





AN ECONOMIC STUDY OF STORE CATTLE RATISTNG
LN BRECON AND RADNOR,

Summary,

'The production of store cattle in Wales has been cxpanding since
the cnd of the war. The rate of cxpansion has bcen.more rapidlinArécént
years, as a result of deliberatc government policy to incrcasc beef production
at home and partly at the cxpensc of dairy cattle, More attention has been
paid to the financial position of hill farmérs and hencc of storc-cattle
rearers since 1946, As a result of the Hill Farming Act of 1946 and the
Livestock Rearing Act of 1951 various grants and subsidics have been intro-
duced for the purpose of providing a stimulus to livestock production. During
the war ycars an cver-increasing number of calves werc slaughtered at a young -
age but with the aid of the Calf Rcaring Subsidy, the calf slaughterings arc now

being reduced annually,

It appears that the increase in number of stores is the result of an
increase both in the numbers of pure beef-breed animals and also in those of
surplus heifers and stecers from dairy ond dual-purpose herds., It is cstimated
that, in Wales, not morc than one-third of the storcs intended for beef arc
produced from beef herds. The proportion of stcers un&er 1 year to total
steers in Wales has riscn sharply since 1951; this is the rosult of the
‘expansion policy and also of a-greater demand for smallcr joints which has

led to the sclling of stores to fattencrs at a younger age,

In this rcport an analysis is made of the financial aspects of

store-cattle raising on a sample of about 27 farms in Brecon and Radnor
during the period 1951-54, With two or three exceptions the farms were
identical throughout the period. The stocking on our sample of farms was, on
average, roughly 13 cow-units per 100 total acres and about 12 sheep over 1
year per cow unit, but on land of higher rental value and better gencral
quality thc cmphasis on cattle production was relatively greater and that on
manuring of grassland (excluding rough grazing), especially with nitrogenous
manurcs, appecarcd to be rather lower than is considered necessary for the
attainment of a high level of production. This was particularly true of the

better-land farms with a higher potential fertility,

The margin per cow increased from about £13,10,0 in 1951-52 to Just
Aboul~ £30 in 1953=54, mainly becausc of a sharp incrcasc in priccs of storcs
in 1952-53. Thc cash margin, (which is the margin czcluding the valuation
difference) averaged £10.10,0 per cow in 1951-52, but had morc than doublecd by
1953-5Ls The valuc of the Hill Land Subsidies alone amounted to betweon ¢47
and §{ per cent and that of the Attested Herd Bonus and Bull Grant to betwecn
20 and 30 per cent of the cash margins during thesc ycars,

Owing to the economies in labour associated with a rising scale of
production, costs per cow tended to decerease with increasing size of herd, The

value of production was not reclated to sizoe of herd and consequently there
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was only a vague tendency for the margin (excluding credits) per cow to
increasc with incrcasing size of herd. The valuc of production per cow is
more the function of the quality of the management and of the land, and
although a high value of‘production was achicved in a fow cases on the
poorer land it vas more commonly associated with better land, The prices of
stores agcd 12-18 months and the margin (excluding credits) per cow tended

to increasc with increasing rental per acrec.

Food-costs accounted for about 40 per cent and labour for about
35-40 per cent of the total production costs, The five highcst-margin farms,
as a group, although they had slightly morc "other cattle" per cow, showed
lower food costs per cow for 1952-53 and 41953-54 becausec thcy fed morec of the
cheaper foods, cspecially straw and roots, using only the minimum rcquircment
of concentratcs. Cattle over 1 ycar on these farms gencrally were fed at the

minimum requirement level during the winter months,

The practicé of sclling calves at weaning rathor than at 18 months
is bccoming morc common, espccially in Breconshire, owing to the fact that

it is believed to be highly profitéblo and also bccause it cases the problem

of securing adequatc winter-kcep., However, thc financial success of this

policy is conditional on an adcquate rate of replacement by brceding cows of
calves sold; on the production of high-quality calves capablc of fetching the
highest prices, and upon the ©ligibility of thec farm for thc Hill Cow
Subsidy.
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Introduction.

The rearing of storc cattle for fattening on the lowlands is
traditional on Welsh upland farms. High rainfall and poor soil conditions make
these farms unsuitable for the profitable cultivation of most cas h crops, and,
until quite recently, they werc too remote from the main centrcs of populatlon
to be able to undertake the sale of liquid milk, The traditional system, thero-
fore, is shecp farming and the rcaring of store cattle by the suckling mothod.
In recent ycars many of these farms have gone over to milk production; and on
these farms calf rcaring, when carried on, is by the pail-feeding mcthod. In
some areas, however, the rearing of pure beof-brecd animals by thc suckling
method is still the main cattlc cnterprise, particularly in the counties of

Brecon and Radnor, end it was from farms in thls arca that information was

collocted for this report,

The numbcr of storc cattle in Wales declined during the War and did
not begin to incrcasc again until about 1948, Table 1 comparcs thc changes in

the number of cows in Wales in the period 1940-54 with the changes in the number
of ycarllng steers, The latter figurc provides a better indication of the
cnqngcs in numbors of storc cattle than the total number of yearlings of both

" sexes becausc it is difficult to know how many heifers arc being rcared as dairy

replacements, Separate figures for stecrs and heifecrs over 1 year arc available

only from 1940 onwards, It can be sccn that whereas the number of cows rosc
Table 1.

Numbers of Cattle in Walcs,

("000's).

Covis,
heifers in
calf and

bulls,

Male Cattle
1 - 2 ycars.

72
52
63
76

Year,

1940 382
1945 451
1950 : 482
1954 : L97
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Source: Junc 4 Ccnsus Returns,

stecadily throughbut the war-period thc number of stecrs fell during this period;
and although it rosc after tho war it did not rcach thc pre-war lcvel until
1954, In the last fow yeérs, the numbers of store cattle appear to have been
"increasing rapidly, to some cxtent‘at the cxpensc of dairy cattlec. Since 1953
farmers have been asked to distinguish, in their yoarly rcturns, between cows

kept for producing milk and thosc kcpt mainly for producing becef calves, The

figurcs for ‘ales arc as follows:-
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Tablc 2,

Numbers of Cows and Heifers in Milk in Wales,
("000's).

For pfoducing milk or : Mainly for producing calves
calves for the dairy herd, : for becf,

. 13
. . .

‘June 1953. Junc 1954, : June 1953, : June 195,

2,k i 3377 5.6 704 i

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries & Food,

The wartime declinc in numbers of store cattle followed thc govern-
‘ment's decision fo‘maintain_the nation's wartime diet by cncouraging the prod-
uction of cash crops and milk aﬁd discouraging the production of beef, which
is an cxpensive and slow method of food production. In pursuancc of this policy
the government, during the war and immediate post-war years, raiSod fat cattle
prices far less than milk.prices. Store cattle prices werc not controlled, but,
on the average, they moved fairly closely in accordance with those for fat
cattle, Consequently, as is shown in Table 3, storc cattle prices remained
low rclative to milk prices, until the sharp incrcasc in 1952, This wartine
pricerpolicy quickened the change-over to milk.production which had bccn in

cvidencc before the war, Thus the number of registered milk producers in Wales
. R E \ o

Table 3,

Agricultural Price Indices (England and Wales).
(1927-29 = 100)., '

: - : Store Cattle
: : Indcx as a.%

) ’ of Milk

Ycar, -t Milk, - : Index, -

1937-9 93% : 100 93
1944 : 129 : 158 : 82
1943 : 142 : 178 80
1945 : 145 : 192 s 76
1947 : 171 222 77
1949 : 215 : o8 - 87
1950 : 207 264 - 79
1951 : 219 : 278 P 79
1952 . 251 3 293 : 98
1953 : 283 : 298 :. 95

Source: Priccs ofﬁAgriculturai Producc -VM,I.‘Sories;
Ministry of Agriculturc, Fisheries & Food,

increased by over a third Betwecﬁ‘1938 and 1946, and the quantity of milk

sold by a half (Table L), It is intercsting to note the differences from
county to county in thc proportion of milk prodﬁcérs and the change in their
numbers, At the moment, Rédnorshife, with 9 per cent, has a far lower
proportion of milk producers than any other county., In Breconshire the
proportion of milk producers is also low, and in both these counties the

increase in the number of milk producers has been small, Thero have been
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Table 4,

(a) Milk Producers in Wales,

Registered Milk Producers. : No., of Agri- ;
: : cultural :
s : : holdings of : No., of milk
: : : 5 acres and : producers in
: : : : : over, : 1954 as a %
County., : 1938, : 1945. : 1951. : 1954, : June 195Lk, : of holdings,

. .
. . .

Anglesey : 626 : 950 : 1,163 : 1,147 : 3,095 : 37
Brecon : 525 680 : 686 574 2,182 : 26
Caernarvon : 1,336 : 2,050 : 2,218 : 2,068 : 3,887 53
Cardigan :1,977 ¢ 3,080 : 3,464 : 3,539 : 4,700 : 75
Carmarthen : 4,124 : 5,640 : 5,773 : 5,784 . 7,128 : 81
Denbigh 1,501 : 2,890 : 3,105 : 3,091 : 4,363 3 71
Flint :1,759 ¢ 1,760 ¢ 1,717 ¢ 1,698 2,k 70
Glamorgan : 2,498 : 2,490 : 2,44k : 2,162 : 3,67k : 59
Merioneth 752 ¢+ 1,240 ¢ 1,132 :+ 1,069 2,160 50
Monmouth 1,402 + 1,620 ¢ 1,542 : 4,477 : .3,229 : L6
Montgomery : 1,222 1,380 : 1,712 : 1,672 : 4,450 : 38
Pembroke T 2,41 ¢ 3,520 ¢ 3,467 i 3,478 4,689 : 74
Radnor : 191 : 230 : 237 : 164 ¢ 1,822 : 9

ales . 20,223 : 27.510 : 28,630 : 27.923 :  L7.783 58

(b) Sales of Milk (million gallons),
Wales,

1938-9 88.5
1945-6 129.7
1950-1 ©169.9
1953-4 199.9

Source: Welsh Digest of Statistics, Ministry of Agriculture,
Pisheries & Food, Welsh Department, Aberystwyth,
substantiaimingrgases, however, in Cacrnarvon, Cardigan, Denbigh, Merioneth,
Montgomery and Pembroke, which are other rcéognized store-rearing areas., In
recent years, on the other hand, the number of stecrs in these counties has
increased considerably, ‘ S
' Table 5.

