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Milk Production: Systems, Problems, Prospects

a survey of 8l herds in the north-west province, 1972-73 by Rosemary Walker

Summa ry

This report is already a condensed version and any summary can only
pick out, in oversimplified form, a few of the many items which could lead
on to endless discussion - some quite controversial.

Profits - per gallon per cow, per acre -~ are hlgher in the larger
herds (p.3 and p.11).

The association of profits per cow and profits per forage acre is
charted on pp.8 and 9; 70% of the more densely stocked farms were of less
than 100 acres (also note Table, p.6).

The range of profit in any herd size group is remarkable (see p.l12
and app.table p.37).

Larger herds are possible as a result of introducing labour economising
equipment; but growth is limited at any time by the availability of managerlal
skill (p 3).

Herds were growing faster in the north-west, than nationally, between
1968 and 1972 as they recovered from the foot and mouth outbreak (p.10).

Growth tends to increase the proportion of young cows in a herd,
although no two herds present exactly the same combination of circumstances
(p.11).

The stock of dairy cows per acre of crops and grass in the north-west -
is virtually double the national average - and treble in Cheshire (p.4).
Recent years show intensification (p.27).

Although there is a tendency for higher yields in larger herds, the
great benefit is in cost saving on labour and feed (pp.16 and 17 and app.table
p-38).

: Size of herd and system of milking are closely allied; employees fell
from 60% to 37% of the dairy labour force (l961—62lt0 1972-73) whilst herds
increased from 31 to 48 cows (p.14).

There is thus a marked increase in the scale of the famlly farm BUSINESS
(p.15).

But, whilst equipment increases labour productivity, have dairy farmers
exchanged physical drudgery for financial anxiety? (p.12).

Receipts are now more influenced by compositional quality payments than
by seasonal emphasis of production: feeding is important (pp. 20-21).

However ; Channel Island herds are at a disadvantage in a market catering
primarily for milk consumed llquld and where beef calf prices are booming
.(pp.18-19).

The practice of producing young cows for sale for milk production (some
Lancashire farms) was shown to be costly, in terms of milk production proflt—

ability, in 1972-73 (pp.22-26).




1972~73 was an exceptionally good yvyear, with higher yields .and higher
prices for nmilk and calves (p.28).

In the following year the costs of feed rose and during late 1973 and
into 1974 calf prices fell very sharply (pp.29-30).

The prospects for milk producers are affected by influences from
overseas, by government, by natural and biological hazards, and by industrial .
politics as well as by beef and cereal prices. Some influences may be three
years working out, whilst the milk producer has daily decisions to make. "...
he may well long for a reduction in the uncertainty which seems to beset him.
It is possible to reduce, but not eliminate, uncertainty." The cost would be
a reduction of individual freedom of action (p.32).

There is an appendix of accounting definitions and an appendix of nine
detailed tables about the herds in the survey.

TWG/JEV. 29.8.74




FOREWORD

This brief report summarises some of the findings relating to farms

in the North-West Province which emerged from the National Investigation into

the Economics of Milk Production during the 1972-73 yéar;, None of the work
would have been possible without the‘valuabie‘co—operéﬁion of the 81 farme?g
concerned; we are most gratefﬁl to each one of them.

Field work was carried out by Miés R. Walker and Mr. J. Blundell. The

subsequent analysis and writing have been carried through by Miss Walker.

W. J. Thomas )
Professor of Agricultural ‘Economics
and Head of Department
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

The Sample

Thefé have been systematic national costings of milk produdtibh»almbs£i  
since the inception of the Milk Marketing Board but the three most recent
surveys carried out in 1965-66, 1968-69 and 1972—73 have been based on random
sampleé chosen  in order to.réflect the national cow bopulation; éccofding to
the herd size.groups of which it is composed. fhe distribution of ‘the sampies
required for the'whoie of England and Wales and for the North West Province
are set out in Table 1, together with the propottions which wexre in féct

completed for each herd size group.

Table 1: ‘Sample Distribution by Herd Size: National Investigation into

the Economics of Milk Production, 1972-73.

National and - National and Regional Distribution of Herds by Size| Total
Regional Samples ' (No. of Cows) Sample
6- |10- |20- |30- [40- |50- |60- |70- |100- | 200+ guﬁbeﬁs
9.9 39.949.9[59.9|69.9/99.9|199.9 ob hexr

% ' % % . % % % %

ENGLAND AND WALES

Required

Completed

NORTH WEST*

Required

Completed  |3.7 | 5.0{14.8|23.4|18.5| 6.2 7.4

*Cheshire, Lancashire, Shropshire, Staffordshire.

Because co-operation is voluntary and because the average size of herds
has been increasing over recent decades, it is surprising how well the national
sample agrees with the required distribution. There is somewhat less agreement

~in the Nortthest - as might be expected in any smaller sample. The purpose of




this report, however, is to record the ecghbmicAconditions of milk production
in the Morth West Province during therurvey feriod and to draw some tentative
conclusions ‘as to possible future deveiopméhts. The report will, therefore,
make use of the figures obtained’but will supplement these bv subjective
impresSions and judgemenﬁ derived from visiting and talking with”farmefs who
co—dperaﬁed in thé'Sﬁfvey;.

',The latest regional figures'concéfning the distribution;of'cows accbrding
to herd size is prdvided by the Milk Markeﬁing Bogrd'sil970 census. Table 2
compares this distribution with the distribution of cows in the herds of co-
operating farmers iﬁ>the‘North WeSt.-'Itlwill be observed that there is under--
representafioﬁ‘fof tﬁe herdéldf less ﬁhahIBO cows aﬁd generally some bver—"
represéntatioﬁ of thé‘lafget Berds with the notablé ekceptioh of herds of 50

: /

to 60 cows. Whilst these discrepancies are‘td be attribﬁted partly té the
continuing trend towards larger herds,'it i§ also ﬁo'bé admitted that they aie
partly'the result of a failufé'to obtain co-opefatibn in exactly the.proportions
which were stipulated in thé plah forAthe survey. 'This hegns that figﬁres Eased
“upon the regional results must be treated with some cautionAand be subject to

interpretation in the light of other information obtained by the survey workers.

