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fms FEEB COST OP PRODUCIHO MILK.

INTRODUCTICai.

Xnt ancient tixMs eoira were naed as beaata of \mx>'

doa to a large extent, tbe production of aiilk being a aide

issue, Tlae animal ima expected to work and waa kept for

this purpoae mainly. Any milk that oould be produced

then waa so much gain. The gain was small, however, due

to a lack of adequate kinds and an abundance of feed,

and also to the fact that cattle were not bred end se

lected prlaau^lly for the porpoae of producing milk.

Today in the Bnited St^^tea we find things quite

different. Paw eattla are used ea beaata of burden. We

find Uiimi aopazwited into two ajjocialised groups, visj

beef cattle and dairy cattle. The fomer group,being kept

for beef purposes, produce very little mlUc, whereas dairy

o eattl© oarry little flehh, producing instead more or leaa

largo quantities of milk.

^' So vast has this industry of dairying become that

today there are in the United States acmie 52,000,CK)0

dairy cattle, of which approximately 25,CX)0,000 are dairy

sows, loading all other classes of aniioaalB in value end

m.
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••Mind «nly to l>oef cattle In niimber, (Fig«l)

^The &Tex*sse oour in the United St&tee prodaoea

•mnuaiy fdnrnt 4^000 pounds of milk^ eontsinini; Sbont

160 pettjuxSM of butterfftt, while we have scaaw) cows that

predoeo six or ssvsb tines this asoont* It ia the a^

mount of production per eow^ perhaps, more than any

other one item that detsnnines the economy of produe*

tion"# (7) She value of dairy products far exceeds the

value of any of our important crops, in faet "being nearly

e<2iud in this rsspect to the etnibined values of cotton,

Wheat sad potatoes* (Fig«2)

la the iMirlier days, afore mentioned, the cow

mads her own living, so to speak* Her ration was "pastTire

only", a great part of the year, with a very little

rather inferior rou^iage when weather conditions were ex-

tresM* Today the feeding problem has taken en a differ*

ent aspect* In some specialized dairy sections it is not

infrequent that cows go several months, a year, or even

all life without so much as "being on xjasture a single day*

She has beccmie a specialized machine* lisn gainers and

places before her the raw materials azjd she converts th«m

into the finished product - Milk* She has bo«fi changed

from a "bMat of burden into an animal Which is very effi

cient as a humsn food producer. But she is far from per

fect* It is eoBBaonly known among dairymen that stsne oews

•1^
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az»e more Talueble then others* They realize that mere

feed is required by a poor oem to produee 100 pounds of

milk or <me potmd of butterfat, than is required by a

good cow* Hor is man perfect* He is lacking in his abi

lity to produeef select and proportion the different feeds

she is to reeeiTe*

Tig* 5 illustrates the uses of the feed fed a cow*

First hor body must be maintained^ soeond comes milk pro

duction and if the food is still farther incroasod wo

iutwe inci^ased producti(m« or in ease the ccor is of a

beefy tendency, a laying on of fat* Quite a few msm

hare sp«at their entire lives working out feed staz^rds

for each of the above* They have endoavored in a gallant

way to give to feeders of dairy cattle criteria of feed*.

iwg that will foster incrwaod and more economic xHroduo-

tion* The technically trained man tsidorstands what is

meant by such terms as: digestible crude protein, carbohy

drates, or total digestible nutrients* And In a general

way he knows how to balance these to meet the several needs

of the dairy cow* Bie ordinary dairywau however, would

mudh rather be told to feed his cows so many pounds of grain,

hay and silage and to expect a certain aaioant of milk in re

turn from cows of different producing powewi, than to be

given voluBWs of technical feeding information that to him

is practically BMsnlngless* He wants the inf(»nation In

his own language* A certain combination of ponowls and

kinds of feed should under certain conditions produce so

many pounds of milk. If not, why nott The feeder's



Pormli-S ?ip;"ure 5. (20)
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faxtlt or -Qie cowa?

this problm of the eoat of produelng

milk hoa ho«fi w(»^Md on ecctonaively in a nart>or of a

atatea^ very little haa been done in the South, parti*

eularly in Tenneasee* Anyone well acquainted with dairy

feeding eonditlona in thia atate knows that there is an

abundance of room for improwement* ^Bie production of

the awerage T«anoaaoo cow ia low, and due mainly to poor

eows, poor feeding and poor handling«

Healizing these things it waa thou^t worth while

to do aone work toirard detomining the feed cost, or mere

strictly speaking, the pounds of ̂ e several different i/

elaaaes of feeds required to produee a givm fOBOunt of

milk or butterfat* Pounds were used rather than dollard

and cents, they being more stable*

FLAW OP PROJECT.

A* Review end dlaouaaion of Literature*

B. Arrangement of *Poed Coat of Production*,

Data to Show: \/

1* Feed doat Variation Aeeox»ding to Section.

of the Country*

2* Feed Cost Variation Aoeording to Season*

5, Feed and Bedding Coats wo all other Costs*

4* Feed Coat Variation According to Production

of the Cow*

5* Actual Feed Requirement to Produce a Unit of
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. 'ver.r.'
' ■ ',c. ■ >f"

Milk or Butterfat#

C* Snnnapj

D* CoiieXiuilonJi •

' 0EWERAL REVIBW AND DISCUSSION OP LITERATURE.

Tables If 2f and takm f^roa the w<K*'ks of

jMfBim, (8) WCLl {20) and EcKLes and ^Kmrwn (S), are

Coat of Product ic»i tables idiieh giro eadli coat Iteo of

ixnportanee separately* In these the amount of feed neeeo-

sary to produce a unit of product is not set forth direct-

ly» moat of the items being listed on the dollars and cents

basis* They imnre their importanee heoever* in that they

call to ones attention items that moi^ be oonsldnmid in

keeping cost of production z*ecords«.

Laraen (6) in table 4 gives some interesting infor

mation on differences in the yalue of feed fed eeera during

a year in differttit states* Vhether or net these figures

are for the same year could not be determined* Another

thing that would be of interest would be to compare the

awerage yearly production of the simie cows with the awmv

age feed costs* But this data too was lacking* Certain

it is thou^ that the value of the fe^ fed a cow in <»io ^

section of the cotmtry is no safe index to the value of
- '•»

the feed a oow will conaunw in some other aecticnt*
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Table 2.

station

t

I

iPas-

Wr ttvro
of tDajo

Yoarot

t

t

>

«

1 Joed Koton

ConeoBrSoilin^ Boy
tratootoropo*
Pounds t Boots,

tor

tSilsce
tPOSBdS

t

X

Posnds

Afimeo
Cost

of

FSed

Psr
Cos

fiottrnf
HiUc

Posnds

m

Pomds
Estianitod
Fsed

umts

Coiin« :1B2 2029 ̂  am 1830 ia53>46 5498 279 5730

iBLis
s

ilfiS 2624 1 6753 1825 44.68 6165 277 7836

Utibs. A139 2774 1 3636 3986 3S.96 7009 260 5964

Wis. 180 1914 t 9448 1200 37.68 7061 299 5769

Itinn. 1 -131 3435 5306 2029 37.82 6408 : 301 6439

Missosri ;191 3027 i. 4380 35.30 5927 248 6327

jZSS- ;I87 1976 t 3692 2547 31.61 8783 339 6638

Mwataas 150 1169 6468 32.45 5993 280 5903

8 .153 1306 t 4518 21.43 5601 237 5094

ASWfSgO

1 totalj

25 il61 2260 , 5281 1 8076 .71 t 6494 t 277 t' 6077



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
  

Table-..- 3.

