Cows on farm at end of month XXXXXXXX

Total number XXXXXXXX“ Total number XXXXXXXX

Bull purchases ll Bull sales

Calf purchases ll Calf sales

Average number of cows for month.______. Calves born during month_______. Number of dairy heifers at beginning of month

over 1 year under 1 year . Number of bull calves at beginning of month over 1 year under 1 year

5. DAIRY PRODUCTS SOLD AND USED

Milk

Pounds . Test

Used: House

‘Hauling and fees are to be deducted.

Fed

Total

(rate

Net receipt‘

Used: House

Fed

Total

Calves at 5

Manure

Total income

Enter other expense items below.

6. MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSES OF DAIRY CATTLE

Date Item"

ten 3

Cream and skimmiik

Pounds Test Price Net receipt‘

 

 
“Dairy equipment repairs and supplies, expenses on barn. share of electric bill, veterinary, medicine. breeding tees. testing dues,

and other dairy expenses.

Milt. 621
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ANNUAL DAIRY COST SUMMARY

ibme Milk: AV. E. F. test % Production per cow

CountL Butterfat: Total production per cow

CONS: Breed Av. no. #YOUNGSTOCK: No. under 1 yr. ' over 1 yr:_

 

 

 

COSTS Total Per Cow; ‘ COSTS Tota per Fead

F¢.ad...- nun-e oooooooooo .31 llllll | uuuuuuuuuuuuuu i. rrrrrrrrrrrr r-gr,‘ 3 . - , Euei.§.guunuuu uu-uqu-III:Hun-Hitsshllul u$nuriu "H""‘;"'*”"W"§HHH lllll In tut --------

|l'l}~.ll'r||$IRIi‘lL IIIIIIIII I IIIIIIIIIIIII 4 IIIIIIIIII I'M-I u IIIIIIIIIIIII . oooooo Lépg-r ‘ hEetSlr’ln aaaaaaaa i ------- I llllll l sssssss Hill HIHHMHHIIHI- H eeeee r‘ -

 

 

 

  

 

chflde.preciation...m. ......................... mall. -.-- .elimxaluemmemmmmm.m.................. mmmmwm....... --. ............ .

Interest on inyasp.. ---”.mmrl. .....-WMMWM._.. .nrerastflonminyesn.. ......................... mm-m.m--mm. ...... -

EUildingwuse-mm--mmfl. ....................... L. ................................. .wBuildingmnsem. ..... . ...... _ ...... .w.w.mmmm. ............ . ................. W ..........

Equipment .1133-.. .............. ....i .......... .. ............... r ....... .Equipnxent...use ..... . .......... . .................................... ........... . ...................

   

 

reading coatmmmm. . -- - A ................  

Lfiss:Electr.i0ity............ . ................... . .......... -mwmmwnwm.page...alectriciay.............. , ................. , ................. H ..... . ..... lwmm

.- -Vet. and Med.- , ................. -mMm-. ................H. ...... i. .......May. and Mfidm.......... . .............. .. .................... m. ...... . ......

..-Beddingflwmm---. .............. . ..... :mw-w--me-am:”............... .Bsddiag. ...............mwmm-.Nanmmmmmmmmmm. ........ .

....Ofcher... ................... . ....... .. ..................... ................. . ..... .. Other. .......................... ........................... .. ......... ,.

Ove.rhea.d...(S%.)...............,i.................. ....Dverhea.d.-(.5%.)., ............ .................. ...... . ..........

Total»...$............................ ..$........... Total..... $3........ . ........... ...... ...........£5

IIICOIiIE 13100ng

Hilkmsoldm. ......... . ................. rfi.................................. .fimmm-mmmm.hpynfigiafiignmr .................. 12 ........ . ............ .m......... .kmmmmm

Lilk used. ........ ..........v ...................A

Total--m.-w-.ll .... ......... a ............ . ........ ,- .. ..Toxal ..... $mw”.m............................. .-HWM.

Subsidymmlu”--m--mmh-_.Mmm--- ....................................... No; Return. .......... , ................. . ...... .ms .......... Mmm-..-

'1 J

half YSlES-mmmm--- Saturn per Hour.............wmmmmanmm. ....................... , ...................net lll'l'l|ll'."I‘l‘lllttl'l thinnll'll I I"! IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

 

    
  

llllllllllll

 

     
mmmexmmfihw-mmwmmmm. .......... MWWWW .......... .

COW appreciationmmmWNWWWWMWWWWMlWMMmmme BULLS:

T-Otal‘ ~- $ .-:---~-- ... u --.n 0|” ..il $3 ............... inn-00‘! q iEueugedusseeseqsavsn- nonwmunusununnnnuu.

Net Return ..WWUSM- ................................. w. .......................... . LQDQR---mmm.Wmhr§.-.

Return per hQHR........ , .................................... .HN mama“-...Bull depreciation ..... mmmmummmhmmmW-m~mmm.mw.

-Flnperesnmon hull....... .--mm.m-m ................ .-. .......... mmm

COSTS AND INCOME PER UNIT OF PRODUCT .. Bailfiifiawaaam-mm. ........ . .................. .mm ........... . ................. . .....

Item Milk Butterfat -EQPSRESCENBSS .................. ”.--".-mm-dwmm-mmem.m .....

. -... . . “(perovrw . (.per...lb.)... r12.197.59.03-..Bfidding” .............. ....... .....l ............. ......... ..

Costs:.MEseammmmem.fimw-mmmmhm. ...... fime.m.m..nnm...... ..... mephar......................... , .......... , ............ . ...................... . ..............