Table 2: Distribution of Dairy Herds and Dairv Cows bv Herd Size, Northb

West Province, 1972-73.:

Herd Size Group ' Dairy Herds v Dairy Cows
(No. of Cows) _ :

Required Survey ax M.M.B. Survey

Sample Sample Census 1970 Sample
% ! - % T =&

Less than 20.0- | . 11.3 8.7 | 106 2.4

20 - 29.9 17.0 - 1 oias | 1as 7.6
30 L o RO K 145 | 168
0 - "t . 13.8
50 ' | 2. | 13.6
10.0
13.2
9.8

1100.0




The 1972-73 survey indicates that profits per cow, per gallon, and. per

acre ihcrease considerably with increasing herd size. By far the greater
part of the capital expenditure of milk producers over the past three decades
has been on buildings, machinery, and other equipmen£ which enabled farmers,‘
to‘handle mofe‘coﬁs during an.era in which expansion was virtually a necessary
condition of econpmic survival. Projection of the trends of fhe past ten.t§ H
fifteen years implies an increasihg proportion of the national herd managed

in businesses of 100 or mére cows. By 1972 these éccounﬁed for ;9 per cent

of the cows in England and Wales. The development of facilities geafedvto

the needs of large units is therefore scarcely surprising. The innovations
which increase the scalevof technically feasible operations tend to require
different management skills from those of simpler days but technical skills
are not a substifute for management and at any moment the number of herds of
IOQ or more cows which are.being managed successfully is limited by the avail-
ability of people with the necessary skills of manégement.

How far the fact that systematic record keeping becomes igcréasingly
‘important with increasing intensity and size 6f herd encouraged or discouraged
co-operation in a sdrvey which also requirés systematic recoxrd keeping,'it is
~ impossible to say. The disappointingly unsatisfactory profit perfbrmance of
some co-operators indicates héwever that any bias was not Wholly towards the

more successful farmers.

B. The Province

The North West Province covers nine per cent of the cfo?s and grass'and
six per cent of the rough gfazing (excluding commons) of England and Wales.
What chiefly distinguishes the province from the rest of England and Wales are
the larger proportion of grassland, the smaller proportion of tillage, and the

_higher”stocking rate of cattle per acre of créps and grass than in England.and
Wales aé a‘whole. (These points are summarised in Table 3). There is some
indication that the acreége 6f barley has been increasing at the expense of
.Qheat in the Norﬁh West and that this is almost certainly‘to be associated with

increaéing levels of barley feeding. Until recently cattle numbers have been

increasing at the expense of sheep in the three southern counties'of_the




province; Lancashire is something of an excéption with its higher proportion
of rough grazing which can often be used more profitablv by‘sheep - both.dn.

account of their lower capital requirement and their suitability for such land.

Table 3: Land Use and Dairy Cow Stbcking rates 1973, The North West and -

England and Wales

Cheshire|Shropshire|Staffordshire| Lancashire North West England
' ' ' and
Wales

Crops & Grass

(000 Acres) 678.0 o . 24,357

Rough Grazing 24.4 , : 3,057
(000 Acres)

Per 100 Acres
Crops & Grass:

Grassland

Cereals

Tillage‘
Dai?y ¢OWS'

Breeding Ewes

Within the scale of the nétional survey-undertaken“it wés not possible to
take into”accounﬁ county distribution within eacﬁ p?o&inbe and ﬁherefore,thé
provincial results are not to be relied upon as providing a satisfactofy
" reflection éf county condiiions. This does not aiter the fact that differing
chapacteristics betwgén the counties will ineviﬁably_be ;eflectea in the

provincial results.

The Variations in Objectives and Results

As its official title indicates, the milk costs survey is designed to

isolate thé economics of milk production.
. : \

'his is str;ightfq;wérd and reasonable
in relation to a typical dairy farm where milk productionvis by far the major
'_enterprise, if notbindeéa}the oﬁly activity, carried out én_the farm. Where = '
there are other férming activiﬁies a partiél sﬁudy can tell onlf part.of the.

story. Thus, although the survey locks at results and méasures performance

in relation to profit margins per cow, per gallon, or per forage acre, the




maximisation of}ong»ofbthese particular‘figures is not necessarily the
objective Qf all farmers who are milk producers and perhaps milk producers
on a subsfantial scale. |

Sixty per cent of»the»farmers in the 1972-73 survev (owning 65 pér cent j;
of the oows),were'dai;y_épecialists in the sense that three—quarteré or more
, oftheir”output (measured inbstandard.man—days)iwas ﬁilk. So two out of every
five co-operators were NOT dairy specialists ahd_their objectives would include
a balancing of the interests and profitability of their variéus enterprises.

Eéch produce; represents a unique‘combinétion of circumstances and
resources controlled, and_the ends which he wishes these resources to serve. If
the resources available are not abnormal and the farmer's technical performance
- yield in relation to feed and acres used, herd Health and fertility - is good
and his.commercial sense\réasqnably well developed, his profit is likély to be
above average whether measured per cow or per acre.

.The. association between profit margin per cow and per foragé acre is
shown in .twa charts at the end of this chapter. The charts classify the
herds hy number of cowé and by farm acreage respectivelv; they also show the
profitability in steps of £2.50 - smaller intervals not seeming to indicate

significant differences. Whilst profits per cow and per acre march in broad

‘agreement, there are exceptions and herds with £82 per cow profit may vary

frpm.£45 to £95 . profit per fo;age_aérg orherdSVch £60 profit per forage acre
may range from £47 to £92 profit per cow. Locally available cheép feed' (e.q.
brewers grains)'and varying intensity of land use may account for some of the
vériations.