COST car PROPgCIHO >.i1L£ oh HE?f YORK FABM8» (3)

Grud* Herd! Purebredtor^

1918 * 1914 1918 < 1914
T

qiXamTIES
lAuBber Harda—
BtnkMr

-r

; '•
*297.81

t t

1 I

8 St 6 s 4
189,6 110.6{ 86.6

lonber 6owa per Hard———
ScunlMr (Jattla Units per Herd-
ATerage Value of Cees——

— '17.6
/28.9 1
•♦71.18

Pcwmds Hilicper Ceir—•
pounds Grain per Cattle U^nit—
value cf Milk per
Pouide Dry Forage per Cattle Unit-
Pounds Silage p^r Cattle Unit—-
Hours Man Labor per Cattle Unit-

— '6186
1

C0SI8 PER CATTLE UNIT.
^yimimseee^eeeo —■e—eee* *■*»«> eaopoee'
Dry mag#--
Silage ete— —
Pasture'-———————"
Badding-
Han Laber-
Herse Labor—
E(piipiBent Labor-
Xnterest—

idikttgc*"**'*'**"''
Breeding Pees————
Vet. 6 Mediolne—>—■—

S51 ,
*899.48
* 3028j
* 6S64t
*118 s
1 *;
;822.7i
* 17.78
* 12.98
' 4.98

2.22
*19.S6:
* 2.64:

.91 :

28.7
80.9

70.81
6084

1479
86.42
2480
6340
100

t 22.1 t 21.4
I 52.8 : 86.8
: 216.90:268.89
, 7000
j 2889
|107.70

: 7888
: 2296
:106.10

, 3216
:6791
: 161

MieeellaneottS

Bumim.

3.68s
2.81:
.008;
.20:

2.18:

18.99
12^90
11.74
4.43
1S88

16.28
3.7f
•76
2.96
2.04
.86
•09

t84.18
:28.00
:14,3S
:4.52
:2.66

1*96}t

27.88
8.22

•97
11.21
2.34
8.21
•66
6.98

nrjf-

Maa labor-
All kiaa———————

^68.8ft
20.9.28^
U4.4«

48.06 s

16.63
13.26

76.08

: 27.88
$86.97

t 8700
:8980
t 186
:

I
;34.24
: 16.88
:17.47
, 4.15

2.70
30.76
2.81

.78
16.90

s: 3.27
t 1.76

tn .69
t 10.18
t
I 72.74
* 80.78
887.48

RETUBB8 PER CATTLE UHIT.
Mtlk—
Znoroaee 4 Set Salee-
Manure——————
Mi ooel laaooue-———

66.24
13.37
7.87

.06

:i89.8es m.w
t, 72.6lj

87t .01
61.78
90.47

PROflf PER CATTLE

Tefcal 18 gZ.W
2 i

9 892.81 2
. a8.02:
- slO.691
■ t ..89:
• $ ioiTri
•♦ JJ.Ti ! f.io i 8V88; 28.27

; 10.11 10.12

Total—
1.7?:. 1.98

. I . II , j,,i - ---.1,

A

-

87.W |171;52:164;27
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Eokles ted y^tcrpen (3) ted Hmrrmo. (18) In t&bless ted 8

giT6 Infontfttlon supplementary to this statement* IQiere

is an outstanding diffex^ee in the feed costs of the two

sections ccmipared. And just as outstanding is the differ-

enee in the pounds of grain fed* Grain Sm most sections

of the country is the hig^isst priced feed, and it is not

i^ikely that the diffsrenss hers more then anyShere else

aeeounts for the differences in net returns* In genex^l

sn abundance of tesap feed makes for cheaper production*

Likely otir cheapest dairy feed is pasture * Com

pare the figtires from Bisner (11) in table 7 which diwides

the year into two periods, (pasttire and Winter)* The

feed in suioMr came from the tems groax»8 or elMsos of

feeds as in winter with the exception of the pasture*

Ikiring the pasture period it required less than l/B m»

Bmch graini l/46 as mudh silage; about twiee as much other

succulent roughage; and 1/887 as much dry forage to pro

duce 100 pounds of milk* Pasture made the differteee and

pastu3*e being eoaqptestiTely aheap maloss eheapM* producticm

possible* Larson (8) in table 8 giwes more extensive re

sults along the same line*

This fact that pasture does make for ehteper pro

duction induces many owners of cows to follow a system of /

suimier dairying* Suaaaer dairying makes for increased pro

duction at this time of year, which along with the fact



 

-y- J'-'. :
V , *' • ' ■-'iJ- -r- V- . ,\ :i7

[.y , ' ■ ■ ■
.-a - -r, -y? ■ . •

T^ble 5.

,

. :.;a

Post of Produolag Hlllc (5)

Delaware
Co'unty,ir.T.
6422 Cows,

QH&Btitles t

PowB&s sraln feA

Hours human labor

Pounds milk produoed per ooir

Pounds butter-fat per oow

1668

ISO

4614

208

Coats:

Peed
' f ' '

f

Bedding f
Buildings

Dairy eauipmeat

Interest

Human labor

Horse labor

Hauling milk

Bull cost

Depreciation

llisoellaneouB

r

$66«60

.76

4,41

41

8.94

18,26

20

6.01

.91

Lose oattle increase and net sales .92

Total cost |98.57

Hice County
Mi:m,

Per cattle wit per cow

664

133

5252

188

$27,50

8,46

' 68

8«36

18,66

1*98

3^9

3*20

$60,00

4

1
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Table 6,

Comparison of Arerage Costs of Produotion of mik on some

-r

•■'"■ r-

■m. ■ (•.>

i^v. c:';. '/ . - ■

1a
* "'i-. -

V: :.. M

•A:r
■A-.

, s 'A.;- - A" -'-

:•■ ■' ■ . / s- ' '■
: • ■ ,T: .

. ' * T -»,

' ..V-'A ^ -7' ■•, ■''■
- ' - -■•.^ ■■'■ . , -.■ ■ A ifc- .T.

aJ-,
/Q. I w- ■■

: ,b-Av:>.
'«•-

1

- . . . . . ■

Hianesota Conneotiout

Pounds of grain a7t 2629

Pounds of ^lagr 6050 2284

pounds of silage 8727

Days of pasturo 164 . 130

Pounds mill: produoed po.t oow 4<499 6379

Pounds t»ULttor (86 ^ fat) 801 324

Cost of feed $25 $84

Other costs 89 66

fotal oost 62 " 149

Yaluo of product plus fl5 for
calf and manure 60
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Table 7,

Feed Used in the Production of Milk and Butterfat

I

tyasture Period 159 days: Winter Period £06 daya

^er
Cow
Per
Day

Pounda Used Pounds Deed
: : t

i Per 10® Per t
I Pounds; Pounds
t 4J^ilk: Pat I
I pro- : Pro- *
: duoed : dueeds