Total Number of Steers under 1 year by Counties in
Vales,

oo O

1942,

1951,

L 451
42286
3,858
27636
5,71

Anglesey 6,003
Brecon : 3,522
Caernarvon : 4,164
Cardigan 5,060
Carmarther. 2,398
Denbigh 6,214
- Flint : 1,654 1,858
Glamorgan s 3,147 3,976
Merioneth 4,035 : 3,621
Mormouth ¢ 4,265 ;0 L,825
Montgomery @ 9,094 7,152
Pembroke : 6,906 6,523
Radnor : 4,108 : 4,213
Vlales : 60,837 : 57,070

Source: Welsh Digest of Statistics.
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After about 1947 the government begaﬁ to pay more attention to
increasing the supply of store-cattle and 1mprOV1ng the position of hill
farmers, Under the Hill Farmlnc Act of 1946 and the Livestock Rearing Act of
1951 subsidies were paid on cattle grazed on hill pastures, and grants of up
to 50 per cent of the cost were made for approved schemes of investment, The
Hill Cattle Subsidy had as onc of its aims the im@rovement of those hill
grazings‘whiéh had detefiorated’during this éentury through being insuffice~
iently stocked with cattle, The subsidy was paid, thercfore, only on cattlc
vhich grazed for not leés than 4 months on "rough uncultivated land on high-
lying farms in hill districts which is used maihly for stock rearing but which
is unsuitable for dairy cattle, fat stock or crops,"* The payment of this
subsidy during the period under study i.e. 1951-54 was at the rate of £5 per
head for cows and £2,15. O per head for other cattle, The Hill Cow Subsidy
introduced in 1954 was not subject to the same limitation, It was paid at the
rate of £10 per hecad on all bows kept in breeding herds on hill or heath land,
which is unsuitable for dairying, fattening or for crops.ASince the intro-
duction of the Hill Cow Subsidy the Hill Cattle Subsidy has bcen rcducced to £2
per head for all cattle,

The other main subsidy affecting hill farmers is the Calf Rearing
Subsidy, instituted in 1946. This has been paid at different rates and under
different conditions, but the principle has always béon to pay the subsidy on
calves considered suitable for beef production, In 1950-51 the Calf Subsidy
was payable only on stéers, at £5 per hcad, but in 19534 it was payablc at
this rate on both hecifers and stecrs. At the momenﬁ the rate is £7,10. for
every steer or heifer-calf rcarcd to 9 months which, in thc inspecting
officer's opinion, will make good becf, It can thercfore be paid on calves
from dairy herds, provided that the cows arc not of the extreme dairy type.
In fact, it was onc of the main purposes of the subsidy-to encourage the
rearing of the many dairy calves which had previously been slaughtercd sooh
after birth, Table 6 shows the rise during the war and post-wvar ycars in the

proportion of calves slaughtcred and the decline in rccent years.

Table 6.

No, of calves slaughtered per 100 cows (Great Britain),

('000s),

.
.

: 1938 : 1945 : 1950 : 1951 : 1952 : 1953

.
.

Calves slaughtored : 836 : 1423 : 134h 1 1302 : 1197 : 1080 :

Cows and heifers in calf  : 3576 : 3996 : 4262 : L1L3 : 4156 : 4207 :

Calves slaughtered per.100 : : : : : : B
covis ' : 23,0t 35.6 ¢ 3.5 : 3.k : 28.6 : 25.6 :

Source: Annual Abstract of Statistics,

On the upland rearing farms the Calf Subsidy is now an important

element in the farm inoomo. It has becn arguéd that a better way to encourage

* Livestock Rearing Act, 1951,
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the rcaring of store oattlé is to bring about a risc in beef - and hence in
store cattle prices. The Calf subsidy has, however, the dual advantage of
giving the rcarer a quick cash return, and of providing an assurcd paymcnt

vhatever the fluctuations in store prices.

The Hill Cattlc and Hill Cow subsidics arc intended to benefit only
livestock-rearing farms, Farms producing a substaqtial quantity of milk arc
not eligible for the Hill Cow Subsidy; and although they may qualify if thcy
producc only a small quantity of summer milk, the amount of the subsidy is
rcduced according to the quantity produccd, The policy underlying thesc
regulations is that of encouraging upland farmers to devote their resources to
the production of livestock, leaving dairying and fattening to the lowlands,
The wisdom of this policy is not unanimously acceptcd among cconomists because
the rcaring of livestock on small upland farms with a limited arca dpes not, in
‘gencral, provide their occupiers with a sufficient turnover to emablc them to
onjoy a rcasonable standard of living., It is argued that, although desirable
from an cconomic point of view, it is impracticable, in the short run, %o
bring about a rapid amalgamation of upland small-holdings:.their occupicrs
should be cncouraged to undertake milk production, leaving livestock rearing
to larger forms., Whether this argument is accepted or not, it is certain that,
cven with the present high level of subsidies and store prices, the smaller
upland farm yields a poor living to its occupier if he confincs himsclf to

livestock rcaring,

Table 7 comparcs the profits on three types, and scveral sizeé, of
Wolsh 1ivcstockfrearing farms, The figurcs given show the enterprisc profit or

loss, which is the farm profit minus the valuc of thc work of the farmer and
Table 7.

Financial Results on a Sample of .Welsh Livestock
Rearing Farms 1953/,

. . . .
. . . .

Size Group (Actual Acres). : 0 =99, : 100-199., : 200-499. : 500 +.

Enterprise Profit™ or Loss® por 100
actual acrcs.

Livestock Rearing (Poor Land): : £, £,

Non-Milk Selling : =479 20
Milk-Selling : - 11 105

Livestock Rearing (Better Land) 212 320

.
.

* This is ‘the diffcrence between the value of Farm Production and Total
Expenscs including a charge for the Labour of the Farmer and his Wife.

Sourcc: Farm Managament Survey: Ccmparative Tables,Départmcnt of Agricultural
Econcmics, University College of Wales, Abcrystwyth,
his wife, calculated on the basis of the current statutory rates., If there is
an enterprise loss it means that the farmer is carning less than a farm

labourcr, These figurés are subject to all the qualifications attending
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the comparison of averages, but they suffice to illustrate the point that the
profits of the Poor Land farms of under 100 acres vhich do not sell milk are
very low, and that similar farms selling milk make larger profits or smallcr
losses., With present prices and subsidies, howefer, cattle rearing is profit-

able on larger upland farms, or as a Sideline on dairy farms,

There has been a considerable increase in the number of store cattle
feared in Wales in the last ten years, It can be seen from Table 41 of
Appendix A that the number of yearling steers has risen steadily since 1948,
This trend appears to havc been the result of an increase in the number
" both of beef-breed cattle (Hercfords and Welsh Blacks) on upland farms and of
surplus calves from dairy herds, for there has been an increase in the number
of yearling stecers not only in the primarily rearing countics such as Radnor-
shire but also in primarily dairying countics like Carmarthenshire and Flint-
shire, It would appear that dairy and dual-purpose herds of other typss now
produce a very large proportion of the store cattle reared in Wales, For
cxamplc, in 1954, therc werc about 55,000 cows and heifcrs in becf-breeding
herds in Wales; these would produce approximately 53,000 calves (not all of
which would qualify for the Calf Rearing Subsidy) vhereas the total number of
calves certificd for the Calf Rearing Subsidy in that year was 140,000, If we
assumc that 9,000 heifer calves arc kept for replacement purposcs, then the
figurcs suggcst that not more than onc-third of thc beef stores in Walcs are

produced from beef hords.
Table 8,

Number of Calves Cortificd for Calf Rearing Subsidy
in Wales,

: :  Amount
: Humber of Calves Certificd. : paid at : No, of
: : ¢ &5 per : Calves
: Stecrs. : Heoifers; : Total. head. : Rejected,

1953 {68,816 1 Th,65h : 143,470 : 717,350 : 43,755
1950 : 70,945 : 68,861 : 139,806 : 699,030 : 28,610
1955 (£5&£7.1o) 66,141 : 67,467 : 133,608 : 672,187 : 21,138

Sourcc: Welsh Digest of Statistics.
Tablc 9 shows the total number and age-distribution of stcers in

Wales for 1942 (the first yoar for which scparate figurcs for stcers and

heifers under 4 ycar are available), 1951 and 1954, The total number of

Table 9.

Total Number and perccncapo distribution of Stcers accord=-
' ing to age. (VWales),

¢ Under 1 : 1 =2 i 2 ycars
All Stecrs. ¢ year, ¢ _ycars, : and OVGCI,

No. 7 /N 2 7
161,065 : 100 38 37 : 25
169,255 : 100 : 3L : 36 : 30
215,333 100 : L0 : 35 25

.
°

Source: Welsh Digest of Statistics,
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stcers incrcased by over 25 per cent betwecen 1951 and 1954, It is inter-

esting to sec that the provortion of steers under onc year has risen

considcrably sincc 1951 largely at the expensc of storcs of 2 ycars and
over, This is thc result partly of a deliberate policy to cxpand beef-
production and also partly of the increased demand for smaller joints and a

consequent policy of sclling and killing-off at a younger age.




10,

STORE-CATTLE RATSING FARMS iN BRECON AND RADNOR,

The Sample,
The semplc consisted of 26, 23 and 27 farms in 1951-2, 1952~53

and 1953-54 respectively; with the cxccption of 2 or 3 only, thcy werc
indentical throughout the\poriod, a fact vhich mekes the average recsults
closely comparable for the threc years., The average size of farm was roughly
280 acrcs; but it was reduced slightly in 1953-54, mainly because onc of the
farms underwent fragmentation. Well over half the farms were between 200 and
400 acrcs; nonc werc less than 100 but a few werc over 400 acres, The
majority were at a high elcvation, some being at 1000 £+, or morc, The
larger proportion had a good dcpth of soil but its light nature rcendered it
unsuitable for fattening and the production of crops for salc, and for that
rcason storc raising was the traditional system of husbandry on thesc farms,
Approximgtoly half the total acreage was under permancnt grass, whilst the
remainder consisted of morc or less ecqual areas of rough grazing and arable
land. |
' Tablc 10,

Avcrage size of Farms and Land Utilisation.

:_1951-52 : 1952-53 : 1953-54
27

/ .
.