Stock carried per acre will reflect both the use which is made of the
potential of the land, on tﬁe one hand, and the degree of supplementary feeding,
on the other hand. A diagonal line on Charts I énd.II indicateé for‘eaqh level
‘of profit per cow the corresponding profit per forage acre, if the stocking
rate had been équal tq the average for fhe sdrvey sample. Thﬁs, herds to the
south-east of tﬁe liné we¥e more densely étocked than fhe average:‘jo of 43
such‘herds‘were on;farms of less than 100 acres. This reflects the~fact that
it is usually easier to écquire mbte cows (and adjust feed supplies and équip—'
ment accordingly) than it is to acquire more land in the.effort to‘enlarge the

dairy enterprise. Apart from the fact that farmers may have other objectives




than profit maximisation, there are several reasons whyv the maximisation of
profit in milk production aione may not be an adequafe measﬁre either of the
farmer's ébjective or. of his efficiency.  For ekample, on a mixed farm with
several crop and livestock activities their iﬁter—relationship may be such
that overall profit is greater unaer the farmer's system of operaﬁidn than if
he souéht méximised profits on milk produétibn aione. Similafiy,’the:e are milk
rroducers who are engaged ih the provision of repiaéement stock - either as
down calving heifers or as young COWS'—.whdse'tbtai activity hay be highly
profitable but whose milk production aétiviﬁy taken oﬁ its own may not achieve
‘the highest .level of profit. bFurthermore, makimum.ptofit will be obtained on
those farﬁs which have the optimum combination of modern capital investment,
managemént, and labour. An individual farmer at'ahy particular time has to
operate Within the réstrictions impésed by the xesburces which are available
to him\at that time.

To give an actual illustration of how different responses to different.
circumstances may both lead tb<ab9ve avefagé profits, two herds of over 80

cows are compared in Table 4.

Table 4: Alternative Dairying Systems for High Profits Per Cow, 1972-73

VA : '_B'
Intensive ' Mixed
Grassland. R Arable .

Profit per cow ' ’ £89.3 : A o £92.1
Profit per forage acre - EB5.0 £63.7
Acres ééi farm 146 | 306
Average number of cows | 95.3 81.3
Average gallons per cow . _ i 985 . 930
| Percentage of Milk produced in May 10.3 _._ 7.5
| " " " ppril-September 51.7 51.3
Forage acre berfcow ' - ' 1.05 -.1.48
Compounds per cow (cwts) - : .18.3 R | LT
Homegrown cereal pe? cow (cwts) - , ‘ - o ~17.0
Total Cbncentratés per cow (cwts) ‘ ‘21.3 o ,25;4
Concentrates per gallon (lbs):- '
-April-September : , 1 1.10 : ..~ 2,58
Octobér—Mérch ) ‘ o 3f86 _ | © 3.58
Annﬁalvavéraée o . . 2;54 _ A 3.06
Average cost per ton concentrates 1 >tE38,8 'l £32.3

lUnits of Nitrogen per acre grazing 1 350 ) i 110 -




Herds 'A' and 'B' may be regarded as representing intensive grassland
and mixed”efable_dair?ing respectively. Herdd'A' hed a slightlv lower profit
per cow, largely attributable to a greater tdrnover of’cows and a heavie%
herd depreciation charge, with a lower income ffom'calves. Against this, by
good grassland menagement, herd 'A' achieved a con51derebly greater profit per
forage acre than‘did herd 'B'.‘ Herd 'B' benefltted under 1972-73: condltlons,
by feeding a hoﬁe mix bqt if the land required to grow the 17 cwt. of home
grown cereals fed per cow was included it would show a use of 0.93 acres per‘
cow mcre than herd 'A'. The alternative systems eﬁployed were successfully.
eppropriete to the relevant farms. .To what ektent they were interchangeable
may be argued but - subject to capital availability and othef conditions for
intensification - the producer with the larger‘farm has a g;eater margin for
choice.

The Siﬁuation may be broadly summarised by saying that the sample
‘includes exampies of herds having average yields per cow of over 1,000 gallons
with a stockicg rate of about one forage acre pe-r cow and a con'ceﬁtrate cost
of less chan £60 per cow. At the prices prevailing in 1972-73 this represents
a target performance for either a specialist dairyvfarm or a dairy unit of a
much- larger multi—enterprise farm busihess.' How far such levels can be

achieved on other farms depends on many factors such as the response of land

to fertilizers, the availability of capital and the labour implications of

intensifying the dairy enterprise.

Differences in objecti&es are to be expected from different farming
conditions end in part they explain the variation in results achieved. The
long recogclsed relatlonshlp between profits and herd size has already been
;eferred to and is discussed in the following section. Large herds are
generally mcre profitable than small herds, but profics vary significantly .
between herds cf similer size because prcducers with much the same size of-'

'

herd may well be pursuing different objectives.




 CHART I

74 Profitable Herds (in steps of £2.50).

Proflt per Cow (E)
140

: Profit Per Cow and Per Forage Acre, by Herd Size Groups, for

. at 1.39/forage

- Profit/ Line

acreg per cow¥*

' Profit per
Forage Acre

(£)

60

' .Jersey Hexds

Less than 30 Cows
30 - 59.9 Cows

60 or more Cows

* The average stocking rate for the sample was 1. 30 forage acres per Ccow.

Herds above the line use more than average land for their profit per cow.

140

\




CHART II : Profit Per Cow and Per Forage Acre, by Farm Size Groups, for
74 Profitable Herds (in steps of £2.50).

Profit per Cow
(£)

. Profit ALine .
at 1.30/forage
- acres /per cow*

140]

Profit per |
- Forage Acre

(£)

t
!
I
i

A& O - 99 Acres
x.- 100 - 199 Acres
® 200 or more Acres

* See footnote to Chart I.