Per
Cow
Per
Day

t

spor 100: Per
s Pounds 8 Pound

Milk: Pat
spro- J Pro-
!duced : duoed

I-:

drain

Silage

6.007

' ' . y
: 2 : t

: 0.856 t 5.2 : 1.5 ;
• 2 * t

: 0.471 : 2.8 : 0.7 » 18.110
t t { t

Other succulentfls 3.359 : 20.2 I 5.0 i 1.471
: I t I

Pry forage : 0.084 t 0.5 : 0.1 t 20.141
» : j X

Pays pastxire t t 6.0 < 1.8 t
,j)er cow s t : ;

: : : s

I :

: 43.9 :
i I
: 129.0 »
: {

i 10.5 :
i s

I 143.5 :
t :
t :

: •

i :

11.0

52.2

2.6

55.8

Figures from records on 2058 oews on 149 H. Y. fams. The amount
of feed leas pasture waries a great deal with the season.
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iSAt it can be produced more eccmomloally tSxan, eanees
m 4eflati<»i in the price of milk during tlwi eummer m<mthe«

B[ing (5) brings this fact out very forcibly in table 9,
which gives the monthly percentages of the yearly average
price paid to fansere for milk for ten years ending Oct,

1, 1916, for New York and Chicago, Pig. 4 is a graphic

lllu8trati<m 4dt ihe table. Su^ a table should in a g<m«
eral way enable one to forecast the price of milk. In

less stable msricets however, the table Is less applicable ♦

The feed and bedding cost la the largest single

itMB ot expense c(»meeted with milk production. Cooper,

Beamett and Church (2) in table 10, show the relation of

feed and bedding cost to total cost of keeping a cow.

Piguros are given ft-om four different states, in each of

whiOh this lt«a amounts to around 50 per cent of total

cost. Table 11 from Hisner (11) gives figures that ably

supplttsent table 10.

Table 12 frcsn the Pairfax County, Virginia Cow
a^^/es "hh e ^ e c. e. s s ̂  V y fo a

Testing Association Anntial Report, 1925^f product, in

ease of an exceptionally high producing cow. Hote how

little hay, grain and silage it took for her to produce

100 pounds of milk or one pound of butterfat and then cobk*

pare the figures with those in table 15 for a medium pro

ducing cow owned by the University of Tennessee.Larsm |6)

in tables 14 and 15 gives further coaparisons of good and
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Table 9.

PMTMatac* of TMurlp tif&ngt ptImb Paid to nunBoro for MlUc for 10 Toaro

Moath Chicago
MlUc
Vow

V«r Tork
•*26 coat Boao"
ulUc Roaortor

juxmry 117.2 119.0

. ■ . Poluraarp 112.6 114.7

. V-1 Itoroli 104.6 106.1

S\. - -.' M'.
April 96.4 93.9

■' " . ■ • ■ • f •
•'• -* ■

\ nv *■ ■ ..

»»y 79.4 79.1

'.J", ■>. •• t; •
JtBftO 71.B 70.6

July ^ 64.8 8U0

i. 95.4 90.8 ' ■ ■

Soptoiabor i[il ' 98.0 V,^ 96.9
October 107.2 110.4

lorooAMr 115.8 119*0

PooMbor
r. \r.

118.5 120.2

■""^ M,-
^▼erage 100.0 100.0
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Table 10.

Stlatloa oi I'tajj' oiid Btddlajg Oogi; to Total Cost of Koeplr»g a Qow (2)
t i ; i
:Wio, IfermJMicli»lteria:?oaji*Tarm:ir.o.lterm
t t : I

Por otat of (Dotal Cost :
of l^od aad Boadin^f^ S 48,5

f

: i

t t

s 67»2 : 52^ t 53»2
t t

Tba foed and 'beddlns oost lo approzlnatoly ono^^lf tko
total ocst of prodnolag milk.

! ■! r

yi '
■= • /

.■ '>

m
. ■ , ^

.. ■•-■ jr

' '

. r' i



 

 

�

Table 11.

Hem ror Ofe w
i

s Por 'lont of Total
•

: s

Q^raln

SvooultAt Mil.

DZ7 7»rai;«

All OtlL«r Oosto

|B0»83

10.94

19.79

4.54

49.80

19.7

10.4

18.8

4,8

40,0

Totals $106.43 100,0

In tills oast tbt fted coat was mort tiban 60 > of tlio total
oost of kteplni; a tow.
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Table 12.

TeedUaed In Ibrodttctl^ Milk and Butt erffct (1)

goimda Used

Per 100 11>«.
5,96^ Ittlk
Produced

per Pound
Butterfftt
Produced

i ?
Grain (Liirro Dairy Raticm) »

Silage and other succulent feed:

Hay

S0,6

56 .2

8,6

7.70

9.14

2.17

Report on one cow "Sadie" second high producing grade cow in
the world, having produced 23,157#of milk, testing 3.96^ fat,
containing 915.9# fat,in one year. Owned hy Mr. Ben Middleton,
Hemdon, Virginia.

i

r'-.i".
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Table 13,

Peed tTged tn the frodactton of Mlllc and Butterfiftt;
■ ■ '■ •

•

•
• TcmniB Used

1 r . ■ • "• - ' '

., ■ ■ ■_ ■ ■ ' .i

• •

■ ■ : 4- -i ,

\ t ■

t
s

I
•
• •

X
«

Per 100 lbs
3*X0^ Milk
Proceed

X

X

• •

X
X

■ '

Per Pound
Butterfat
Produeed

•
• X

• S

«

X

X

t
a

55*78
e

«•
e 11.52

SiXage .Jt 249.00
X
1 44.SI

Bap
- »

t
X
«
a

£3*85 t
• '
«

a
a

7.51

' 7
. t-

Report «A oeWf wae% ta*ed Beloteia !!•• 19« » Medium por'odaoiism
eonr owned Isy i^e UnlTcnniity of ^ermeoeee* Years predaetloat 8684»5
pounds of milkf testing 5*io^9 eontainisn^ ^69*31 pounds oJt butter*
fat* Coapare with preeeding table*

:f -
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i
■< ' - •*

i
J

%s

--A"*-'

r 'rfiTiim ■ ■■>«■•■. . ^ "I r-fii iJlleMtliiftSi iffl



 
  

Table 14'.

"The Relfttloa of Produetlon to Profljb t

COW # X cm i S

Hay

Silage

drain

pasture

''4'.

■■» - ' * ^ ' " . • ►• ' » • . '

• • ' -rf "
' •■• ft . j '

1>bor '. .' p' ;

Depreciation on oow

Interest on value of cow

Interest en ■ba3:>n, per oow

Depreciation on "bam# per cow

Insurance on bam

Insurance or risk on oow

Service fee

Oen* isxp,. Vet*, Medicine etd#

O?otal expenses

Pounds fat and value 480#

Pounds skiBsaiXk and value 13000#

Calf

Manure

Total value

Total expeniee

#15.30

12.50

37,60

4.00

25.00

9.40

8.00

1.60

•42

.45

2.00

6.00

1121.83

#12.69

8.50

11.83

4.00

25.00

5.62

5.60
;l

; 2,66

1.60

•42

.30

8.00

5.00

#85.13

#144.00 148# #44.40

52.50 3200# 8.00

10.00 5.00

16.00 12.00

#201.50 #69.40

121.83 85.13

yet prefit er lets #79.07 #15.75
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Table 15.