Number of farms - : : 28

Total Acrcagc per Farm : : 283

. . %,
Arablc (incl. tomporary grass) : e 22
Permanent Grass : : 48
Rough Grazing : : 30

%o
22
50
28
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Stocking,

The accounting period was from 1st May of onec ycar to 30th April
of the following and the average stocking, as prescnted in Table 11, was the
average number of cach catcgory of livestock in the opening and closing
valuations., The average mumber of breeding cows carricd remaincd morc or lcss
constant throughout the pericd 1951 to 1954, at about 21 per farm and 7 or
8 per 100 acres. The average numbers showed only a very slight incrcasc. No
significant changcs werc shown in the number of other cattlc carried but,
owing to their larger numbers, therc was a more apparent incrcase in the
number of shecp and lambs carried., During thc period 1951-52 to 1953-5L, the
number of cwes and other sheep over 1 ycar increcascd from 142 to 165 per 100

acrcs and that of lambs from 88 to 102 per 100 acrcs,
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Table 11,

Stock Carried per Farm and per 100 acres,

: Per Farm, : Per 100 Acrcs,

» .
. .

© 1951=2 : 1952=3 : 1953k : 1951=2 : 1952=3 : 1953-L

Number of Farms ; 26 28 27 26 28 27
Average Size of Farms : : 283 27h 280 ¢ 274
Cattle:

Cows : : 20,8 : 21.7
Bulls : ¢ 0.9 : 1.0
Other Cattle: Over 3 yecars : 2 e - : 0.2
2 = 3 " H . 3.9 4,0
1 - 2 : i 12,2 1 12,5
0 - 12 months : t 175 ¢ 17,2
Cow Units (Cattlc only) : : 3602 i 37.4

Sheep:

Ewes & Other Sheep over 1 year : 396.4 : 438.0 : 451.0
Lambs 24,9 ¢ 272,9 : 278.3 : 87.5
Numbers of Ewes & Other Shcep ¢ : : :
over 1 ycar - : : :
(2) per cow unit : 10,9 @ 12,1 @ 12.1 : 10,
(b) por breeding cow : 194 : 20,9 : 20.8 : 19
Sows and Othcr Pigs : 3,0 34 Lol 162 3 .
49, : 51,
1 : .

: 1
Poultry : 152,8 :138.8 : 139.8 : 5L,
P

1

6

Horscs : : 3.9 3.2 :+ 2.9 oL
9

Total Cow Units (A1l Stock) 115 2 121.9 & 125.h @ L0, k3.1 ¢ 45,7

The increasc in number of cwes and other shccp over 1 yecar was duc
largely.to the increasc in number of wethers, About 20 cwes and other sheop
over 1 ycar were carried to cvery breeding cow, When other cattle werc
converted into cow units and included with the covis, the proportion became
about 11 or 12 owes and other shcep over 1 year to cach cow-unit; a small
increasc in this number was noticcable, When all the livestock, cattle, shecep,
pigs, poultry and horscs were arbitrarily converted into cow-units, it appearcd
that thc stocking on our samplc of farms increcased by about 12 per cent from

1951-52 to 1953=5L.

There was no rclation between the intensity of total stocking and
the average rental per acre, There was however a distinet rclation between
the relative intensitics of cattle and shcep stocking and the rental of the
farm, Generally, ag/gcnt incrcascd, the proportion of tillage and the
number of cattle carricd per 100 acres rosc, while the proportion of rough
grazings to total acreage and thc number of sheep carricd per 100 acres
diminished. The farms with rentals of 10-15 shillings wecre, however, an
exception to this gencral rulc, for here the intensity of cattlc stocking was
lower and that of sheep stocking cven higher than that for the lowest rental

group., The only explanation for this is that thc 5 farms in this particular
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Tablec 12,

Intensity of Stocking according to the
pcr acre, Average for 1952-53,

: ¢ Cow i : Sheep :Cowr Units
Rough ; Tillegc : Units : Sheep ; over 1 : (Cattle
: : Grazing : as Por : Cattle : over 1 :year per: & Shcep
: : Average:Per cent: Cent of :only) per: ycar :Cow Unit: over 4
hvcrage Rent :Sizc of :of Total: Total : 100 : per 100: (Cattle:year) per
per Acre, : _Fa : Farm. :Acrcage, :Acreage, : acres, : acres,: only).:100acrcs,

: acres, %ou %, : No. : Ho., : No, : No.

911 s 232 50 : % ¢ 11,5 :+ 161 : 14 i 35

14/11 : 33 L6 13 ¢ 104 ¢ 235 0 23 Wk

19/11 328 25 19 ¢ 12,1 ¢ A o 12 2

20/« " 2L/11 : 212 20 23 : 15,4 @ AWM 9 : 35
25/~ & over : : 275 15 25 : 15.5 102 7 : 30

Average ; 28 ; 283 ; 30 ; 19 ; 12,8 ; 155 ; 12 ; 35

rent group probably posscssed large tracts of rough grazings of better quality

than thc average, thus enabling morc shecp to be carried to the acre,

Application of Manurcs to Grassland.

Table 13 gives some indication of the quantities of manurcs and
fertilizers applicd to grassland (excluding rough grazings) on thesc farms.
The farms have been grouped according to their average rental per acre and |

Tablc 13,
Average Annual Applications of Manures to Grasslend

according to rent of farm, Avcorage Results for 24
Identical Farms for 4951-5lL.,

o : : : Approx, :+ Approx.
: : : Other : : : s Sul., of: Basic
: No. of : : Nitro- : Com- : FPhos- : : Ammonia: Slag
Rent Group, : Farms, : F.Y.M. : gcerous, « pounds, : phatic.: ILime. : Equiv. : Equiv,

. . . » . -
. . . . . . .

Per acrc, :+ tons, : cwt, : cwt. ¢ cwt, : tons. : ciwt, CVIt,

Por 100 acres of Grassland (Pcrmanent & Temporary),

9/11 78 . : 14,0 : 250 : 44k : W45 300-350

14/11 L2 : 15,0 ¢ 170 : 20 : 40.0 : 200-2L0

19/11 ¢ 18 : 05 ¢ 102 : 14 13,0 : 110-135

24/11 o i 16 : 29,0 : 187 : 13 : 22,0 : 210-260

25/~ & over s : 2 : 23,0 : 132 : 40 : 15.0 : 150-180
Average for : : : : : :

all farms : 24 s 22 : 17,0 ¢+ 455 = 14 : 23,0 : 175-215

the quantitics quoted arc the average annual applications for the years
1951-52, 1952-53 and 1953-54, Thc avcrage annual application for all farms

of F.Y.M. and artificials was rathcr low., The cquivalent of less than + cwt.

ber acre of sulphate of armonia was applied in the form of dung, and/or of
straight and compound artificials. The averagc application of phosphatic
manures was more satisfactory at 1% cwt. per acre per annum or Lk owt, every

3 years; if thc phosphatc contained in the F.Y.M., and compounds is included,
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then the equivalent of approximately 2 cwt, of basic slag per acre per annum
or 6 cwt, Per acrc cvery 3 years was applicd. The quantity of potash applicd
was ncgligible, On the typec of soil generally prevailing on thesec farms it is
considcred advisable to apply 6-8 cwt, of slag cvery 3 years and also, to
assist in the cncouragement of clovers, 1 cwt. of muriate of potash per acre,
To provide greater bulk of grass and to help towards a longer grazing scason
a minimum of 413 cwt, per acre of sulphate of ammonia is an additional require-
ment ecvery year, The cquivalent of about 1/7th ton of limc was applicd during
the 3 years whereas the recommended application for a similar period is 3 or

4 tons per acre,

A study of %hcvapplication of manures on grassland according to thc
rental per acre of farms shows that the most striking feature was thc rapid
reduction in the use of F.Y.M.'with the increasing rcental, The intensity of
cattle stOCking per 100 acres of crops and grass (excluding rough grazings)
Was very similar for all, spart from the lowest-rent group, in which it was,
surprisingly, somewhat heavicr. Since, on the majority of farms, the cattle werc
in-wintered roughly similar quantitics of dung were available, therefore, for
application per 100 acres of crops and grass in all cxcept the lowest-ront
group, But the proportion of tillage to grassland was also fairly constant .'
for all rent-groups and, thcrefore, it appcars that the higher-rcent farms
dung their tillage area more heavily. It is the policy of the latter to scll
lambs fattened on roots in the autumn; conscquently, sincc roots rcspond so
well to hcavy drecssings of dung, their application of it to tillage is hcavier
than that of the lower-rent farms, The poorer upland farms arc usually very
deficient in phosphate, but it appears that for the poorer-land catcgory in
our sample a cemparatively liberal quantity was supplicd. as artificial manurc,
‘mainly basic sloag, Owing to the heavy leaching on thesc farms. however, they
could have donc with even heavier applications of dung and of artificial
nitrogenous manurces, The figures in the above table suggest, in particular,
that the higher-rent farms, with a higher potential fertility, might well have
incrcased their production of grass and winter kecp through the more liberal

usc of dung and of artificial nitrogenous and phosphatic manurcs,

Breed and System of Rcaring,

The cattle, almost without exception, werc Hercfords; and the calves,

the large majority of which werc spring born, wcre allowed to run with their
dams during the spring and summer months, cach cow suckling one calf, Multiple-
suckling is not a common practice on Welsh store-raising farms - it is dcubtful
whether the milking capacity of the Heroford and ¥elsh Black cows would permit
1t. Although the single suckling system tends to be more expensive becausc the
total cost of keeping the brecding cow has to be charged to only onc calf, it
results in better-quality calves and stores than does the multiplc system,
Nutritionists cmphaisize the fact that proper feeding during the first six
months of its lifc has a very important bcaring on the futurc performancc of the
beef or dairy animal, if multiple-suckling were widely adopted surplus calves

from dual-purpose and dairy herds would have to be purchased,
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FINANCTIAL RESULTS,

The followiﬁg table shows that, apart from a temporary drop in the
prices of two-year-olds in the autumn of 1954 owing to the shortage of winter-
'keep, the prices of the main breeds of stores reared in Wales have been
increasing steadily in recent years. The Hereford, with a high reputation as

an early maturer and for putting on weight, commanded the highest price,
Table 1k4.

Prices per Head of 1st, Quality Stores.

Yearling Steers, Two~year~old- Steers,

. . .
. . .

o 1953e : 1954. : 1955 1953 : 1954 1955
i (&) & (B) N :
Breed, :Spring Autumn :Spring: Autumn Sprlng Sprlnp Autumn Spring: Autumn Sprlng

.
.

’ : £, s : £, s ; £, s : £ 8 £ s £. s £ s ; £ 8 : £, 8 £ s
Shorthorn 35 10 35. 2 38 L 36 0] 43. 55 17 56 17 59- 3 53.17 62 15

Hereford 42 2 44 14 45. 5 .42. 3 :h7.11 :61. 2 61. 8 64. 6 : 57 13 67.12

Welsh Runts(c) .41,10 :33.15 :40. 3 ;32.18 42,14 160, 3 60 7 6o 6 56 13 65.