~ CHAPTER ,TWO -

-
G

SURVEY RESULTS WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO HERD SIZE

_Ovér thé past 3Q.years there has been a pérsistent increase in tﬁe average
‘size of dairy'herdsi Thié.i;'part of the concentration and specialisatiqn which .
has beén going oﬁ in agricﬁlture.‘generally aé the éhosen.route to mainteﬁanée
or improvement of profitability..
Whilst the same trenas are to be observed in the North West, the position
does not parallel exactly that in the iest of the country. This may possibly
be attributed to the péféistiné effects of ﬁhe foot and mouth epideﬁic of 1968
which strﬁck the province, and p;rticulariy Cheshiie,‘very severely. The figures_
“in Table 5 summarisebthe situatibn and suggest that the final stages of recovery
from the foot and mouth epideﬁic were still operating'in'1973.

\

Table 5: Percentage Change in Dairy Cow Numbers

Period England and Wales North West Province

1965 to 1970 - R

1970 to 1973 ' - +10%

Included in the 81 survey records were four relating to Channel Islaﬁd' s
herdé,'all in fact Jersey herds. These have.been removéd when considering
results according ﬁo herd size, because the Jefsey herds are quite distinctive
in_fﬁé'costs and returns structure from thé»other herds which consist almost
Whoily‘of Friesian or preddﬁinantly friesian type cows.*‘ The results by herd
éiéé‘are summariéed.in Tablé'G. ‘Details 6f>the»costs‘aﬁa returns are to be ;
found in the tabular aépendix, tbgether with an additiénél tabievof maﬁagement_
factors relating t§ the same'groﬁps of herdsf

In defining the size of herd the'averégé'has béénxtakén of the nunber of

cows for each of the twelve months between April 1972 and March‘1973. ‘Almost

three-quarters of the herds recorded an increase in size during the year, but

* Ayrshire, or predominantly Ayfshire type, cows were the only others representéd
in the survey on a herd basis: five herds could be so described.




Table 6: Summary Returns, Costs and Margins per Cow; l972—73

: Returns from
Herds N P i i
umber Milk and Calves Costs rofit Margin

- 3 | I e
Under 20 cows ) 187.9 178.8 9.1

20 29.9 cows 195.4 167.3
30 39.9 cows 234.7 | 4 181.1
40 - 59.9 cows 4 219.0 -  160.4
60 79.9 cows »226.3 153.0>
80 or more cows ‘ 232.7 - 145.6

Jersey cows 169.8 138.9

All Herds 221.2 ' 158.1

the rate of growth was such that few of them moved from one size category to
another although two herds increased by almost a fifth during the twelve month.
period. The greatest increase occurred in those nerds which had eighty or
more Cows. _By‘March 31lst 1973, these hexds had increased rrom an average of
94.3 cows to 102.9, an increaee of some nine per cent.

Any herd which is increasing rapidly is likely to show a different.per—
formance fron a herd‘with stable numbers. For example, the introduction of
heifers is likely to reduce average yield per cow. ' Moreover, when the.survey
begins in the Spring an increasing herd will show a relatively small area of
gra21ng and a relatlvely large area of conserved grass in relatlon to its .
average herd size. It appears p0551b1e, on the natlonal 1eve1 that the lower
average yreld per cew in herds of over 200 cows is attrlbutable to the more
rapid increase in the size of those herds, in other words the intrbduction of
a relatively high proportion of newly calved‘heifers.

Change is constantly taking place in any industry which is not moribund
and the same is true of dalry farming. bne can never exactly compare like with
like: " farm altltude, soil type, farm size, and financial resources are a few of
the thlngs whlch differ between the farms. . If one adds to these, different
rates of change in herd srze, it becomes clear that no two farxms are exactly
alike. Nevertheless, herd eize probably pro&idesga'more satisfactory basis for

comparison-of dairy farms than any other readily‘available measure. For all




_its limitationsy.a classification on the basis of cow numbers approximates to

a division by scale of operation and this isva practical basisein the short run.
‘Appendix Table 1 shows thatiprofits per cow increase With'increasing herd size
but the profit rangebshown‘in the bottom 1ine‘of the Table.indicates that the
highest profit in eachAsise group was aboye the average profit inithe size group
immedi ately ahoye' it.

In- the short run, it is generally easier to add more cows than to find
addltional land - although this is clearly not an automatic formula for improvlng
the prorit per cow. Intensity of stocking has now been widely pushed to'a
level‘which,only”a decadevago would have been‘generallybregarded as unattainable.

Looking at the group averages there-is an increase in farm size for each
'increase in herd size; but: there is conSiderable variation in farm size at all
levels of herd size. Herd and farm size are less closely related than a decade
or_so ago. In the middle ranges one may find small intenSive herds, herds run
.by partftime farmers, and herds which_form part of a large mixed.enterprise.
These form a diverse group. The‘larger‘herds, however, indicateqan increase
in scale of operations. If one allows for differences in yield.per cow, the
most striking differences between the herd size groups are in labour costs and

in. feed costs.