Tha aeUtlQft to Profit (a \

cow Bo. Milk At

x '1

I i

% . . ' ''-t

Coat of Coat of
iMd Coat Profit 100 lba« 1 !%• Rotonui

Milk pat for $I

A A 1 12,276 4$5,B #106.80 #119.00 #0.87 #0.28 #2.12

2 1,540 60.4 U.74 15.38 2.90 .74 .66

8 9,775 381.21

4 3,824 155.8

96.21

69.28

76.88

5.15

•98

1.81

.27

•45

1.60

.92

5 8,410 307.8

6 4,845 277.3

83.58

73.83

65.11

16.44

.99

1.52

.27

.32

1.78

1.22

Cow Bo. 1 egtiala seToa like He. 6 in profit.
Cow Bo. 5 oqnala fonr like Ho. 6 In profit.

An excellent exaople of tibe value of a good, cow over a poor mo.

V!»ii

■' ■ir?--
. c

9-

"'A

- -



-8-

poor oovs* Almost invariably thb M|^ pxH»dae«r is tby»

moro econoiBio ^rodaeor* Aad It not only works that wqr -1

in ease of a few individuals bat for large numbers as

well# Note the figures from WAll (20) given in table 16

and you will find figures just about as outstanding and ,

as eonvinoiag* l^ble 17 (original researeh data) mere

nearly brings this faot hoiae in tiiat the figarra are taken

from reoords kexrb on Tennessee cows* Wftll (SO) and Larson

(8) in figures 5 and 6 raspeetively give illustratiois

that forcibly bring oat this iK>int#

one point further# that of poimds of feed neeessary

to produce 100 potmds of milk or one poimd of butteirfat#

needs particular stress* The work that has benn done ala^

this line wotild nomuilly e«me wit^ the resins and diseua*

sion of litexeiture# but since it is so closely tied in

with the original work done# it was thou^^t to be 1ms cosw

fusing and moro forceful to dMl with it in the latter

nection*

RESEARCH DATA.

Plan of Research Work*

1* Monthly feed and production tablM similar to

table 18 were kept en all cows in sdlk in the Hhiversity df

Tennessee dairy herd*

'iKTifrftiii iitwirfrih
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Table 17*

The ReUtlea of Pwaiietlea U Set Beteme

ic high Bilk fredBoere tnwmgm

10 lew Bdlk produeera average

6494.5 lbs. Bilk

1111.9 " ••

10 betterfat prodi

10 lev betterliat pradeeers average

949.0 Iba. fkt

<7.0 " "

Betema above eoat ef feedt

10 hlg^ eeea avatega

10 lev eeea average

Differenee

#111.75

10.20

1101.55

Figorea from reeorda on 275 eova in Bedford Conn^« Tennessee.
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Retijrns from Cows od Different Producing Powers# (20)

-Cjjat_o:pfe©d-

Ret Profit
$124.89

52^2

Best 10 Cows

Pd&Vol-lceed

Returns

20^

Poorest 10 Cows

The areas of the circles represent the average values of the
products from the 10 best or the 10 poorest cows in the '"isconsin
Dairy Cow Competition, 1909-1911.
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2m From IdicMBe* simmi&ry tftbles like tables 19
Cow/

end 20 were eomputed f<»:* each.of the hez*d«

5« From the totals of the individual eow suBBBary

tables« tables like 21 and 22 were made which give a 8tim»>

iBSry of the yearly production of each cow^ for both Hol-

steins end Jez*seys«

4» From sujoBftry tabXM 21 end 22 the pounds of

giNiihy hay and silago xteoaasary to produce 100 poonda of

iii41lc was dstorminod for both Eolsteins and Jerseys»

5* ^Ehe poimds of grain, hay and silago ne«sasK7

to j«^duco loo poKmi&B of milk was divided by the fat p«r<»t^

cent of the milk to determine the pounds of each necessary

to produce one pound of butterfat*

6« 275 Bedford County Cos Testing Associaticm re»

ccn*ds were used to determine the pounds of feed necessary

and the costs of producing milk in that county. The av

erage productiCTi of the cows was alao determined.

7« Pr<aa figures obtained in 6 (above), the ssme

things as set forth in 4 and 5 (above) were determined for

cows in ̂ dford County. Tennessee.

8. All available tables dealing with the number

of p&eaxBm of the 6evex*al classes of feed necessary to pro

duce a unit of product were computed to obtain an average.



 

T&bl* 19.

T«arly Bcport

lBiiT«rsit7 of foBnoaooo Baiyj
jorsoy Coo # 3

wmxt Lbo.
■ilk

% Ibo.
fat fat

Talao of L1>a.C(m-
Prodxnt emtratoo

Lbfl.
WKr

Lbo
Silaao

Cast
faa4

Of lot
Profit

fob. 224.9 7.0 -i Hill 116 290 870 6.89 4.22

lor. (Dry)

AfT. <33.0 28.48 16.4< M8 240 900 10.55 7.91

■ay. 483.6 5.7 27.04 16.20 248 930 7.31 8.89

Jtoa 684.0 6.0 41.00 24.60 240 900 6.87
7

12.73

Jaly 582.0 5.5 32.01 19.20 240 900 6.62 12.58

AOS* 564.2 5.7 32.04 23.39 240 450 6.96 U.43

Sopt. 588.0 5.8 34.10 24.89 270 900 9.45 14.69

Oei. 297.6 6.0 17.86 14.82 279 310 930 14.45 .37

Hot. 303.0 7.0 21*21 17.60 180 240 750 10.70 6.90

Doe. 235.6 6.1 14.37 11.93 155 248 930 10.55 1.38

jaa. 192.2 6.7 12.88 10.69 124 186 778 6.89 3.80

Tot»I4808,l 5.78278.13 192.89 2340 1514 9238 97.24 89.94



 

Ta%l« 20.

Taarly Bf art

mivanltj of Tmnossoo Dairy Eord on

Eolotoin cov # S6.

Month Lbo. %
Mil* lat

Lha.
Fat

Valno of Lha.cm-> Lho.
Prodnet CM^ratos Ear

» Lha.

Sllano

Coat of

Food

Not

profit

Wh. 809.1 3.0 24.20 14.27 261 290 1160 9.79 4.48

MOT. 837.0 3.0 25.11 16.31 248 310 1240 10.78 5.58

Ayir. 903.0 3.2 28.89 18.72 300 240 1200 12.20 6.52

Hay 8f9.0 3.6 32.36 19.38 279 1240 8.54 10.84

Jaao 735.0 3.3 24.20 14.62 270 too 7.36 7.17

Jnly 633.0 3*1 19.62 11.77 270 900 7.10 4.67

79S.5 3.2 24.30 17.74 310 450 8.01 9.73

Sopt« 771.0 3.3 25.44 10.57 300 1050 10.70 7.2f2

Oct. 669.6 3.5 23.41 19.43 279 •stz 1005 16.00 3.43

lov. 537.0 4.0 21.48 17.83 180 300 900 12.20 5.63

Doo« 530.1 3.8 20.14 U.72 180 310 930 IU79 4.93

Jan* 210.8 5.2 10.96 9.09 124 217 775 7JU} 1.69

¥0tal8294.1 3«3 280.11 194.35 3007 3S039 11030 121.66 n.u

i



 

nbu 21.