. .
. .

Source: Ministry of Agriculture's 'Market Report!,

(a) Average for March, April and May,
(b) Average for September, October and November,

(c) Quotations for Llangefni only,

The financial results of store cattle raising on our sample of farms
in 1951-52, 1952-53 and 1953-54 are summarized in Table 15. The value of
cattle production, which is the difference between the closing valuation plus
sales on the one hand, and the opening valuation plus purchases on the other,
is showm to have increased steeply in the second year from £997 to £1355 per
farm and to have increased again in the third to £1449, The value of cattle
production, if all classes of cattle are valued at constant prices through-
out, should represent the comparable overall increase in the value of cattle
resulting from births, increased weight and maturity during each year., In
this analysis, breeding stock were valued at constant prices throughout but
calves and stores were valued at prevailing market prices., It so happened
that the prices of calves and stores rose steeply in 1952-3, a fact vhich
resulted in a large increase in the value of production in 1952-3 as compared
with that for the previous year, Production showed a further, but very much
smaller, increase in 1953-k4, Prices did not rise as sharply as in 1952-3 and
the valuation difference was less but,on the other hand, the value of sales
continued to increase, the increase being much greater than for 1952-3. The num-
erical composition of the respective valuations showed little change from year
to year; there were siightly fewer sales in the second than in the first

year, but a small increase in sales of calves at the expense of older stores in
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Table 15,

Storec Cattlc Account Summary,

Average Number of Cows : :
per Farm : 20,5 : 20,8 : 21,7

Per Farm (ncarcst £). Per Cow,

: 1951=2 & 1952=3 : 1953<h : 1951~2 : 4952-3 : 1953l

L e i o4 s s iesal e
Closing Valuation : 1566 : 4874 : 2019 : 76. 7. 9 : 90.
Sales : 832 : 853 970 : L40.11, 2 4O,

S. ; £, s. d
1.11 ¢ 93. 0.10
0. s Wik, O

A. (Clos, Val, + Sales) : 2398 : 2727 : 2989 1116.19. 6 131. 2. 4 137.14.10

Opening Valuation ; 1502 ; 1571 @ 1828 : 73, 5. L : 75.10./7 ¢ 8L, 4-18
Purchasecs : 9% : 106 153 ¢ he13.. 8 ¢ 5. 1,41 @ 7. 1.

B. (Open,Val, + Purchases); 1598 ; 1677 : 1981 : 77.19. O : 80.12. 6 f 91, 5.10

Valuc of Cattle Production: : : :
(A - B) : 800 : 4050 : 1008 : 39, O.

Other Returns (Credits): : : :
Milk : 61 6L 62 : 2.19.

6 :50. 9 7 : k6. 9.0

6 : :
Scrvice Fecs : 1 5 5 : 0. 1. g :

9

2.7,
0. &.
Le17s €
1¢ L.
6.11.10
L, 2.11
0. 8. 3

Attested Herd Bonus : b1 83 : 106 : 1,10,
Hill Cattle Subsidy : 49 S5k 26 1 2, 7.
Hill Cow Subsidy : - - @ 143 -
Calf Subsidy : Ly 86 90 : 2, 2.11 :
Bull Grant : 11 13 ¢ 9 : 0.10. 9

J .

(\)kNP\N

L]
-\
NN —>§o~P'A
-t A =N
=~ 0O OO0

e

L]
RN

.
o\ Co

Total Other Returns : : 305 0+ Wi+ 9,42, 2 : 14,13, 3 : 20. 6. 6
Gross Value of : :

Cattlec Productinn ; ; 1355 ; : 48,12, 8 : 65. 2,10 : 66,15,

Production Costs: : . . . . :
Purchascd Foods : : 15 : 0.10. 9 : 0.14. 5 : 0.17.
Home Grown Foods E 309 : e 5,10 1 14170 1 ¢ 1413,
Grazing : : : 107 : b. 7. : 5. 2,11 : 5.11.
Dircect Labour : i 265 1 13. 2. : 12.14.10 : 13,10,
Miscellaneous : : 36 : 1otk : 1414k 7 2 2. 0,

Total Production Costs : : : : 35, 0. : 35, 3.10 : 36.12,

(1) MARGTIN . : : : 13.12, :29.19. 0 :
(2) CASH MARGIN (Margin : : : : :
loss Val, Difference): : : £ 10, 9. 9 :15. 7. 8 : 21, 6,
(3) SUBSIDIES (Excl. Att, : ; : :
‘ Herd Bonus & Bull : : : : :
Grant) : : : : 40100 8 ¢ 6.4, 7 : 11.18,
(4) CASH MARGIN (Loss ' : : : : :
Subsidies) : : : : 5191 ¢ 8,13, 1 : 9. 8,
(5) ATTESTED HERD BONUS - : : : : :
AND BULL GRANT : : ; i 2.1.0: 412, 4 : 5, 6.
(6) CASH MARGIN (Excl. o : : : :
Subsidics, Bonus and : : : :
Bull Grant) : : : : 3.18.
(7) SUBSIDIES AS % OF GASH: : : :
MARGIN ‘ : H : : -
(8) ATTESTED HERD BONUS & -
BULL GRANT AS % OF
CASH MARGIN

\O O \O ~N = O\ — O\
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the third, The prices rcceived for calves and also for stores 12-18 months
0ld were again higher in the third than in the second year, Purchases of

cattle were comparatively fow throughout, but an increase vas noticcable in
numbers of cows and calvcs purchased, and prices of dractically all classcs

of cattle purchased showed a gencral rise.

The following teble shows the average numbers of and prices reccived

for cattle sold. It is also noticcable that an increasing number of calves
Table 16,

Average Sale Prices of Cattle, and Average Numbers
Sold Per farm,

Average
Numbecr Sold pcr Farm, ¢ Avcrage Salc Price,

2 1951-2 ¢ 1952-3 :+ 1953=L ; 1951-2 : 1952-3 : 1953~
: : : L8 : L.s: &£ s
3542 0 M1 s 51,9
:° 78, 5 : 64y 9 : 81. 5
150 8 H 21. 5 26- 1
38,17 + 47, © L7.11
38.11 ¢ 46,17 ¢ 51. 6
39016 H 540 7 H 514-0 li‘
L., 9 : 52,19 58. 7
42,12 : 62,17 60,14

Covis vos voo :
Bulls ces cee
Calves O ~ 6 months
" 6 =12 "
Other Cattlc 12-18 months
" " 18=21, "
2L-30 1]
30__36 "

oo ~NFT o
OWMNAO N =N
L ] (] - L] ° [ ] [ ) [ )
FoOfFoum®ow

o o o

e o © © o o o o
FOUVOWO =W

OFNOO -~ OWw

were sold during the pericd at a rapidly rising pricc whilst the numbers of
other cattlc sold Were.slightly reduced, Many farmcrs have, in recent yecars,
shovn a prefercance for sclling an increasing proportion of their spring-born
calves in the following autumn, In this way thoy reduce the difficulty of
finding sufficicnt winter keep and claim the calf subsidy at 6 months rather
then at 9 months, The quecstion vhether this practice is morc profitable than

sclling at 18 months or 2 years is discusscd. in morc detail later.

In addition to the returns from salcs and from an apprcciation in the
value of cattle during the year, there were "other returns", which included
incidentals such as thc'valuc of surplus milk sold or usced ia the farmhousc,
scrvice fees, the Attcsted Herd Bonus and Bull Grants to assist in the estab-
lishment of T.B,-frce herds and the production of high-quality stock, and thc
differcnt subsidics intcnded as direct aids to cattle rearing on upland farms,
The total of all thesc "other returns" incrcascd very substantially in 1952-3 and
again in 1953-54, The Attested Herd Bonus and the Hill Cow Subsidy were the main
contributors to this incrcasc., During its ycar of introduction, 1953-4, the Hill
Cow Subsidy amounted to £143 per farm or about £6,10.0 per cow, Its introduction
automatically reduccd the amount of the Hill Cattlc Subsidy, since farmers
could not claim both subsidies on thc same animals, The Hill Cow Subsidy had a
broadcer application and could be claimed on somc farms cven though they were
not cligible for the Hill Cattle Subsidy. The incrcasc in the Attested Hord
Bonus is an indication of the increasing number of farms which vwerc bccoming
Attested. The velue of the Calf Subsidy in 1952-53 was almost doublc what it
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vas in 1951-52 since, at the later date the subsidy was payablc on heifer-

as well as on steer-calves,

The sum of the valuc of cattle production and the "other returns"
gives vhat we have termed the "gross valuc of cattle production" and it is
scen from the above table that this incrcased very aporcciably in 1952-53 but

to a much smaller extent in 1953-5k.

The prcduction costs, consisting very largely of hand-fed food and

labour costs, showed a comparatively small increasc during the period.

from £718 per farm in 1951-52 to £795 per farm in 1953-54, Hand-fed foods
amounted to over 40 per cont of all the production costs in cach ycar and
shovied a steady increase during the period. Direct 1ébour costs accounted for
betwecen 35 and AO‘pcr cent of the production costs andAthe cost of grazing
for about 15‘per cent, Misccellancous costs included such items as transport
aﬁd marketing, vet and medicines, dcprociation of cquipmont and rent of
buildings, cach of these groups amounting to roughly onc-third of all miscell=-

ancous costs,

The difference between the gross valuc of cattle production and the
production costs ropresents the margin which, in effect, is the profit which
could be rcalised if all the cattle were sold at the cnd of the accounting
yecar, The average margin per farm increased from £279 in 1951-52 to £623 in
1952-53 and again to £654 in 1953-5k. The average number of brecding cows
remained roughly the same throughout the period, The average margin per cow,
therefore, showed the same trend as the average per farm, It increased from
about £13,10s. in 1951-52 to about £30 in both 1952-3 and 1953~k
It has already been indicated that these changes werc the result on

the one hand of increased prices of storcs during 1952~3, which
greatly inflated the valuation difference in that particular ycar, on thc

