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Welcome to the second
newsletter from Creedy
Associates. We had
some really positive feed
back from our first and
we hope you find this one
useful.

Lots has happened in he
intervening months,
dairy farmers are at last
seeing the promised in-
crease in milk price. Ar-
able farmers are seeing
unprecedented values for
their wheat and oilseed
rape and now finally,
there is some good news
for beef farmers.

NVZ’s— At the same
time the NVZ discussions
continue to rumble on
with the final announce-
ment set to be made in
the next few months.

ELS— In the mean time
the ELS budget has been
agreed via Brussels. No
major changes apart
from the fact that man-
agement plans can no
longer be used to gener-
ate points. if you think
this may affect you
please give us a call.

Finally Hot off the

CSF— Those of you in
one of the 40 Catchment
Sensitvive Farming (CSF)
priority catchments will
be pleased to hear that
funding has been found
to continue the pro-
gramme for what is likely
to be the next 3 years. It
is hoped that more dif-
fuse pollution focused
events and a capital
grant scheme, similar to
that rolled out last sum-
mer will be launched. In
the next financial year.

Don’t Be Negative About Inflating Prices

After learning of farmers concern that increasing input costs are likely to over-
shadow increased milk prices we felt it was important to set the record straight
and do our bit to re enthuse those loosing heart! Milk prices have increased dra-
matically since last summer, primarily as a result of the imbalance between UK,
European and world milk production and global demand.

Our predictions suggest an average annual increase of 7ppl is on the cards!

For the same, supply and demand based, reasons input costs have also risen
and in the case of fertiliser, feed and energy costs skyrocketed. In an attempt to
estimate the impact of this “input cost inflation” we have tried to predict the
likely increases in individual production costs and used them to produce a Com-
parable Farm Profit (CFP) cost of production forecast for the coming year. As
mentioned above we have used the same CFP format outlined in the last news-
letter. We would urge you to note that several key income (Single Payment) and
costs (finance costs) are not included in CFP and as a result CFP should not be
used to review overall farm profit. CFP aims to compare dairy farm perform-
ance alone

Fig 2 shows the results of our prediction and suggests that the biggest predicted

input cost rises will
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Range of Production Costs for Farms in 2007

The story does not finish with increasing production costs. What
continues to amaze us when producing CFP figures is the range be-
tween production costs of what seems, from the outside, similar
farms. Here is the ppl range identified in the 2007 year end figures.

The table highlights the potential for some to limit the impact of
price inflation and boost profits. We would urge you all to strive to
be at the lower end of the range in all cost groups. We really believe
this is possible. The first step is to find out how you compare with
the averages. If you would like some help in producing your own
CFP figures please get in touch.

The Relative Feed Value of Concentrates
Following on from the discussion above, with purchased feed costs
currently making up 5ppl of the average production costs (and pre-
dicted to rise to 7.5ppl in 2008) it makes sense to compare the rela-
tive costs of different feeds. To do this we use a computer spread-
sheet that compares the cost per unit of energy (Mega joule) and
protein (crude protein).

The most recent graphs are shown below with prices up to date at
the time of printing (9th Feb). Key points to note are that soya and
rape protein prices are both 0.06p/gram of protein and the cheapest
form of starch based energy is maize silage (based on a fresh price
of £20/tonne) closely followed by bread. For those keen to discuss
the relative costs of feeds available to them please get in contact.

Fig 3 Price per unit of Energy
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Fig 4 Price per unit of Crude Protein
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GRASSLAND MANAGEMENT - Get the pH right to reduce bills

Here again we get the opportunity to talk reducing costs, this time with fertiliser. We all know it is important to supply

a field with sufficient nutrients such as N,P and K how-
ever it is just as important to have the correct pH as this

Fig 5 Effect of soil pH on nutrient availablity

is vital when considering nutrient availability.
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Soils have a tendency to become acidic (low pH) due to
natural processes (rainfall) and farming practices (high
nitrogen rates). This can easily be corrected on a field
by field basis by applying lime, a relatively cheap prod-
uct.

Optimal pH depends on soil type and cropping but for a
typical soil growing grass oats you should be aiming for
pH or around 6. This allows as much of the nutrient
within the soil to be available to the crop as possible.
Having the wrong soil pH can waste you a considerable
amount of money by “locking up” the nutrients that you
apply. The first step to tackling soil ph is soil testing.