Aimml w B»lsteins
A

1MLir«niitj 9t T«an——0 Sslry Ewd« nurah* 1926«

Hard Lbs* Lbs. Talue of Lta Ccm- LImu Lbs. Cost of 1st
Vmiber Millc gat Prodoet csatratsa ter sllaieo Food Proflti

& 6418.4 204.93 135.45 2606 1212 8920 92.06 43.39

9 4639.3 150.27 95.00 2087 840 6780 67^8 27.82

18 10980.5 355.30 258.96 3476 1510 9070 136.64 122.82

19 6684.5 269.31 191.05 3102 2070 11985 125.80 65.75

20 19008.3 430.86 323.88 4788 2410 12115 159.83 164.05

48 7737.0 902.25 217.75 3062 2090 11145 124.24 93.51

47 8874.4 297.44 226.98 8U9 2722 11955 142.13 84.85

85 9056.8 315.12 212.44 2899 1780 10670 115.45 96.99

88 U72.6 60.86 33.01 871 600 2090 22.17 10.84

80 U22.9 45.52 29.50 683 600 2400 24.24 5.26

64 1264.8 44.90 29.11 633 600 2400 24.24 4.87

65 8294.1 280.11 194*35 8007 2039 11830 121.66 72.69

68 1908.9 57.37 47.62 1000 562 1615 32.30 15.32

71 2621.5 97.28 80.75 1279 779 2545 42.75 38.00

72 2034.5 73.24 60.79 1000 562 1615 32.30 28.49

74 1714.5 51.12 42.42 916 562 U75 80.20 12.22

Votal 90132.6 3025.88 2179.06 34458 20938 108610 1292.69 886.37

At. 5633.3 189.11 136.19 2153 1318 6788 80.79 55.39

: ifc M .



T»bU 22t

^port on JorsoTs

TMl^nrsity of fMmMM Dairy Bert, Earoh* 1925^

Eord LEa*
Boiler Milk

Lka, Tain* of

Fat Prodnct
Lte. COB-

coatrates

Lks.

Hay

Lks.

511a»
Cost of

Feed

Hot

Profit

f 4808.1 278.13 192.89 2340 1514 9285 97.24 95.65

10 4581.4 249.65 167.67 2763 1698 8180 103.92 63.65
21 8959.2 323.04 225.40 3577 1932 9060 122.56 102.84
53 6483.3 313.07 236.09 8329 2389 9245 127.97 106.12
67 2609.4 123.05 79.27 1600 840 5880 58.98 20.29
83 6306.9 294.66 207.93 3354 2420 11040 132.69 75.24
93 3938.3 263.82 170.99 2071 840 6030 67.69 103.30
119 5537.1 315.55 230.17 8259 1811 8295 111.39 118.78
127 5759.8 346.42 254.05 3038 2020 9520 114.28 139.77
132 471.2 25.95 16.83 180 600 18Q0 13.14 3.59
144 4844.9 253.22 179.48 2824 2095 7720 110.48 69.00
U7 1597.3 80.16 66.53 1122 630 1940 36.54 29.99
149 1788.1 82.27 68.82 1153 661 2095 37.81 31.01
158 1432.3 81.66 67.78 1091 630 1940

1

36.06

1

31.72
339 5289.6 '^S93r95 212.99 3197 1952 8580 116.30 96.69
250 1696.6 86.78 71.19 916 503 1320 28.94 42.25
253 4425.8 203.53 146.17 2601 2358 9245 113.31 32.86
255 5042.7 26X1.31 180.32 2675 1886 9110 106.79 73.53
256 6347.3 305.37 217.01 2685 2170 9670 111.02 105.99
257 4856.4 278.89 187.64 2460 1638 8180 97.06 90.59
258 4822.1 293.66 211.04 3102 1805 8925 107.88 103.91

fatal 87497.8 4884.06 3390.16 49281 82392 147010 1852.09 1538.07

At. 4166.5 231.14 161.43 2846 1542 7000 88.19 73.24



 

Table 23,

'SbB Had Coglf 9f mlwfalg
r-.j , jt -3.. 5^

':j, .v;:;,-

ftedt

Coxioantnit«s ' '
>

B«-ae^bage ^ ,

PMtmi

Tttal cost of rood

prodootiozLi

Bilk pooada

Avannr* last—par ««&i
\

•attarfat peanta

Yalaa of Prodtwt

Value of prodxtct akora eoat of food

Bataraa for $1 axpaoded for feed

laed coat par 100 poanda of milk

Faad eoat par pound of Initterfat

-mTt
Bedford Co* Taaiu
At* Par Cow*

$15*38

U*44

y.oi

$88*88

3936*5

6*03

197*6

$95*06

|58«23

2*58

•9381

*1868

•■A'Si.'
'.r.

• I rlr i'iife
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9* By use of the formulA M(*4 -t- 157) each table

eoveired In 8 (above) uras changed to amounts of feed neo-

eeearyj^ had the milk tested 4 per cent.

Results of Reeear<di Work*

One thing that attention should be called to con

cerning tables 18-22 is the net profit colinan* Strictly

speaking this is not net profit# l^eed Is the only cost

Item considered and credit Is given mly for milk. It

Bdgiht more correctly be spoken of as returns on milking

ecsrs above t^e cost of their feed# Anotd^:* thing Is the

great variation In amounts of feed, production, etc#, as

given In the anmal tables# The extreme lowness of sosm

of these id doe to the fact that some of the conrs were

sold only a few months after the testing work started#

OUiare had been fresdi only a month or two at the time

final compiutatlons were mstde# The actual time for each

oow eotild have been glvwa but since It had no direct

bearing on the amount of feed necessary to pTOduce a

of product, this was not thought necessary#

Table 23 gives the feed costs, productl<m end some

other related figures en 275 come owned In Bedford County,

Tmoeesaee# The pounds of the several elaasea of feeds

neeeesery In producing a unit of product are glvmn in

table 32#

' „i
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Wbl® 24-2^ ar® what ml^t be oallod a aeries of

tables* Thoti£^ smm» inelute additional data the BMtin pur

pose of including then her® is to set forth the amount ®f

feed necessary to produce a unit of product, as determined

Iby warious inrestigators • Quite a few of these tables haw®

been changed from their original form, in sKMit eases giw-

ing only suih infoznaatim as was considered of specific

interest* Most generally the original tables did not give

the feed requirements to produce a pound of butterfat*

Hxis hovewer, could easily obtained in each ms® where

the per cent of fat of the milk produced was given* Cnly

two tables lacked this inforBAtion*

Tables 38 and 39 are mwaamrj tables, ((me for milk

and the other for butterfat) giving the sime informati(m

as included in tables 24-37* The ntanbers 1-14 din tables

38 and 59 correspond to tables 24-57 respectively*

A glance at table 58 shows that there az*e seme out

standing differences in the amounts of the different classes

of feeds necessary to produce a imit of product, e*g* in

MS® No* 4 oaaljr 19*90 pounds of concentrates were used per

100 pounds of milk produced, as cosqiared with 56*52 pounds

in ease No* 8* The hay z^qtxireaent thou|^ in the saam two

eases was 87*00 and 37*02 ixnmds respectively, thereby

sosieidiat counterbalancing the former difference* In other

cases the diffez*enee in fat per cent of the milk inroduced
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■•■■^, •*. iw Table 24.
■

yeed trsed .ln the Production of nille ftnd Biittarfftt

?ouada Uaed

Per 100 lbs.
5.79?^ Milk
Produoed

Per Poxmd
Butterfat
Produced

Grain

silage

Hay

G,f?>

147.6

66.8

10.18

51.02

17.62

The number of recorda on ivhioh the aboTC figures are baaed wae
not given. However the fact that they are TJ. S. Dept. of Ag*
figures and are based on records from 6 states assures one that
quite a number were used.
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Table 25.

in thfl gri^ction of Milk inA Sutf yfat (18)

Founda Paed

% ,

:
•

•

: Per 100 lbs • t Per Pound
t 3,47^ Milk t Butterfat
: Prodmeed

♦ •
•

)

:
Produced

•

• .

t

I

I

Orftin , ;, t 32.4
•

t
•

9.33

silagt' ' , : 154.0
•

1 44.38
t :

Hay I 36,4
•

s
•

10.49

Other fevftge t 28.0
#

e

t
'«

8.50
e

• ,
• •

Figures fren records qb 407 ocnre 1» HI* ' v : •'

... ;

rj

■■v#' ^
V, ';' ;:

, j ^ ;-V-* *"

. . ' .. .' • . . ' *■/'.'