other of an upward movement in production costs throughcut the poriod. The
margin, however, is not all realized in cash since the breeding herd has to be
retained and a large proportion of storcs arc kept on beyond the end of the
financial yecar, To arrive ~t thc cash margin rcalized it is thercefore
necessary to deduct the valuation difference from the margin, This cash margin
showed a marked incrcase over the period as a result of incrcased value of
sales, increascd subsidies, and an increased number of farms claiming the
Attested Herd Bonus; the avecrage was £215 per farm or about £10,10s, per cow
in 195152, but by 1953-5)4 thesc amounts had been more than doubled. The Hill
Land Subsidies (namely the Hill Cow, Hill Cattle and Calf Subsidics) alone
amounted to 43, L) and 56 por cent of the cash margin for the successive years
of the survey and, in addition, thc valuc of the Attested Herd Bonus and Bull
Grant amounted to between 20 and 30 per cent. - In effect 63, 74 and & per
cent of the cash margins during the successivc ycars consistcd of subsidies,
bonuses and grants, It must be realized, howvever, that the farmers claiming
the Hill-Cow and Hill-Cattlc Subsidics mqy have to spcnd up to 40 or 60 pcr

cent of them on improving the land, a processvfrom which the sheep and other
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enterpriscs will bencfit as well as the store cattle, The storc eattle

have, therefore, been charged only an appropriate share of such cxpenditure on
improvements. Without the various subsidics, bonuses and grants, the farmers'
cash margin would haveibcen very meagre, cmounting to between about £80 and
£90 per farm or to only about £4 per cow, The valuc of the
subsidies, bonuscs and grants amountcd to only 9 per cent of the average
value of cattle carricd in 1951-52 but it increascd to 14 per cent in 1952-53

and to 25 per cent in 1953-5k,

At present, the margin from store cattlc production appcars to be
satisfactory. Under the present bolancce of paymcnts conditions it is
cssential that we produce as much food as possible at home and thercefore some
cncouragement and assistancce in the form of subsidies and grants arc essential
and arc likely to be continued for some time., But, at the samc timec it is
essential that a policy of increascd efficicncy and decrcascd costs snould be
pursucd, so.as to alleviate the present heavy burden on the taxpaycr. It is
likely, thercfore, that the subsidies, sooner or later, will be rcducecd. The
store cattle rcarer must therefore consider ways and means of cutting his
costs and/or increasing his incomc, Taking the average rcsults for our sample
of farms there is, generally spceaking, not much room to reducc costs per cow.
Some progress might be made in this direction by morc intensive use of grass-—
land, It appears that on many of the bettecr land farms heavier manuring of
grassland would permit of morc intensive stocking., It has also been suggcsted
that it may be possible, through heavier winter-feeding, to increcasc the
milk yield of the Hereford cow thercby enabling it to sucklc two calves
rather than one., Whilst it is admitted that onec calf doos not make full usc
of its dam's milk it is oxtremely doubtful whether improved winter-feeding
will result in sufficient milk to support two calves., Even if it did other
difficultics would arise, An extra calf would call for considerably morc
labour for the suckling would have to be supecrviscd, the calves rcared would
almost certainly be of inferior quality and, furthermorc, there would bec the
problem of finding additional calves of the right typc. It is very unccrtain,
thercfore, whether such a scheme would be practicable and would be justificd

on cconomic grounds,

Variations in Costs, Production and Cash Margins,.

The store-raising cnterprises studied were pursucd under varying
cbnditions of farm size, altitude, scil quality, herd size, farm organization,
and quality of management; and likc all other farming cnterpriscs they werc
influenced to no small degrcc by the vagarics of the weather, It was to be
cxpected, thercfore, that the level of costs, the valué of cattle production,

the level of credits and hence the margins and cash margins per cow would vary

considcrably. The renge is showm in the followibg table:-
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Tablc 17.

Lowest and Highost Costs, Production, Margins and
Cash Margins per Cov.

Costs, : Production. : Credits., Margin, : Cash Margin.

Yeer. : L : H : L : H : L :H : L : H : L : H
- 5 £, & £, £, £, £, £ : £ ¢ &
1951-52 : 24 66 : 26 : 93 : 3,1 : 18.9 : = 2,2 :+ 37.6 := 34.3 :+ 40,3

19.3 1+ 35.8

195253 & 26 i 77 i 27 + 77 o+ 7.4 + 25.9 1 4 3.4 i+ 53.6

1953-5L 1 28 i 52 : 28 : 67 : 6.7 : 29.2 1 + 9B i+ 56,7 i= L3 i+ 462

L = Lowest, H = Highest,

During thc successive years of the period under study the general
tendency was for a slightly heavier concentration of farms in the £35 -~ £45
per cow cost-group, with a rcduction in the second year in the number in the
over £45 group and in the third year in that in the under £35 group. Incrcased
priccs of stores in 41952-53 resulted in an increased number of farms in the
higher-production and highcr-margin groups during that year. These increased
brices together with the introduction of the Hill-Cow Subsidy contributed

largely to the movement of morc farms into the higher-margin groups in 1953-5k.

The sum total of the various subsidics, grﬁnts and bonuscs, per cow,
varicd for individual farms since not all farms qualificed for all thesc
credits, not all the cattle qualified for all subsidies, and the valuc of the
subsidies themsclves changed during the period. The following table shows the

number of farms claiming the different subsidies and grants,

Table 18.

Number of Forms receiving diffcrent Subsidics and
: Grants.

Subsidics.

: Attosted ; . :
H Herd : Hill + Hill ;. Calf : Bull
Year, : Bonus, : Cattle. : Cow. : Subsidy. : Grant,

: No. : No, : No, : . No, : No.
195152 7 : 12 : 0 : 26 : 5
1952-53 219 : 14 : 0 : 28 : 7
1953-5L4 25 : 13 : 23 27 : 7

The rapid increasc in tho number of attested herds is illustrated
in column 2, Roughly one-half the farms in thc sample were eligiblc for the
Hill Catile Subsidy, but almost all farms wore eligiblc for the Hill Cow
Subsidy when it was introduced in 41953-54. The reason for this is that
farmers with no "hill-land" can qualify for the Hill-Cow Subsidy,

Both subsidics could not be claimed for the same animal and therefore,
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sinca the valuc of the Hill Cow Subsidy was so much greater, the Hill Cattle
Subsidy, mcasurcd on o per cow basis, was naturally rcduced in 1953-5L.

This is illustratecd in the following tablc, which shows the distribution of
farms according to the valuc (measurcd on a per cow basis) of the different
Subsidics claimed., The very low valuc of the Hill Cow Subsidy for somec farms
is cxplained by the fact that the ultimatce payment dcpends on the proportion
of "good land" to "rcaring land" and on the volume of milk sold. On the other
hand thc valuc of thc Calf Subsidy was over £5 for somc farms becausc they
purchascd some calves for rearing.. Thc pcr ycar figurc is also influcnccd by

any changes in numbers of cows between the opcning and closing valuations,
Tablc 19.

Distribution of farms according to value of Subsidics
pcr Cow,

: Hill-Cattlc Subsidy. : Hill-Cow Subsidy. : Calf Subsidy.

: : : £6 and: : : : : : £5 and
Ycar, : £0-£3 : £3-£6 : over,: £0-£5 : £5-£8 : £8-£10: £0-£3 : £3-£5 : over,

: No. : No, : DNo,: No.: DNo,: DNo.: DNo.: DNo, : Nng
1951=2 : 1 : 8 3 - - -+ 23 3 0
1952-3 1 : 10 3 0. - - - L : 20 L
1953-L 7 6 o : 3 5 : 15 2 : 19 = 6

Comparison of High- and Low-Margin Farms,

In order %o cxposc the physical and management factors rcsponsible
for the diffcrcnces in margins, a comparison was madc of the average results
-Tablc 20.

Valus of Production, Costs and Margin (cxc. Credits)
R ‘ per Cov, '

T957=52. - 195955, & 195351

High. : TLow- -High- .  Low=-= : High~ : Low=-
Margin, : Margin, : Margin. : Margin, : Margin, : Margin,

. . . .
. .

Aver, Sizc of Farm 326 209 340 213 293 212
Aver, No, of Cows ¢ 23,3 o+ 143 22,5 0 4.6 2 21,4 17.8

' : £.s,d: £, s.d: £ s.d: £ .s.4d: £ s, d £, s, d
Cattle Production : k6. 6, 5 : 28,18, 1 : 59.11. 6 : 35,14 5 : 58,48, 7 : 35. 7. 9

Production Costs: : : : : :
Food - Purchascd : Ov 4o 4 : 0.8 0: 0.8.8: 3 0,11 : 0.16,10 : 1., 1. 5
- Home-grovm  : 13, 0. 9 : 12, 8. 6 : 1413, 9 ¢ 1he 5. 6 ¢ 12, 3, 9 ¢ 14,12, 5
Grazing : 5.1 1 : 5. 5,141 ¢ b 2.10: 5. 3% 8 : 5,5,1: 5,2.,9
Labour e 711 117 2001 2 1. 6011 16. 2041 113, 00 1 ¢ 16. 9,11
Misccllancous t 1. 3.5t 1,490 b 1.1 9 : 14480 b 4. 410 2 2, L. 3
Total Costs : 31,10, 6 : 37, 3.10 : 33. 3.41 : 40.11. L : 32,10. 7 : 39,10, 9

.
.

Margin (ox.Credits #:418015.11 1= 80 5.9 14260 7. 7 - L.16.11 426, 8. O := L4, 3. 0
Margin (cx.Crcditsg : : : : : :
for all farms : £h, 0, O : £15. 6. 3 : £9.16. 3
Other Cattle (in cow : : : : : :
units) per cow : 0,72 ¢ 0,74 ¢ 0,72 : 0.65 : 0.7
: £ : ESH : £, . ¢ ESR : :
Purchascs per Cow 3. : 38 : 5.3 5.0 4.3
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for the 5 farms with the highcst and the 5 ﬁith thc lowest margins cxcluding
credits, Although such crcdit items as milk uscd and sold and the variocus
subsidics and grants contributc in diffcrent dogrees to the incomes and
margins made, they have been omitted for the purposc of this comparison, and
the choice of farms has been basced ontircly on the margins cxcluding credits,
Owing to the rapidly changing fortuncs of ccrtain farms during thc threc ycars
only 3 of thosc included in cach of the two groups were idchtical throughout

the period,

Results according to size of thc breeding-herd,

The above tnblc shows that in cach of the years the high-profit farms
werc, as a group, apprcciably larger in size than thc low-profit farms and they
had largcr brecding-herds, As was to bo cxpected, taking all the farms in the
samplc, thc sizc of herd incrcased gencrally with the size of farm, but there
was only a gcneral and ihdisﬁinct tendency for the Margin (oxc. crcdits) por
cow to incrcasc with incrcasing size of herd., Such small rclationship as
existed between this margin and the sizc of breeding herd, can bc best

illustrated by the following table:-
Table 21,

Avernpe Margins (oxcl. credits) per cow according to
sizc of herd.