A. Labour

At the present time it is perhaps tactless to refer to the association

of high labour productiv1ty and high prosperity. By COmparison with his father
or grandfather the milk producer of the present day may well con51der that
introduction of the capital which has made high labour productivity possible
has had the effect of replacing physical drudgery with finanCial anxxety But
temporal dlstance lends enchantnent and, if the effort once requlred to handle
:25 COws can now take care of 100, this must represent in many ways a highly
acceptable‘change. )

~An 1ncrease in cow numbers may increase labour productiyity Without
1nvolv1ng addltional expenditure. A very large assortment of layouts and
.milking eqUipnent are now available and there will be an optimum throughput
of cows associated with each combination. During a period of change, the actual

cow numbers may rarely correspond to the optimum. The double shippon with




tyings‘for 30 cows and a three unit bucket machine is unlikely to require more
than 25 per cent more labour hours if cows are 1nereased from 20 to 30. Of the
18 herds of less than 30 cows all but two were Stlll belng housed. and milked in
a shippon using a bucket machine in March 1973. |
Invcontrast, only three of the heras_of sixty or more COWS were milked and
- housed in a ehippon~by the end of the eurvey. More than half‘the.herds of
between 30 and 60 cows still used this type of accommodation for housing and
milkingkbut in‘26 of the 37 the convenience of a pipeline had replaced the
chores of,carting milk and washing buckets.
The>initiative for the installation of a bulk tank normally comesnfrom
the Milk Markef@ng Boardﬁ A bulk tank is an obvious stimulus for the instal—v
lation_ofa milking;ﬁpéline- The average bulk tank pfemium was higheet in the
30 to 39.9 cow herds followed by the 40 to 59.9 cows herds and this is an
indication that during the years 1mmed1ately preceding the survey and during
the survey year the changeover to bulk collection had been a particular influence
fer herds of 30 - 60 cows. 'Pipeline and bulk tank installation had produced a
significantlfall in direct labour hours required per cow as shown by the figures

in Table 7.

Table 7: Effect of Pipeline and Bulk Tank on Labour Required per Cow, 1972-73

Milking Method 30-39.9 Cow Herds . | 40-59.9 Cow Herds

Bucket milking | 85 hours '_ 72 hours

Pipeline and Bulk Tank 63 hours , _ 60 hours

The broad picture whlch the labour records, in conjunctlon with the details
of housing and milking methods, present is that most of the herds of less than
30 cows were tiediup in'ehippons and milked by two— or three-bucket nnlts. Labour
hours per cew ranged from 56 to 140 and averaged 84. When eow numbers heve
passed ﬁhirty, epending on some means of reducing the labour requirement becomes
attractive;.particnléily since many of ehe herds of 30-60 cows are milked by
the’farmer'With perhaps some assistance - often in‘ancillary tasks - from his
wife‘or.other relatives. Within this size range, a pipeline installed in the

shippon ‘is frequently as far as.the process had gone by March 1973. The effect




is concenttated-on the milking and dairy operations. Tne labour required for
mucking out and feeding remains the'same. Nevertheless, the change results

in an awverage saving of some twenty hours per cow: a reduction from-just over -
eighty to epproximately sixty honrs.

At sixty‘ccws, most of the double shippons erected some time ago are full
tc caéacity end the handlingvof fodder and muck becomes burdensome. Since
pipelinesicannot readily be‘extended tc odd places where cows mey be tied 'up,
the next stepvis tc alter the buildings to provide.fbf loose housing, self fed
silage and a milking parlour. This achieves.a further reduCtioniof some tWenty
’iabour hcnrs per cow and the nine hetds of sixty or more cows which were housed
in‘cubicles or yafds end milked in a herringbone parlonr averaged 38 hours.per
cow. |

With‘so few examples of herds of more than iOO cows the sample cannot
provide evidence of the trend in labour productivity as herds approach the>2OQ_
level.‘ Equipment has recently appeared on the market to enabie onevcr'tmo men
'to put up to 200 cows through the milking process dnring the time thet specialists
in ergonomics: believe a man is capable of staying on the job. Such evidence as’
there‘is, from this and brevious‘surveys, suggests that specialised equipment
to stretch the milking capacity of the labour force is not the only solution.
Tne.alternetive is to splitbthe herd and employ two separate milking teams.‘ At‘
_present little information is available to enable. a comparisonvof the economies

of the two approaches to be made. As herds of 100 or more come to account for

an increaSing proportion of the total dairy cow popuiationban examination of

tne alternatives'will beccme a matter of increasing urgency.

An increaee in the proportion of cows in he;:ds’ vllargel:_;» than 100 coms ’wi‘ll
increase the relative importance of hired iabcur. (No one with the cepital
commitment which‘an enterprise of that size implies can affcrdvto devote the
greater pert of his time to routine‘operatione). Up to the present, nowever,

- hired labour has been declining absolutely and xelatively; In the 1961-62 suivey,
with an average'herd size of 31 cows, hired iabour accounted for sixty per centb
of total direct lanour on the cows. In 1972-73, withbsnrvey herde avereginc

48 cows, only 37 per cent of the direct work on,milk'production was carried

out by hired labonr. |

Family labour was more important in the Jersey herds than'inbthe smallest




size group of other breeds and the same is true of Jersey (though not of

GuernSey)‘herds in the national sample; It is tempting to conclude from this
that the proflt to be obtained from this breed is not enough to sustain a
significant regular weekly wage bill. A more accurate interpretation is that
non-economic preference accounts for more Jersey herds than would survive if
profltabrllty were the sole criterion for chorce of breed. |

Herds of 20- 29 9 cows used a slightly higher proportlon of famlly 1abour
than the'herds of less than 20 cows, otherwise there is a consistent decline in
the ratio of family to hired labour with increasing herd size; It is only in
the largest size/group that hired labour predominates and in wvery few herds
(four) was the owner of the herd completely free'of_any routine woxk oh-the

" cows.

The largest herd for which the direct labour;on the cows was carried out
entlrely by the farmer and his wife was a herxd. of 75 cows. As yet this is not
a very common situation: of 23 hexds (1nclud1ng one Channel Island herd) of 60
or more cows, four were handled entirely by hired labour, three entlrely by
ﬁamily labour, and the remainder by family labour with some regular hired
assistance. But the trends in herd size and stockihg rate over the years; in
conjunction with only a very.small increase in the average size of dairy farms,
point‘to an increase in the scale of family farming. Seventy cows housed in
cubicles, fed on self—feed silage and_milked through‘a herringbone parlour
represent a direct labour requirement no greater than thiry cows housed in a
shippon and milked with two- or three-bucket units, "Hours per cow' are malnly
"determined b? the time put in by those_who do 90 per cent of the work. The
extent to which long hours with large numbers  are acceptablevalmost certalnly
depends ubon the availability of some fairly flexible supply of "back-up" labour.
One expects that a man could more readily accept the routlne worxrk for more COWS

'-1f his famlly lived in the same‘area than if he were newly ﬁoved to>a strange

district.