0 ,■ • .

' • . J! • . ■ '

> I//- . 1 ■ ■

•: : ' .. . ;»,.■««*'???:, ■
■ ■ -/iU' '- ■'

''^v1

iti:

. ■ ' .^v* ,r>, ■• -
'•' ; I ^ ''i**, '•' ■ A**'""; ■'• ' • -

\ > •. . •

•

'•^S--v"

• r i':. "' ' '

. ■ =•> '? -w.i . «
■■ : .■• •; ::t-- ■-

-' ■■
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Tatle 26,

(13)

T: .■ i - . •■ • •• . •
■t

1 Pounds Used

t

i
t

t
t
•|"
I

Per 100 lha
3.56^ Milk
Prodttoed

«
e

. ;
t
:
t

Per Poimd
Butterfat
Prodnoed

m . i - . ../ « v'J » • ;• ■, '•■ ■ • ' •■ " ' •'.. ' :

Grain

s

'{
s
t

1
1

35.0

•
•

»
•

•
«

2

:
a

9.83

Silage 140.0 39.32

Hay *
t

56 #0 !
a

10.11

Other roughage
•

t

•
•

S9.0 2
•
•

•

■8.14

Figitres from records on 19#802 eovs ovned on 680 fanas in 111*

7
G;/ G , : L.

: " r : ■ ■■>;:: . v/ :-
^ - ' ' ' v" , . ' :• •
G.' * -r* • - t-', G-;

r. ■ ■ \
■, -X*'

. . 'V

V' -••- ■

■'• ^ i-: •
• -A ■ G t '

. V '

■G

- , '■ *■ ■ "
■'A
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Table 27.

Fied ir»ed in thft froduction of Milk »n4 Butterfat M Rji
"^v. f f , " , .7

t

:

:

t

t

fer 100 ll>e«
5.69^ Milk
Produeed

Per Potmd
Butterfftt
Produoed

Omin

t

t

t 19.9 5.11

Silago
I

J ; ,' 44.8 11.45

Dry roun^go
§ ' '

I.;.
1'

87.0 22.56

Pasture t ^

;
•
f

3.1 daye .79 days

Plfurea from rtoorda on 3.304 oow* ownod in 5 count lea In Minn.

.CO.A .
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Table 28.
:.'X

Feed Used In the pyoduotlon of Milk and Butterfftt

Poimds TJiod

Fer 100 l^s.

Z,Q9% Ullk
ppodaeed

Per Poimd
Buttarffct
Prodaeed

Concentrates

Succulents

Hay

pasture

50.0

17.6

98.1

3 days

5.28

4.69

25.61

.77 days

Figures from records en 2208 cows in Spokane and Stepihens
eountles. WasMngton.

I-
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Table 29.

1 . .

j , PotmdS' Used
t 7/
t per 100 Itoe• Per Pound

. , : ^,J6^ Milk Butterfat
1 Produced Produced
t

t

Coaoentratee t 21.0
t • 

Suoc\aent roui^ge t 118*9
I

Dry roughage « 40.3
1

pasture l 2.4 days
I

I

' 1 .

5*79

31*34
^ '

10*66
'■• •

.63 days

Plg:ure8 froa rooords on 384 cows owned In 24 herds in Waulcesha.
County# Wisconsin•
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Table 50.

y#eA tysi&A in th# Produotion of" HlXk ftnd Butterf&t

^ . ■ C-/ ^

c:-

'•:ii C-iy '.c-

Poxtnda tfsed

'''Bllag#'

Per 100 lbs.
5»35^ Milk
Produotd

Per Pound
Buttonfat
Prodttced

' •' kf ' ' i .

98.S3

1^0 *56
!.•. .

11.58

35.89

Hay : 23.22
•

9
•

•

6.92

«
. :

Pigurea from records on 16 Holsfcein cows turned by the University
of Teime&8ee« Khoxville^ ^Sennetsee.

j ...»

^h. ( U' . I ... . r

■■ ■■ ■-V-!yi v;^.: .ny I/<?
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Table 31.

Feed Uaed in the Production of Milk and Butterf>t

Poimda Uaod
1

Per 100 lbs.
5.54^ Milk
Produced

Per Pound
Butterfat
Produced

/';f« I Grain

Silage

Hay

56.32

168.01

57.02

10.16

50.28

6.67

Figures froa records on 21 Jersey cows owned by tbe University
of Tennessee# Enoxville# Tennessee.
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Table 32,

P»ed U»ed In the Froductlon of Milk and. Butterfat
«
•

:

0

1

Used
t
s

I Per 100 lbs.
t

t Per Pound
5.02% Milk s

• Butterl^t
. 1 Frodueed t Produced

t :

.. .. .. .. . « t

0rain

Silage sad otheraucculent feed:

Pry reui^iege

pasture

SS.92

82,79

12.70

5,76 days

4,57

16.J^/
2.5^
1,15 days

Figures froa records cm 275 oows in Bedford county^ Tennessee,

/■ •
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Table 33.

Fe»d Uflfld in the Production of MlXk and Buttergfct

j POUITDS TJSED
: Per 100 ibs.i t#r lb. Of
t Per Cow I
I of Mllkt Buttorfftt

' : ^ ^
V . : Per Yeayi preduoed t Produced

; , , } I

Conoontr&toG ....... j 2,290 I 54#9 i 8.1
I , . , , I I

SjLlogo . j 5|f672 - t 8S»9 t 13*X , ,
J I I

Othor Suooulont Poods t 1,648 t 25 #7 # 6»0
t t t

Hfty I 3,151 I 48.0 I 11.2
I t t

Othor Dry Porogo i 173 t 2.6 i 0.6
, I I i

pastiaro ,.;v. • i t
....... i I :

^ t t

Pigttrea froaj 1,214 rooordo of cows in Bxporimont Station fiordi " '
In tlio following stfttesj Cozm.j» -Cilftss.i Mich*, Kinn., MOt, Kont*#

Nob., N.J., Utah, and Wio,

i . 
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Table 34.
• i * ; ;

. ij '• •

X"'Ji.?

' ?vBT'

•liy>r rf.