. Labor W-Mm..MHm--,.H_---V ............ a”. ...... .-Oyerheadu(3%l. M,W.--M,lflm. -.mm ........ , ..............

Otrer .................. ...... ..... .-Ipfiual ..... a .......... . ...... . ............... ...i; ..... . ...................

T-Q'tcal-n. .- l"‘-"|" - . ”...”..4 tttttttttttt --.-r-1 r» 'u- un- ...... I c “Mair-laurle'liulctplleogépllllll t lllll ”rundown-nus..uunuuo-J-HHIH. . 3 . ' ‘ ‘fi- """" ‘-

Insane; Wflslkmmmmwmumem. . .. . . otherincome

 

 

 

     
 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 
. . “A ...Total ..... , , .

I"! '5 i_

19?..3-1..-.lb ............ “‘35........... . ..... ii”-.. ..Ne.t...C.os$...£or...$ear.-.............................L ........... ......n.-.» .........

NSF.E§PR?EW-WWmWM i          nun!Iu'n-uIIoHMum-h ------------- Mm uvu-nunw;--------- | ..C:.Q.§u:1...p...6:£m.guenxyljhggun.. ....... i ----------------------- A ----------------- i ----- w iiiii ‘- '''' ‘1"
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VII W A. Hand Feeding Milk

1. In hand feeding milk, do you sterilize utensils? when?

how? what material? * v _ W

“B- ' P6142 f V

1. Does the young calf have an individual pen? until calf is that age?

2. Average space for 1 no. old calf sq. ft.

Average Space for 2-5 mo. old calf sq. ft.

Average space for all calves sq. ft.
 

0. Bedding and Cleaning

1. Bar nan: times per day do you bed?-

2. 80' new time per day do you clean pens?

8. An: device used to help keep pens dry?

 

 

 

4

D. Other

1. Does grain feedIng follow milk feeding?

Does link feeding follow grain feeding?

After all]; feeding, are young calves separated by some means to prevent sucking

each other? How?

 

 

‘—

rm 21:22.62
1. How new death losses last year? Total calves born?

Approximate % death losses? #

80' many losses from scours? digestive? contagious?

Bet many losses from pneumonia? A

no: W 10889! from otner causes? i cause? 4

2. nor any calves had scours last year? pneumonia? colds?

I. [b you vaccinate calves against Bang's disease? age of Vaccination?

4. m Bang“ disease in con herd? How many cows infected lost )0er

5. D M isolate sick calves? ‘ ‘ ' ’ . ’

 
V‘—

 

 

 

 

 

vv—v—

I! Fagin: ' ' w . - ‘

. no heifer. generally bred Average age of freshening

8. ”:13“ no. of breeding services v w

Ea; artificial

b neutral

(1; bfil runs with heifers

‘ hand-“ted __

3. Variation in age of first freshening w T

 

 

X g; 5. .

fit or year do you prefer that calves come? ‘ ~

W 4
w w“ —- —V W w V W T ‘ wwr

 

 

h v— W v w v wfi

n ‘. new].

i. good“can rn as cows?

adjacent to cows? m

Ion-edJacont to core?

8. Hon-Id la cheaply constructed shed

8. Housed in medially built calf ham

‘0 Md OWN“

I. Calf Pane

10 m m. mtllatcd? fl w w

2. m peas located tree from drafts?

 

vv—w— vv “ —————

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

C. ’ ternit Pens ““ D. lecrllngm

1. low luv mural pens? 1. Stand dth con

2. Intercity pens tree of drafts? 2. In different part of hen:

8. latex-nit: pus cleaned after used? 3. In different barn
 

4. laternlg pen disinfected after u
 
WV 7 w
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III Hazards

1. List in order of importanCe, the greatest hazards, from a

of raising heifers:

a.

management Viewyoint,

 

b. '

o.
 

d.
 

.0

r. _

Herdmmelacement methods ‘

1.801! many cowsdid you buy last year?

2. How many first calf heifers freshened last year?

 

 

5. DO you prefer buying replacements?

Reasons (a) Starting a herd

 

 

(b) Increasing size of herd
 

(c) To improve the herd
 

(d) Can buy better quality than can produce
 

 

(e; Cheaper to buy than to raise

To adjust production
 

(3) Insufficient feed, facilities, or

labor for raising heifers
 

(b) Other reasons r __

4. lhat.do you try to observe in buying replacements?

e. Reputable dealer A

b. Udder trouble

0. Disease tested

4. Production rocords_:

0. Purchase from farmersrwith a large surplus of cows

 

 

 

1. Purchase from a farmer going,out of busin-ss
 

c. If from a distance, purchase only animals selectedby

dairy stock

he MhOr

a competent Judge of

 w ‘v-v—r

 

l5. Donyau prefer raising replacements?

Reasons (a) Financial

(1) less cash outlay

 

 

(2) cash expense of raising less noticeable

(3) unsaleable surplus feed used by heifers

(4) home grown food costs less

(b) Less chance of bringing disease into herd ‘

(o) chum

(1) Quality of heifers raised is superior

(2) Quality of cove purchased unknown

 

 

(3) Quality of cows purchased not commensurate vith price

(d) A definite program of herd improvement

(1) Production records

(2) Superior sire

m2......heifer costs

 

 

1. If you couldrentpasture for 85.c0 per head for pasture season in northern

flichigen, sould you truck heifers there for pasture season?
 

 

2. ih#ceseswhere dairymen locas nearly as much raising heifers as theymake on cows,

me do you think should be done?_—
Vivi

 

8. How so you think cost cf‘ruising heifers might bewrgduced? w»
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