Feed Costs
Whilst it was possible to discuss. the direct labour requirement of milk
production realistically in relation to herd size and the appropriate form of

milking equipment, any discussion of feed costs is a more complex mattex. The




‘nethoas of providing food iequirements for dairy cows vary noticeably between
large and'small hexds, partloularly in relation to bulk feed. This difference-v
is affected, however, by farm'acreage and overall scale of farm operations as
well as by herd size. Again, whereas labour hours per cow may be a useful

v figure of efficiency, there is no‘such'simple figure for feeding. Different
feedinglsystems are appropriate to differing farm circumstances and, in the
short run, skill in feeding is to be juaged b& cost in relation to-the value

of final output.

Yields per cow, however, are important and on average they were more than

100 gallons per cow higner in herds of 60 or more cows than in herds of under -
30 cows. Thus, for much the same total cost;for feed and grazing the lerger‘.
herds prodnced additional milk worth an extra £20 to‘EBO per cow. There was,
however;vno’consistent increase in'average yields per cow from one size group
to another. 'Herdswof 30 to 39.9 cows ("medium sizes" herds) had yields which
almost equalled those of the largest size group,'but their higher feed. costs
probably teflected the difference of scale of farm operation.

Success.in milk'production is achieved when a high yield ie obtained
with loQ everage concentrate, fertilizer, and land use. High yields in them-
selves inaicate fairly high husbendry standards but, under the feed cost and
milk prioe conditions of the period following the_survey, many producers found
that hlgh ylelds alone do not guarantee profits.

Concentrates per gallon cost the medium size herds 50 per cent more than
the largest herds. They fed over one third more.at a ten per cent higher cost
per ton. . The larger hexrds spent more on fertilieer and had coneiderably highexr
costs foi home grown bulk feeds. Only one of the medium sized herds fed silage
ano only one of the largest herds did not.

“ ﬁoweﬁer, the anefage farm size on which the-herds of 80 or moxre cowebwere
kept nas nearly fouf times that for the medium sized herds. The initial cost
of tracto;s, cultivating equipment, manure spreaders and forage handling machinery
averaged 52123 per farmvfor'the medium sized herds and £5356,— or 2%‘times as
much - for the large herds. Tractors accounted for a substantial proportion of -
the total in both groups. 43.7 per cent in the case of the medlum sized hexds
end 50'.2 pexr cent for the large herds. " Tractor and machinery investment per

cow was £61.2 for the smaller herds and £52.4 for the:laxge herds. For tractoxrs




alone the investment per cow was much the same at £26.8 and £26.3 respecti?ely.
But on the'small farmsbthe dairy herd has to carry a greater share of the tractorA
costs than on large farms where tractorsbare used for other actiwities. The
average cereal acreage, for example, was sevenvacres for the nedium sized herds
and 69 acres for the large herds.

If producers,withiunder 40 cows were to copy the grass practices of the
farmers with 80 or more cows they would need to have‘comparable tractor power
and equipment.and a labour force to handle them, for grassland managementvis
largely a matter of timeliness. Hiring or sharing may meet the labour problem
but the common peak period and ever-present risk of breakdown make it difficult
to achievebthe ideally‘timely handling which'wonld produce»first class fodder.
Thus it is quite credible that the smaller farms may have excess tractor capacity
‘and yet insnfficient power to meet peak demands for silage making. At all
events silage'making is{ in general, not popular on Smali farms and it is not
" difficult to understand why.

- Although the feeding of homegrown cereals has‘increased generaily there is
a contrast between the practice: of medium and large herds in this“respect.
Homegrown cereals are most effectively incorporated in the dairy ration when
they are. fed in conjunction with silage of suffiCiently good protein content to
enable barley, silage and minerals to provide for maintenance and the first one
or two. gallons of milk. Herds of 80 or more cows were fed little more than
halftjuaquantity of purchased concentrates fed to herds of 30 to 39.9 cows.
Homegrown grain, charged at market prices, prov1ded a cheaper_source of
high energy feed during the survey period,than‘most.purchased concentrates; The

average cost per ton of concentrates for the largest herds was £36.1 compared

with £40.2 for the medium sized herds. 1In the year following the survey home

mixing may have lost its advantage particularly as the steepest.price increases
were for protein balancer. -

The method of valuing homegrown cereal at market price regardless of the
cost of production lS logical when examinlng a single farm enterprise. It is
less suitable as a measure of relative effLCiency between large and small hexrds
on large and small farms, for it is likely that the cost per ton of produCing

the average seven acres of cereals grown on farms With 30-40 cows is appreCiably

higher than that of the average 69 acres which were grown on farms w1th herds




of nnre‘than 80 cows. Irrespective‘ef herd or farm size, there is.a difference
between the situation in which cereals are grown primeriiy because the farmer
believes he can grow eorn for less ﬁhan:he can purchase the substitute, and

the farm business which is large enough.to carry both a cereal acreage and a
dairy herd of aboye average size. In the latter case it is unlikely that costs
of production will exceed market price. For a predominantly daify farm situated
in an arable area it is quite conceivable that corn and straw could be purchased
from a neighbourvat‘less cost than that of growihgvthem on the farm. It is
really a queStion of whether using the land for groWing corn;‘br some other
crop, er_to graze more'cowé; or to rear replacementé will produce the highest

gross margin.