ZtflH

Feed msed U tha Progaetloa mik imd Butttrm n ^

t
t
t
s
t
t
t

Poianda Ueed

fetH
IPer Cow tPer 100 tp«r PohuA
i i Pounds I of
iPer Year:of *% Millc Butterfat
i :Produced . Produced

Orain

Sila«a
t
t

:

Other Succulent Feed
1

Wtij J
t

Other dry Forage ,
i

*«,895,814 Iba. i 1,407

3,915*9 tone : 3,806
«

861.43 tona: 837
:

3^553^45 tons: 3,453
I

729*60 tonaI 709
:

t

25*4

68.8

15.1

62.4

12.8

6.5

17.1

3.8

15.5

3.8

Figcres from records on 8058 eows kept on 149 H. Y. famie.
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''■ '• /' ■ ' Table 35.

trsed in the Production, of Milk ■■ ij 1 'uL mi

Pounds Haed
Per 100 lbs.
Milk
Prodtieed

Grain 35.5 " ; ; ■ •■"

Silage , -iv- . 93.2 .. <v." - . ^ ^ \ ■ A ' 4"

Other succ\ilent feed 9.4 ■;-:V^ ; ■: , ";V

Hay 45*3

Other dry roughage ; ' : 11.5 • ,v. . • .

Figures frcsn records on 976 cows on 490 farms in Minn*, Mich.,
Xass., Conn., H. Y. and N. J* The work of a coBEnitte appointed
by MS** H. C* Hoover to investigate the cost of producing milk
during the war. Fat % figures not given.
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Table 36.

Pounds IT# ed
: fw 166 mm

Per Cow » Milk
: Preduoed

Per Tear :
. y

Qrain -'Q'? . 1«240 : 83.27

Silage 5i44d s 102.10

Other Succulent Peed 400 1 7.50

Hay 3,500 : 67.56
e

Value paeture $6.95 : $0.13
•

2 :

.vV'j'

.t:V

'f

<• ' -

I

'I'-. ^

'i ; •;

Figures troM reoorda en 4650 eomi kept on 212 Vemont farnSf
Ideated in 18 oountieA* Average pi*odtteti<mi 5328 Iba. ailk
per cow» Fat ̂  not given.
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Table 37.

4
. .f

^|u^-
frv.-v

:: :..

vV.

Feed Used In the Production of Milk er-^d Sutterfat (ipy ' •

m . , - 

? ,• .A-* .,•• rt,-

,! vf.j *1

: Amomit
I ,
t

:

Grain :1,606,308

Silage ds other *.4,807,500
succulente

Hay & other
roughage
pasture

13,044,500

Com stalks
pastured
Salt

: 1727 A.
:

: 433 A.

• t,

: 29,823 s

Total

Value

Lbs.
tJsed
Per

100
Lbs •
3.7^
Milk
Pro
duced

Value:
Per ;
100 t
Lbs. •
Milk ;

' r

Lbs• : Per
TTsed : Cent
Per : of
Lb.
Butter*
fat ; of ^-4:^
Pro- . : Peed
duoed : , . i.

• WJ. ' ̂ ' i -v' ,- , 

: Total §■:
'* Value 'CV"

i'

t:
f-/

127,809

17,636

$.676: 10.66 : 32.6
t ■

20.7
t

•4301 31.64

Total

22,366

16,718

414

304

183,244

, 1

.5441 25.94

.406

.010

.007 .19
t

24073:

. , 1 .
4.--

•'=iV.

26.2

19.6

♦5

•4

t/., ' -
■ ' i' '■ \. '• i' ''

'''S' ' ■ 4!i'
■S

.'r

loo.o

aibas

Figures from cords on 900 cows in loira.
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Mbl« S8«

g*ad mad m the Production of 100 pownds of MlUc.

CM« io» 1 2 8 4 5 6 7 8 9

Vat ̂  of Ullk 3.79 3.47 3*S6 3.89 3.83 8.87 3.38 5.54 5.02

CoaeoBtwit— 38,6 32.4 35.0 19.9 20.0 2U9 88.23 56.32 22.92

Silago U7.6 154.0 140.0 44.5 17.6 118.5 120.50 168.01 82.79

OUmr S«ee«»
lont Toed

66.8 36.4 88.0 87.0 98.1 40.3 23.22 37.02 12.76

Bay
Other Dry
Porago 25.9 29.0

paattore* daye

' » / -

3.1 3.0 2.4 5.76

* •

♦

Table 38 COBtizreed

Case Ho* 10 I.L 12 13 14 Totala Average

Pat % of UiUc
. • *■

4.30 4.00 3.70

ConeoBtratM 34.9 25.4 33.5 28.27 39.1 441.44 31.53

Silage 55.9 68.8 93.2 102.10117.1 1430.60 102.18
Other Stwco- •

lont y,ed 25.7 15.1 9.4 7.60 57.70 4.12

Bay 48.0 62.4 45.3 67.56 96.0 758.86 54.20

Other dry • «

Forage 2.6 12*8 11.5 8U80 5.84

Paattare* daye 14.26 1.2
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hair« ft direct beftrlng on t^e feed requirement* Still

ftnother thing to ehi^ ftttention mi^t veil be called ie

the very outstanding differences in the amount of pasture*

In only four eaaeea «re pasture figures given at all*

F<M8ibly in soise of the oases the cove really did not re

ceive any pastiare* It is more likely thou^ ̂ at most did

receive atme pasture^ but as is eftea the ease in special**

ised dairy sections» a large nianber of eovs on a small

a«!*eag» iMkes this tttm of so negligible importsnee as to

seeiB unnecessary to include* CSase Ho .bp shows the hi^est

figures in this respect^ the cove receiving on an average

5*76 days of pasture for each 100 pounds of milk produced*

This great mo\xnt of pasture cuts down on the other feeds

necMsary* and since pasture is a cheap feed* incidentally

cuts down the cost of production.

Irrespective of the outstanding difference in the

number of cows in each ease* they were given equal value

In ccBputing the average* This could be done it was

thou^t, since each group contains a sufficient number of

cows to make the coefficient of error negligible* and als o

because of the fact that any (me of the groups could be oon-

sidered as representative of a far larger ntanber of cows

of that particular eectitm*

Table 39 is similar to table 38 except that it gives

the feed necessary to produce one pound of hutterfat* Ih

this ease the figures are more uniform, due if for no other

reason to the fact that hutterfat is standard and milk varimi



   

�

TabU 3f

Cmmm Vo* 1 2 S 4 5 8 7 8 9

»%%9t Milk 3,79 8,47 3,56 3,89 3,83 3,87 3.35 5.54 5,02

ConeantratM 10,18 9,33 9,83 5,11 5.22 5,79 11.38 10.18 4.57

Silags
Other s«ee»»
lent PeM

31,02 44,38 39,32 11.83 4.59 31.34 35.89 30.28 18.49

Bay
Other Dry
Fongs

17,82 10,49

8,50

10.11

8,14

22.36 25,81 10.86 8.92 8.87 2.54

Paetare^ days •79 •77 ,83 1.16

lahle 59 Continasd

Case Ho« 10 11 U Total Average

pat % of Milk 4,30 4.00 3,7 •

CoBoeatrates 8.10 8.30 10.58 98,63 9,04

Silage 13,10 17.10 3U64 314,83 28,22

Other Seeee-
lent peed

8,00 3.80 9,60 •81

Bay
Other Dry
forage

11,20

.80

15.50

3.20

25.94 185,84

20.44

13.80

1,70

»

Pastare* days 3,34 ,28
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la proportion to the aaotmt of f»t it containa»

Two still mom stable tables thou^ are nisibers

40 and 41, in stoich tables 58 and 30 have nerely been re-

dueed to give the feed x^uireinent to iM?odttce 4 per eent

milk, or fat in 4 per oont milk. In x*educing these to

standard or 4 per eent milk the fonmila M(*4 + 15T) was

used where *m", the milk yield in pounds and "t" the fat

percentage were given, A precisely equivalent formula la

•4 X 15 F, Here "m" is the milk yield in pounds and "P"

the fat yield in pounds, Oaines and Davidson (4) give a

full explanation of the basis underlying this method of

correction or standardisation,

The figtires then in these two tables are far more

comparable than is the case with the two preceding ones,

sinoe they are <m the basis of a uniformily standard

product,

In t able# 59, 40 and 41 Oases Ho, 12 and 13 have

beam omitted doe to a lack of fat per eent figures,

IS
It would be interesting to oontpare the feed re

quirements of Holstelns snd Jerseys for both milk end fat

production. This can be done in only one case however.