£'s pcer Cow,

1951=52. : 1952-53, : 1953=54.,
Size of : : : : :
Breeding : No. of "1 No, of : No., of :

Herd, : Farms, : Margin, : Farms, : Margin., : Farms. : Margin,

.
. .

10 - 14 7 1 6 L5 : Lo
15 - 19 8 : . : 10 13.1 9
20 - 29 7 .3 7+ 19,3 10
30 & over : L 1 5 184 L

.
.

tYhen both total costs and the cost of labour per cow werc plotted
according to thc sizc of brceding herd they presented an irrcgular pattern,

although both itcms declined generally with incrcasing sizc of herd. The cost

of food per cow varied from farm to farm and, naturally, showed no relation-
ship to size of herd: neither did the total of miscollancous costs, It can,
thercfore, be said that, mainly because of the cconomies in labour that
result from an incrcasing scalc of production, total costs per cow tended to
decline to a certain cxtent with increasing size of herd, Thc value of
production per cow, on the other hand, showed no ccnsistent relationship to
sizc of herd. The valuc of production is largely a function of the quaiity of
the land and of the management as reflected in the quality of the grassland,
the breed and quality of the animals recarcd, their age when sold, the date
and place of sale and the prices received for them. It might be cxpcocted that
the quality of management and hence the valuc of production per cow would

improve with increasing sizc of herd, but this was not truc of our samplc of
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farms. In conscquence, there was no very significant rclationship between

the margin (exc. credits) per cow and the size of herd,

It is shown in Table 22 that the average value of cattlc prod-
uction per cow for the low-margin farms was only about 60 per cent of that

for the high-margin group. Apart from those mentioncd above, other factors
Table 22,

Average Value of Cattle Production Per Cow,
5 High- and 5 Low-Margin Farms,

1951-52. : 1952-53, i 195354,

3
. .

High, : TLow., : High. : Low. : High, : Low,

£, £ £, £ s EST £

Valuation Difference ; 7.5 ; 6.8 ; 20,2 ; 4.9 ; 12.0 , 3.2
Salecs : 42,2 25,9 ¢ Wh,7 : 35.9 :+ L9.,6 : 36,5

.
»

Total £ L9 ¢ 327 + 69 i LO.B i 1.6 . 39.7
Purchases : 3. s 3.8 5.3 5.1 2.7 L,3

Production per Cow ; 46,3 ; 28.9 ; 59.6 ; 35.7 ; 58, 9 ; 3544

influcnecing the vnlue of production per cow arc the number of other cattle
carricd per cow, the rclative prices received for the different categorics
and the number of cach category sold. ‘hen all other cattle are cxpresscd
in cow-units, as in Table 20, then it appears that in 1951-52 the low-margin
farms, as a group, were very slightly more hcavily stocked with other cattle
than the high-margin farms; but in1952-53 and 1953-54 the high-margin farms
were more heavily stocked to the extent of 11 and 14 per cent respectively

of thc other cattle carried by the low=-margin farms,

Tablc 23 shows thc numerical and monctary composition of salcs for
the high- and low-margin groups. In the first two ycars thec high-margin farms
sold relatively morc cattle per cow than thc low-margin grbup, and slightly
foewer in 1953-5L, but the valuc of sales per cow was obnsidcrably higher for
the high-margin group in cach of the threc years, Approximatcly half the
cattle sold by the high-margin group consisted of storcs aged 12-18 months.
hilst stores 12-18 months o0ld werc also the most important catecgory sold on
the low-margin farms, calves of 0-6 months and stores of 2 ycars and over
figured more promincntly in the salcs of this group fhan they did in thosc
of thc other. The high-margin group rcceived higher prices for almost all
catcgories of cattlc, but it vas in the salc of storcs aged 12-18 months
that they achicved the greatest advantage in price. The average prices
reccived for store cattle vary mainly according to their breed, quality,
condition, and age. 41l farms in our samplc bred and reared only Hercford
cattle, for which normally the highest prices arc paid. Generally speaking,
the older the animal the higher its price; but storcs of 12-18 months,

practically all of vhich arc sold in the autumn, can, not infrequently,




Table 23,

Composition of Sales Per Cow,

1 951 -520

3
.

1952-53, : 1953-54.

: Hich-Margin, ¢ Low-Margin. : High-Mergin, : Low-Margin, : High-Margin, : Low=-Margin,
g O 2 (- ) () g g

: ¢ Value :° : Value : : Value : « Valuc : . Value : : Value
. Cattle: of . Cattle: of . Cattle:; of . Cattle: of : Cattle: of : Cattle: of
Sold.: Salecs.: Sold.: Sales.: Sold,: Sales.: Sold.: Sales.: Sold.: Sales, : Sold,: Sales.

No. : £e : NWo, £, : No, : £. : No, 4 ¢ No. : £, : No. : £

N
o
.

(S}

Total . 4,04 : . 0.8, + 25.9 : 0.9 : Lh.7 : 0.8k : . 0.90 : 49.6

S i % : T : s P : i G

Covrs RN PR : 17 : 3.9 : 20 : : 18 s 16
Bulls : 2 : - - : : 5 : : L
Calves O - 6 months : 5 : : 8 : 0.5: : i 20 : : 1

" 6 -12 " : 1 : - = : : - : E
Cattle 12 - 18 : 55 s 17 2 L.2 : s 3L s 46

" 18. - 24 : M : 18 ¢ 5,3 : F : : - 1L

" 2L - 30 : 12 : 32 9.1 : : : 23 : 18

" 30 - 36 : - : 8 : 2,9 : : : - : -
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fetch higher orices than those of 18-24 months which are sold in the follovw-
ing spring. This is rather surprising since thosc sold in the spring carry

the additional expense of wintering,
Table 2.4,

Avcrage prices per head of Cattle sold,

1951-52. 1952-53, 195351,

High- : TLow- : High- : TLow- : High- : Low-
:_ Margin, : Margin, : Margin, : Margin,: Margin, : Margin,

: £ & s £, : £. s : £, : Lo s

Cows : 36, . 30 19 42, 8 : ke 4k 57, 2 ¢ B8, 9
Bulls : 1 : : 83,13 : 103.13 : 82, 0 : 82,10
Calves O 6 months : 6 10+ 8, 2 : 21.17 : : 20. 8
" 6 - 42 " : : : - - - : 3L4.15
Cattle 12 -18 " : : 29,19 : 50,10 : 39.12 : 16 1 42,16
18 - 24 " : : 34 7 : 51, 0 : - : 3 s 1. 3

24‘ = 30 " : H 360 7 H 540 l&- H 55-10 : - H 49017

30 - 36 : : M.16 ¢ 60, O : - : 59. 0

Inother factor which influences the value of the animals when sold
is their physical condition and this must depend, to a large extent, on the
quality of the pasture as determined by the quelity of the land and by the
managerial copacity of the farmcr., It is not possible to comparec, on papcr,
the quality of the land and pasturc of individual farms, but it can be
cxpected that the proportion of rough grazings to total pasture vorics

gencrally with these qualitics,

It was, in fact, found that, apart from 1952-53, the high-margin
or high-price farms, as a group, had a higher proportion of rouvh grazings

to total prsture than the low-ma argin or low-price farms.

Results according to Rental pcr acre,

Some intercsting results were obtained by grouping all the farms
in the sample according to the rent or rental value per acre, These are
1llustrated in Table 25, It must be stated that, in cach yecar, at lcast
3 of the 5 highe-margin farms had rcnts of over 15/~ per acrc and at least

5 of the low-marzin farms had rents of less than 15/~ per acre,

The average rent or rental valuec per acre of farms in the sample
varled from 6/- to 34/~ and thc farms have accordingly becn allocated to six
different groups. It will be obscrved that the proportion of rough grazings
to total grazings declined with increasing reontal, as was to be expected,
since rent should reflcct the quality of the land, The valuc of the Hill
Cattle and Hill Cow Subsidics, when expressed on a per cow basis, declincd
with increasing rontal since payment of these subsidices is dependent on the

Proportion of rough grazing and of 'rearing land' to 'other pasture!,

For the first thrce rent groups in 1951-52 the average price

rceeived for stores aged 12-18 months incrcased with increasing rent, but




Table 25,

Analysis of Results according to Rcont per acre,

Subsidies per : Price
: Covi, : per hcad:
Per : : for :

. cent : . Cattle . : : Margin
Average : :Rough to: : : 12 - 18 : Pro- : Total : (exc.
Rent per : No.of : +total : Hill : Hill : months : duction : Costs : Crodits)

acra, : Farms, :Gragings: Cow, : Cattle,: sold, : per Cow,: per Cow,: per Cov,

1951=52: - : : Be 1 £ : £,8 : £,.0s : £.s8 : £.s8 : £ s

Under 10/~ : 61 : 5.7 i 36,12 i 34,18 i 35,18 : -1. 0
10/- to 14/11 : 53 : : 37.8 + 43,0 : 39,1 : 3.19
15/- " 19/11 : 30 : : 40,18 ¢ . 37. 1 ¢ 3kt 2.10
20/_ " 24_/11 . . 26 : : 39, 1 : L2, 3 ¢ 56.1’1 : 5.12
25/- & over : : : : 38,1 : 38, 0 : 3.15 :

1952-53:~

Under 10/-
1&?11
19/
24/14

over

L. 2 : 4O, 7 : 35. 7
48, 0 : Lh12 ¢ 37. 9
47. 9 : 52,19 : 35, 2
48,17 :+ 53.13 : 35.19
48, 8 : 53, 8 : 33 0

a1 owu &~

1953-54:

Under 10/~
10/= to 14/14
15/= " 19/11
20/~ " 24/11
25/~ & over

7.16 : : Lh, 6 ¢ 38,16 : 36, 3
7o 7 : : 48,11+ 39, 2 ¢ 32,14
Te 1 ¢ i 51411 ¢ 49, 3 ¢ 38.10
8.17 : : 53,13 : 48,10 : 4O, 6
3.10 : : 53,19 : 54. 6 : 35. 8

AoV

these prices declined again for the highest-rent groups. In 1952-53, apart from
the comparatively low average pricc per head roccived for this class of storc
sold by the lowest-rent group of farms, thc average prices per head were
fairly consistent for all groups, and hardly suggcstéd that a dircet rclation
cxisted between price of storcs and rent. But in 1953-54 the avérago pricc of
stores aged 12-18 months incrcased distinctly for cach successivce rent-group.
It is probablc that the inercased demand for beef-stores in 1952-53 resulted
in less attontion being paid to their quality, and that similar prices worc
received by all rent-groups cxcevting the lowest. The figurcs for 1951-52 and
1953=54 indicatc that the quality of thec land and pasturc have some bearing

on the salc price of store animals, These factors can influence the progress
-0of tho stores during their carly stages of growth, vhich in turn contribute,

in no small degrcu, to their conformation and performancc in later stnages and
hence to their prices. Of cqual importance, however, is the quality of the
farmer himself as a farm manager and as a breeder of cattle. CGood cattle
dealers and feeders have an cyc for animals which have the desired conformation
and thc capacity to put on weight quickly, and much depends on the rcarcr's
ability to choosc the right breed and tyoe of animal to brosd from and his
skill in caring for his animals during tho carlicr stages of growth. It nceds
to be stated that some upland frrmers prefor not to scnd their stores to the

hills, cven though they thereby 1asc the Hill Cattle Subsidy on these animals,
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because they believe that their final condition is so much less good than it
is when they arc grazed on the better lowland pasturc and that more is thus

lost in the salc pricc than would be gained in subsidy.