Returns Per Gallon

Jersey herds do not form a large part of either the national herd oxr the

provincial survey sample. Nevertheless some consideration of them may illustrate

problems encountered in attempting to compare one @erd with another.

The‘yield to be expected from a Jersey herd is about 70 per cent of that
from a Friesian herd of'the’same number of cows. Its maintenance requirements
are approximately ip the same ratio. On aVerage,‘Jersey cows produce aboﬁt
26 per cenﬁ more butter fat per gallon than Friesian coWs but require one fifth
more eﬁergy.and protein per gallon than the‘Friesian cow. On these_greunds,
if milk were being produced primarily fer butter production, Jersey cows would
be in a relétiﬁely competitive position. In the United Kingdem, however, milk
is primeril§ éroduéed fer liqgid eonsumption with the safety reserve going for
manufacture. This alters the coméarison in two serious respects.  Firstly the
Jersey‘coﬁs éroducevmilk containing epproximately‘;évper cent total solids
compered'with about 12% per cent on average for other cows. The level of
Channel Island premium has remained at 5p per_gellon since the 1969-70 contract.
The full premium operates from October to March and is less from April to
September aﬁ 4.l7p.During thie period the full premium is payable only on the
basic»gallonaée, that is the everage monthly production-for the four months of
October to January. During the sﬁmmer of the surQey,period the Jersey hexds
reeeived fo; milk in excess of the basiclgallonage'(i.e;'IS per cent of total .

annual preduction) only the compositional quality price - or 2.8 pence per gallon




above the price paid for milk of class 8 (12.4 - 12.5 per cent total solids).
Secondly, there are serious stock factors. If a Jersey herd is to produce the

‘same quantity of milk as a Friesian herd then more cows are needed which implies

more housing and more labour, if not proportionately more. Also Channel Island

herd owners are perhaps the only dairy producers who have not shaied in the
boom in calf prices during recent years. |

fhese_comparisons can be set out roughly in round cash terms. Assuming
that three Jersey cows can be maintained on the same area as tWO’Friesiéns aﬁd
that all milk is produced from concentrates at £70 per ton, the position would
be as follows: two Friesian cows producing 1,900 gallons of milk would require
68 cwts..of concentrates costing some £237. Thfee Jersey cows producing the
same quantity of milk would réquire just over 4 tons of concentrates costing
some £285.  Therefore, to produce the same margin per acre over feed the Jersey
milk would need to receive 2.5p more per gallon. In addition, the Friesian
cows might bé expected to produce calves selling for E4O per year whilst the
three Jersey cows woﬁld do well t§ produce calves selling for £15. To cover
this difference an additional 1.3p per gallon would be needed.

As tbingé stand at present, therefore, to prodﬁce the same mafgin per acre
Jersey herd owners need to ;ecei§e almost 4p per géllon more for‘their mi 1k
" than other p;oducers. This takes no account of thé additional costs.(labqur,
accommodation, sundries) of keeping more stock on the same area of land. Fox
every £50 of expenditure per extra cow an additional 2.6p per gallon would be
rgquired tq meet those ékpenses. It would seem, thefefore, that when a Jersey
herd is sufficiently well manaéed to take full account of the higher possible
stocking rate, at least an extra 6p_per gallon round the Year would be required
above the stand;rd payment for milk in oxder to give the hera equal érofit
margin per‘acre. It seems unlikely that a largely sedentary and slightly
hypochondriac urban population will expand demand for Channel Island milk
sufficiently to produce a premium on this scale. |

'I‘urnil;lg to the other herds one may obser§e a very slight but ir{egular

tendenéy for returns to increase with. increasing herd size. - Whilst thebdiffer-
ences between group averages are not large they make a significant difference

to individual herds. .There are three distinct influences:




(a) the seasonal price differential,
(5) ‘payment for compositional quality, and
(c) 'incentive payments or, more rarely, penalties.
(a)> There arc many ways in which individua; herds produce a flow of milk whicﬁ
is not cvenly distributed over the months of the year. Thevbenefits-of any
particular system to a farmer's profits have always depended upon how well it
was suited to his own peculiar circumstances. The iﬁcentive to produce. in the
winter, so far as milk price is concerned, has howeﬁer,fbeen reduced over.the
past decade quite considerably; for example, the percentage diffefénce between
the February and June price of milk has'been almost halved duriné thét period.
Moreover, during the 1972-73 year'there was a difference of only 1.15p per gallon
in the annual averagé price received for milk from herds producing just over
63 per cent of their annual production between April and September and herds
producing undgr 40 per cent during tﬂe same months. It is, however, the profit
mérgin Which is important. Thus a 'summer' production concentrated during the
grass flush pefiod of May and June may prove much better than a 'summer' emphasis
in August}and September when there must be greater dependence .-upon concentrate
feeding. Some herds of 60.or’more cows managed to combine high proauction during
these cheépest months with a high percentagé of autum and early‘winter calvers.»
This has‘prébably been the most practicable way of adjusting to the declining
winter price iﬁcentiVe and may largely explain why the .change in.the seasonal
price scalé has not iesulted in any great change in the overall seasonal balanée
of production.
(b) Compositional quality payments are based upon analysis of quality over
the precediﬁg twelvevmonths with recalculation at six monthly inter§als intro-
ducing changes‘in May and November. Differences in quality payments received
there fore feflect the past rather than the year of survey for the herds concerned.
The compositiona; quality itself depends uponbbreed, age, and feeding. The
effects of age and of the presence of some Ayrshire cattle appear to be con-
fliéting on the average compositional quality in different'herd size groups.
‘It is_therefore likely that the differences are'to be attributed mainly to the
quality of feeding and management. | |

It is certainly to be dbserved that payment for compoéitional quality

. now accounts for a greater variation in the price received than does difference.




in the séasonal distribution of milk sales. Excluding the Jersey herds the

range in average annual payments in the sample was from a deduction of 0.12p

to a payment of 1.53 pence per gallon. This»would mean on a yield of 900 gallons
a differenée of £14.8 per cow per annum. One-fifth of the éample herds fell
below class 6 compositional quality and obtained additions éf less than O.34p
per gallon, just under one quarter were class 9 and above and ébtained éayment

of 0.85 or more pence per gallon for compositional quality.