In table 38, Cases 7 end 8, we have respectively the Eol-

stein and Jeraey feed requireasmts for producing 100 potada

of milk. The mmso eames in table 39 give the reqiiirememts

to produce one pound of butterfat. These cows having beam



Table 40*

F»ed Tliwd la the Production of loo potmda of MlUc

Caae io»

Hat % of Hilk

Coaeoatratos

Silaco
Otbar Saeea-
lent reed

I 2 8 4 5 « 7 i

4*0 4.0 4«0 4*0 4*0 4*0 4*0 4*0

39.85 35.19 37.43 20.23 20.52 22.33 42.35 45.75

152.61 157.30 149.89 45.24 18.06 120.85 133.51 126.48

Hay
Other ]>ry

68.97 39.54 40.68 88.46 100.66 41.10 25.72 30.07

Forage 28.13 31.05

lastare* days 3.15 8.07 2.44

Table 40 Continued

Case Ho. 9 10 11 14 Total ATerage

rat % of Hllk 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

cmeentrates 19.87 33.39 25.40 40.94 383.25 31.93

silage
Other Saeca-

lent Feed

71.80 53.49

24.59

68.80

15.10

122.61 1240.54

39.69

103.38

3.31

Hay
Other Dry
Forage

11.06 45.93

2.48

62.40

12.80

100.52 665.11

74.46

54.59

6.20

Pastare* days 4.99 13.65 1.13



 

Tahla 41.

F«e8 UmA in tho Production of oiBs oouad of Butteriat

CM* Ho* 1 2 S 4 6 6 7

pnt ̂  of MiUc 4*0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

COMOBtrotOO 9.99 8*79 9*35 5*05 5.13 5.58 10.59

Pili^
Other Suecu-

loBt Feed

38*13 41*82 37.47 11*31 4*51 30*21 33*38

Bay
Other Dry
Forage

17.24 9.88

7.08

10.17

7.86

22.11 25.U 10*27 6*43

Paetwe* daya *79 .77 .61

41 Continaed

Caea Ho* 9 10 11 14 Total Arwnt

Fat ̂  of Kilk 4.0 4*0 4.0 4*0

Canoentratea 4*97 6*35 6.35 10*23 95.82 7.98

oilage
Other 9nece>

lent Food

17*95 13.37

6*15

17.20

3*77

30.65 310.12

9.92

25*84

*82

Bay
Other Dry
Forage

2.76 1U48

•62

15*60

3.20

25.13 163*75

18.61

13*84

1.58

pasture» days 1*25 3*42 .28

8

4.0

7,62
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Tcept In tli« mtmo h«rd, treated the ease way «nd their re

cords covering the saae periwl of time, makes the compari

sons very fair* These figures show that Holstelns pro

duce milk more cheaply than do Jerseys, whereas the 0]^po-

site is true in fat production* In ease however, the mtiv

is stai^ardised to 4 per cent the feed requirement was

found to he less for the Holsteins in both milk «id fat

duotion*

then referring to table 40 get the actual amounts

of the different classes of feed necessary to produce 100

pounds of 4 per cent milk. If the feeds are grouped into

classes we get the following:

Concentrates 31.95 Cba

Hay and other dry forage. 60.79 M

Silage and other succulent feed 107.09 m

Htature 1*13 days

iI These may be compared with 100 pounds of milk to
get ratio of each to a tmit of production* They may

also be compared with each other to get the proportionats

amourtts of each feed used. No doubt the feed requiz*ement

is soBMSWhat greater than this in winter when cows are not
j

on i^ttxre, but of course is correspondingly less In

sunier*

V

'-S
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The The eeae thing# hold true In regard to the produe-

tlon of butterfat ainee it takes exactly 1/4 aa much feed

he produce one pound of fat in 4 per cent milk aa ia re

quired to produce 100 pound# of milk*

Summary of Reeearoh Work* <ri-

1* The above data ahowc that a high produoer r<h»

quires leas feed to produce a unit of product ̂ #n does a

low producer*

S* The coat of keeping a cow a year was found to

vary somewhat with the aeetion of the comtry*

5* University of Tenneaeee Hoisteina require less

feed than do Univertity of Tenneasoe Jerseys to produce

100 pounds of milk*

4* University of Tennessee Holsteina require mori

feed do university of Tennessee Jerseye to produce one

pound of butterfat*

5« pasture was found to materially reduce the im-

tuhts of other feeds necessary to produce a unit of product*

6* Milk or butterfat was found to be produced

more Cliaaply during the summer or pasture months.
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7* fhm f«ed and baddlng ecNit wm fotmd to bo Ap

proximately 50 per cent of the entire eoat of prodneiiig

A unit of prodaot*

d* To prodoee 100 pounds of 4 per cent milk it

«Ae fotmd to require 51*96 potmde of OttMMntrAtes; 60*79

poonde of hay and eth«* dry foregei 107*09 pounds of el-

lAge and etber eucetaent roeq^hagoi and 1*18 days of pas

ture* Obe fourth of these amouats vae required to produee

one pound of butterfat*

CkmelusioQS.

1* In general the greeter the produetion of milk

and butterfat per eow« the racxre eeoncanicAl the proAiotioa*

2* In general the store pasture Idiere ie ATailAblef

the more eeononieal is the sdLlk and butterfat predBOtlon*

S. Milk CO* butter^t aan be produeed saare eiMnemie-

ally in smaBUO* than in wijatmpp due at least pairtly to the

diffwenee in pasture available*

4* There la a greater differense in the asaiimta of

feeda aeeMaery to prodneo 100 poiands of ttxan there is

in the esiouata neoesaary to prodnee cme pound of butterfat—

the formaa* containing varying esanuita of fat and,other aolida,
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5« Tfe® coat of |B*odueii}g o unit of pi:*oduot vciriea

with the brood#

6» Taking the food required to produce one pound

of butterfat as given in table 41, with the present feed

prieos the coat of |n*odueing a pound of fat is 50-35 oonto,

and the coot of jmoduelng 100 pounds of 4 jwr cent

four times this amount.

Many factors such as those above inentioned and

dealt with have a profound influeneo cai the ecaioinlc pro

duction of milk or butterfat. If dairymen will realize

and study these factorsj keep better cows; provide larger

amounts of dheap feed, particularly pasturej properly pro

portion his classes of feeds, one to another; and to the

production of the cow; they will be a long way on the

road to more economic production, whidi in turn means

|p»eater profits and a general advancement of the dairy

industry as a whole.

>v ^
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