Other points of interest illustrated in Table 25 are:-

(a) 7ith the exception of 1951-52, when its valuec was irregular,
production per cow increased generally with increasing
rental per acre,

(b) There vas no distinct relation between the total costs per
cow and the rental per acre.

(i) With the possible cxception of the highest- and lowest-
rent groups there was no relation bctween the cost of
food and the rent per acre. One might cxpect the cost
of food to decline with increasing rent, owing to the
improved quality of homec-growvm foods which would
necessitate smaller rations.

(ii) There was a very broad tendency for grazing costs per
cow to increase with incrceasing rentals, This may bc
attributed to the fact that rcnt was the largest single
element in the cost of grazing,

(c) The margin (oxcluding credits) per cow incrcased gencrally with

increasing rental,
The calf subsidy, since it did not vary much for the

different rent groups in cach of the thrcc years, and the Hill
Cow Subsidy, being similar in 1953-54 for all cxccpt the
highest rent group, both expanded the margin by roughly similar
amounts for all rent 7zroups. The Hill Cattle Subsidy, declining
distinctly for all rent groups in each of the thrcec ycars,
helyed to bring the margin for the lower morc into linc with
those for the higher-rcnt groups.

Food and Other Costs,

To procced with the analysis of the causcs of differences in margins
between farms it is necessary to examine next the differences in costs of
production for the high- and low-margin groups. Except in 1951-2, the cost of
food per cow was distinctly higher for the low-margin than for the high-margin

farms, despitc.the fact that in the two later years the high-margin group

carried morc other cattle per cow, It is thercfore clear that the high-margin

farms practised far more economic feeding in the second and third ycars.

It is shown in Table 26 that hay and oat sheaves werc the most
important items of food cost. Apart from the first year, the cost per cow of
oat shcaves was less for the high-margin farms; but there was little differcnce
between the cost of hay per cow for both groups. /[n examination of costs per
cow alone, however, docs not help to show how the economy in feeding was
ackicved, To do this it is nccessary to oxamine the quantitics fed and, to
c¢liminate differences in numbers of "other cattle" carried, to mecasurc thesc
quantities on a per cow-unit basis. Apart from the first year, the high-margin
farms fed appreciably less oat sheaves, dcepended to a lesser extent on
purchased compounds and showed somc saving in the usc of hay, For the first
and sccond year they made morc use of the cheapor foods - straw and roots. It
was thought that the economy in feeding achieved by the high-margin group may

have been partly duc to their being situated, as a whole, on the better class
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Tablc 26,

Analysis of Food Costs and Consumption,

A, Costs Per Cow,

Purchased Conccentrates : 0. L. : 0. 8.

Home-zrown Grain
Oat Sheaves
Straw

Hay

Silage

Roots

1951- 2, : 1952-53, 19535k

High- . Low- : High- Low- ; High- Lovr-
: Margin, : Margin., : Margin, : Margin., : Margin, : Margin,

: £, s, : £, s, d ¢ £ : £, s, d
: 0. 8. : 3. 0,11 : 1. 1. 5
: 1.18, : 0. 1.10 ¢ Sl -

: 2.18. ¢ 5,19 1 : 4,10, 8
: 1413, : 0e 7411 ¢ : 0,17, 5
: 6. 6, : 6ol e : 615411
H - H Qo 80 li-: H Oo 50 8
1017 : Oclhe 3 ¢ 4 : 2. 24 9

£. s, : £, s,

t le 7o : 0. 7,
: 2,12, : 2.12.
: 1. 9. : 0,17,
t 5. 9% HE
: - : 0, 8.
: 2. 1611 : 0.16.

N (NDDVMINDONMO A

;13. 5. 4 ;12.16. ;15.' 2, ;17. 6. 5 ;'13. 0., 7 ;15.13.10

B. Quantitics Consumed (cwt. per Cow Unit).

Purchased Concentrates ¢ 0.08 : 0.11 0.13 : 1.26 0.25 : 0,34

Home-grovm Grain
Oat Sheaves
Straw

Hay

Silage

Roots

1.37 0.33 : 1.59 0.08 : 0.78 -
5,99 + 546 ¢ 5,91 ¢ 12,69 : 3,30 : 9,45
7.10 4,22 7.85 :+ 1.99 : 4,09 : L4.59
15.52 ¢ 19,60 : 15.26 : 17.05 : 15,85 : 16,28

- : 0.48 - : 0,50 - ¢ 0,33
13.61 ¢ L7 ¢ 9.28 : 3,64 : 8,50 : 12.16

of land, a fact which should have resulted in a shorter winter period, better

quality home-grown foods, and a smaller proportion of sheep to cattle, In our

sample of farms, however, no rclationship existed between food-cost per cow-
s 3

unit and the genecral quality of the land as reflected in its average rental,

The following table gives typical rations for the brecding cows, 6-12 month

calves and replacement heifcrs on the high- and low-margin farms, during the

winter period. The winter period for breeding cows, rcplaccment heifers and

18-month stores is normally about 43-5 months and for calves 6-12 months old

it is about 6 months.

Table 27.

Average Winter-Fecding Rates,
Lb. per Head per Day.

Food,

: : 6 - 12 month : 418-~24 month Rcplace-

:__Brecding Cows, : Calves, : ment Heifers,
High- : Low~ : High- : Low- : High- : Lovw=

: Margin, : Margin, : Marpin, : Margin., : Margin, : Margin,

Purchased Concentrates :

Home-grown "
Oat Sheaves

Hay

Straw

Roots

%"

1 farm fceeding 1 1b, per day,
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The level of feseding was almost incredibly low cspecially for
the breeding cows and replacement heifers, It is surprising that these
cattle could have produced calves on rations so meagre and so low in
protein, However, they occasionally picked up a little foggage and were
fed an additional quantity of sprigg oats and sometimes some cakc for a

fow wecks beforc calving., The 18 month-old replacement heifers were fed,

it appears, only cnough to enable them to survive, since they had the

following summer, with its flush of grass, to recuperate and £0 assume
healthy physical proportions. ‘hen 18-24 months stecrs and heifers were
kept for sale the following spring they were fed a slightly heavicer ration
of hay énd/or straw than the replacement heifers and, in addition, a fair

quantity of oat shecaves and 10-1L4 1lb, of roots.

Grazing costs per cow werc rcemarkably similar in both the high-

and low-margin groups in cach of the three years.

Of all cost items, that of labour showed thc grcatcst difference
as between the two groups of farms. The average cost per cow for the
successive years vas, respectively, 50, 42 and 27 per cent hisher for the
low= than for the high-margin farms, It is probable that the diffcrences
were due mainly te differences in convenience of situation of farm buildings
and of grazings. Thec cost of labour included that of the frmily as well
as hired labour and it was not possiblc to say to vhat cxtent the lakter
was used in the store cattle enterorisc. On average for all farms in the
samplc, however, roughly two-thirds of the labour available on the farm

was family labour,
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Sclling at 6 or 418 months,

The provision of proper housing and of adequate winter kecp of the
right quality are very often serious problems on Welsh Hill farms., The
relative abundance of rough and poor grazings provides some sustcnance during
the summer months, but next to nothing in the form of grazing and very little
and that of poor quality - in the form of hay during a long winter period, To
overcome this winter feeding difficulty Welsh upland farmers, particularly in
Brecon and Radnor, have, to an increasing cextent durins the past five yenrs,
been selling their calves ot weaning i,.e, at 6-8 months, instead of kceping
them until they are yearlings, or, more commonly, 18 months old or thereabouts,
It is claimed that this system is more profitable than the traditional onc of
sclling at 18 months, I+% is proposed, with the use of partial budgcting, to
assess vhat financial advantages there arc in sclling wecaned calves instead

of kecping them for another twelve months,
There are four important factors involved in this changc-over: -

(1) Sclling calves at six months scts frec summer grazings,
winter foods and buildings, and the number of breeding
cows can thus bc increascd,

(2) Arisine from (1) is the fact that morc calves arc availablc
for sale. This poscs the question hov many additional
cows nced to be introduced to replace the calves sold in
order to make the chonge a profitable one,

(3) The saving in vinter food ~nd the changes, if any, in the
croponing involved,

(4) The relative prices that can be obtained for weaned calves
amd for 18-month stores,
Table 28 presents the estimated saving in food costs and changes in

income brought about by this change in practice, assuming

(a) two diffcerent rates of replacement of cows for calves sold;
(b) two different prices of storcs and of weanod calves
respectively,

It has beon assumed that the now practice does not nced any now buildings or
cxtra labour, The Hill Cattle Subsidy has been omittéd beccausc not all farms
arc cligible for it and becausc it is not likcly to affect the results to any
great cxtent. It is also assumed tht +the calves are sold unpunched i.e., that
they still cnrry the Calf Subsidy, The results arc bascd on a brecding herd
of 20 cows rcaring under the traditional systom, and it is assumed that cows
arc replaced on average after 5 ycars in the herd, Thc.wintcr—food costs per
hcad arc based on the ~veragce costs obtained from about 60 store rearing farms

in Brecon and Radnor in 195455,

I. Assuming 2 additional cows for cvery 3 calves sold,

Yith a breeding herd of 20 cows, under the traditional system, the
winter carry of cattle would include, in addition to the breeding cows, k4

three-hn1f-yoar to 2‘Vear—old heifers nnd 20 cnlves of 6-12 menths, 4 of which




Table 28.

Changes in Winter Food-Costs and Revenue,

Breceding Cows (inc,in-calf hecifers)

- 18 month Heifers

-, 6=12 " Calves for rcplacements

6=12 n " " sale

TOTAL WINTER FOOD-COSTS
SAVING IN WINTER FOOD-COSTS

18 months stores
18 " n
6 " calves
6 1 - n
Barrcn Cows
" Calf Subsidy
Hill Cow Subsidy
Attested Herd Bonus - Cows
- Calves
- Calves
TOTAL REVENUE

SELLING AT 18 MONTHS,

SELLING AT 6 MONTHS,

3 calves sold =

2 additional cows,

3 calves sold = 1

additional cow.

STOCKING AND FOOD-COSTS Tif WINTER.

Total
per head, : Food-Cost,

: Food -=Cost
No, ¢

Food- :

Total
Food-Cost,

| No.

Food-

Total

Food-Cost

ESN : £,
10 200
6.5 26

200

: Cost per head, :

£,

10
6.5

10

£
300

39
60

: Cost per head.

: £,

25 10
5 6.5
5 : 10

o

e

250
32.5
50

426

399

522.5

27

93.5

REVENUE,

: Col, 1a:C0o0l. 1b
Number and : Selling : Selling

Number and

Valuc,

Col, 2a

: Selling at

Col. 2b
: Selling at
£.0.

Col. 3a
: Selling at
£35.

Numbecr and
Valuec,

. Col, 3b
: Selling at

£40,

Value, at £50 : at £55.
: £ : £
800 : -
- : 880
120
150
200

50 .

24 @ £35
2L @ £4,0
6 @ £30

6@ £7.5

30 @ £10
30 @ £
6@ £

“30°@ 10/-

£35,

£

[=VFY

840.

180
L5

300

51

£,

-~
-

960

L5
300

5

£.

700

N N

N N
\GRG AV RS RO AV, FoNe)

150
37.5
250

& W
gy

42,5

@)@)C)@)@>@)@)@

N

£

~

800

150
37.5

250

42.5

1416

1536

1180.0

4280, 0

CHANGE IN REVENUZ N
SAVING Il FOOD~COSTS
CHANGE TIN INCOME

® o0

CHANGE IN INCOME (exc., Hill Cow Subsidy)

-
.

Comparecd
Tfi'th CO]_.

: Comparcd
vith Col.

i+ 96
+ 27 ¢
+ 123
i+ 23

-

.
.

1a s 1b

1a. : 1b

£, &

+ 16
+ 27
+ L3
: - 57

. £ L.

o+ 216 :+ 136
+ 27 s+ 27
i+ 243 :+ 163
s+ 143+ 63

Compnred
with Col.

Comparcd
with Col,

1a : 1b

1ja : 1b

£, L
140 =
932?
4652
96{;

126

220

176

3. : £,
L0 := 120

e+ 93$ :+ 932
T+ 53"-

26

2
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would be kept for rcplaccments and the others rcared and sold at 18-20 months,
are
If 16 of the calves/ sold at wezaning and if, for cvery 3 calves sold, 2
additional cows arc brought into tho breceding herd the winter carry bccomes 30
cows and 6 in-calf heifers, six 18-24 months hcifers and 6 heifer cnlves of
6-12 months for rcplacement purposcs. The table shows that the change-over to
sclling weaned calves results in a saving of £27 in thc winter food-costs.
There arc now 8 more calves and 2 morc barren cows for salc, and 10 morc covs
to claim the Hill Cow Subsidy and the Attested Herd Bonus, if the farm
qualifics. But therc are fower calves claiming the two half-yearly payments of
the Attestation Bonus nnd only the 6 calves kept for replacement claim the
Calf Subsidy.
(a) If the aversge price obtained for weancd calves is £35 each

and that for 18 month stores is £50, then the change-over

results in an increascd revenue of £96, Taking into account

the saving of £27 in winter food-cost, there is an incrcascd

income of £96 + £27 = £123, But if the 18 month storcs will

fetch an average price of £55 then the increasc in revenuc

through sclling weaned calves is only £16, moking for an
increascd income of only £4.3;

(b) If the weaned calves can be sold at an averang of £,0 apicce
and the 18 month storcs at £50 or £55, then the incrcased
income is £243 and £163 respectively,

IT. Lssuming 1 additional cow for cvery 3 calves sold.

On this assumed rate of replacement, therc are now 25 cows rather
than 20, and 5 threc-half-year heifcrs and 5 six-month calves to be kept over
the wrinter period rather than /. of cach as undcer the traditionnl systcm, The
saving in winter food-cost now amounts to £93,5, But, on the othor hand,
although therc arc more calves and barrcn cows for sale and more Hill Cow
Subsidy accruing, the nct result is a heavy loss of revemuc at all the assumed
levels and combinations of prices of stores and of weaned calves. The saving

in food-cost reduces this loss; but only when the prices of calves are at €40

and thosc of storss at £50 does the net result show an increased income, and
this amounts only to £53.5. '

ITI. Assuminz 1 additional cow for every 2 calves sold.

The results calculatcd on the basis of this assumption nrc not showm
in the above table; but, if this rate of rcplaccment is adopted, it is only
when a pricc of £40 can be obtained for weancd calves that a change in practice

rcesults in an apprecinble increasc in income,

In the above calculations, the Hill Cow Subsidy was included as a
source of rcvenuc. If this subsidy crnnot be claimed the financial advantage
of sclling cnlves at weaning and replacing every 3 calves sold with 2 brecding
cows is rcduccd by £100. The only cnsc whore a small incrcasc in income is shovm,
when only 1 additional cow is introduced for every 3 calves, is vhen the prices
of calvos‘and stvores stand at €40 and £50 respectively, ~nd cven this is now
reduced to merely £3.5, Under the replacement rate of 1 cow for every 2

calves, if the Hill Cow Subsidy is excluded, the change-over results in an
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additional incomc only if the calves can be sold at not less than €40 and if

the stores will not fetch more than £50,

An aésumed saving in winter food-costs was taken into consideration
when estimating the changes in income brought about by a change in practice,
It is extrcmely doubtful, however, whether such a saving actually occurs, On
the majority of thesa livestock-rcaring farms the system of farming is not
very flexible, and it is not likely that any appreciable change in cropping
would bc attempted,

Tables 29-31 summarisc the theoretical changes brought about under
the varyine renlacement rates., It isxassumcd that the winter period for cows
and heifers-in-calf is 150 days, that for 18-2)4 months replaccment-heifers is
135 days and that for calves 6-12 months is f80 days. The consumption pcr

head for the winter period has been taken as follows:-
Table 29,

Food consumption per hecad.

: 18 -~ 24 month
Breeding Cows, :Replaccement-Heifers: 6-12 month Calves.,

. .
. .

:_Per day,: 150 days: Por day.: 135 days: Per day : 180 days

1b, i cwt, cwt, : 1b ¢ cwt,
Straw 10 : -
Oat Sheaves ; : - : 8
Oat Grain : : :o= - : 2%
Roots : : : 6 : 7 : 13

: : 1b,
Hay 12 16 : .8 : 10 : 10
: : : 8

If the winter carry is as in Table 28, total quantities consumed will be:-
Table 30,

Total Food Consumption,

Selling at 6 months,

.
.

¢ Selling at : 3 calves sold : 3 calves so0ld : 2 calves sold
:_ 18 months, := 2 addit. cows:= 1 addit, cow := 1 addit, cow,

: cwt. : cwrt. : cwt, : cwt,
Hay : 560 : 600 : 500 : 568
Straw s 220 : 300 . : 250 : 28
Oat sheaves : 290 : 243 : 202 : 230
Oat grain : 50 : 15 : 12% : 15
Roots e %98 : 285 : 237 : 27

.
.

Therefore a change in system to selling weaned calves would
result in the following approximate changes in acreage under the thrce
replacement rates of calves by cows, In arriving at these cstimated acreazcs
the yields per acre vhich have been used arc: hay, 1 ton; oat sheaves, 18 cwt

groin and 18 cwt of straw; roots, about 14 tons,
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Table 31,

Changes in acreagcs,

3 Calves = 2 covis, : 3 Calves = 1 cow,

e eo

2 Calves = 1 cow,

Surplus, - Surplus, Surplus,

CWie aCres, cwt, cwt, acres,

Oat Sheaves L7 Hay 60 : Hg

Oat Grain
Roots

Hay
Stravw

hcreage set free

Oat Sheaves 60
Oat Grain 25
Roots 2L

35 Oat Sheaves 88
107 Oat Grain  37%
: Roots 161

i unn

Required,

Required. Required,
Straw 30% :  Straw 6L

% ee e o+ 6o es oo o

40
80"

®e se oo *° ae

Acrceage set free

2

Acreage sct free

* To be purchased.

Yhen 2 additional cows replace 3 weaned calves sold, little adjustment
is necded; for the saving in hand-fed foods is small, and the change in summer
stocking is not very much, Thec small reduction in cropping, if any, will set
free land required as pasture to accommodate the small incrcase in cattle
during thc summer, ‘hen only 1 additional cow is introduced for every 3
calves sold, the quantitative saving in winter foods is appreciably more and
the summer stocking appreciably less. There is therefore a considerable
Wwastage of resources, unless the surplus foods are sold, With a replacement
rate of 1 cow for every 2 calves sold the situation is rather similar to that
arising under the first rceplacement rate, If it is assumed that thsere is no
saving in winter food-costs, it is evident that the best results arc obtained
vhen every 3 calves sold are replaced by 2 breeding cows, Even if it is assumed
that, under the second rate of replacement, there is a saving in winter foods
and the estimated acres-sct free arc devoted to growing oats for sale, the
additional revenuc from oats does not make the total change in income
comparable with that achieved under the rcplacement ratc of 2 additional cows

for every 3 calves sold,

In conclusion it can be said that from a financial point of view, it

appears to be advantageous to sell weaned calves provided that:-

(1) The replacement-rate of breeding cows for cnlves sold is
adequatey

(2) The price received for weaned calves is rclatively high
compared with that of 18 -month-old stores;

Hill
(3) The/Cow Subsidy can be claimed, If this subsidy cannot be
claimed then the replacement-rate of breeding cows for
wecaned calves must be high,
The practice of sclling at 6-8 months must not, therefore,bc adopted

without consideration of the circumstances of the individual farm and without
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of :
study/the probable prices of calves and stores. It is less likely to be

successful on lowland farms which do not qualify for the Hill Cow Subsidy

~ and vhere the differences between the prices of calves and stores is

likely to be greater than on the upland farﬁso