The most important single factor in compositional quality is probabily the

quality of winter forage and for this the larger herds, as has already been
mentioned, had a distinct advantage. Whilst no two herds are directly comparable
it may not be without interest to quote figures for two Friesian herds of

comparable yield but of different size.

Table 8: Herd Size, Forage, and Related Differences: Two Hexds 1972-73

Feature Herd of 30-39.9 Cows |Hexrd of over 80 Cows

Average yield per cow (galls.) : 1149 . 1148
Forage Acres per Cow 0.97 1. - 0.99
Grazing Cost per cow _ : 14.36 15.10
Forage Cost per cow ' 10.20 | 22.40
Concentrate Cost per cow 82.60‘ 51.30
Concentrate Cost per ton _ » 42 .20 ‘ 33.10
Value of Milk Sales at basic , ’
price per cow v - 218.31 222.14
Compositional Quality payments ke e '
per cow - 1.35 : o 13.52

April-September production as
per cent of year ' : -~ 57.70 50.60

Margin of Milk Sales over cost
of concentrates and fertiliser
pexr forage acre ‘

(c). Inéentive payments of course relate to payments for installation of bulk
tank or payments towards the cost of brucellosié eradication. -These payments
&mﬁumn&edmat%kh&eﬁmudwwwtdmmtmcMmemdMW
little to do with the immediate costs of milk production as concerns quality

or current managerial efficiency.




CHAPTER THREE

" REPLACEMENT POLICIES

The average replacement cost for a group of herds calculated for a

single year mayv be a fair representatidn‘of this'element'of'costs but, for

an individual herd, neither the rate of turnover nor the calculated depreciation
charge Will-necessarily show whether this particﬁlar herd could improve profits
by changing the replacement policy. For few heras either remain of exactly

the same siZe‘from one year to another or have thé-saﬁe incidence of éisease

or need for disposal each year. Systems resulting in exceptionally high or low
deprecia@ion charges will, of course produce figures_which reveal the extreme
situation. :A high depreciation charge may in fact be justified by a system
‘designed to maintain, above all else, the'maximﬁm humber of cows in milk per
~acre. Similarly a small self?cbntainea herd, éarefully ﬁended, and fed to only
moderate Yields may havé an average herd lifevof seveh or eight lactations and
exceétionally low depreciation.

Most_hefds, however, lie éomewhere in betwéen these extremeé, and the
survey yéa: ﬁay find the owners either at the end of the beginning éf akphasé
of expanéion. Even in a year when the general trend is towards~expansion of
cow numbers_there will_be some who find reason for'Cutting down. Chahges'in'
numbers‘form much of the explanation for purchases of cows. 'Producers who
rear no followers are in é minority. 'Althoughjﬁhe survey year was one in

~which the o&erall trend was for expansion, morextﬁan half the herds ;ecorded
no purchases during the year but this alone is not evidence that the owner aims
to reaf.all his replacements. or even that all the Beifers calving during the
yéar were home bred.

In other words replacement policy is an important long term consideration
related,té the target for herd size but not neceésarily revealed in the cattle
transactions recorded during fhe survey year.

Little conclusive is likely to emerge from a'simple»clasSification of
herds écCording to whether the replacemeﬁts'were wholly or only partially heifer

 .transfers. Nevertheléss.there was, within the‘sample,_élear evidence éf

contrasting policies and it does not seem necessary to discard all information




merely because the categories are blurred at the edges.
The June census for 1973 indicates that geographical situation is one of

the significant influences upon replacement policy.

Table 9: . Ratio of Replacement Stock to Dairy Cows : June 1973

Replacements . Cheshire Salop Staffs Lahcashire England
' : & Wales

In-calf dairy heifers . ' ‘ _ 22. 18.8

2nd & 3rd line replacements . ‘ k . 26.2

Of the 23 Lancashire hefdé in ﬁhe sample 6nl§ 3vréc0rded any purchéses of
rep;acemeﬁts and half of all the cows sold for further milk production were
from Lancashire herds*. In March 1973 nearly half.the cows ih the Lancashire
herds were_oh'their first or second lactation compared with 40 per cent fdr the
sample as a whole. |

A fairly high degree of self sufficiency‘witﬁlregard'to replacements,
associated‘with thevsale‘of young cows for furthér‘milk.production is clearly
a featuré of milk production ‘in Lancashire. Cheshire, in particular, is a
county with an above average dependence oﬁ repiacéments réafed‘dutside the
‘county. ‘A number of long established auction ma;kets fbr dairy cows is a
feature of the provinée aé a whole.. It can bé'assumed that the historic basis
for these features was specialisation to mutual advantage:— Pennine Lancashire
affording a relatively higher retufn as rearing lénd, whilst milking cows proved
more profitable than followers for farmers on the traditional dairy f;rms else-
where in the province. It is commonbgnowledge that many of the practices
followed by farmers at tﬁe present day derive frém theleconomic situatiéﬁ of a
bygoné era,sinbe particular skills and interesté do not wither éway when the
farmer moves to a farm presenting a different economic sifuatiqnvér when

. .

economic conditions change with the passage of time.

It proved possible to identify a number of Lancashire herds in the sample

* . . .
A further 17 per cent results from systematic culling from fairly large

Cheshire herds.

i A willingness to shed the influence of tradition where economic circumstances

demand it is, of course, among the attributes of the excgptionally successful.




for which the lactation age of cows at the end of the survey, in conjunction

with the analvsis of replacements and disposals, indicated the survival of

the influence of tradition. Since this factor of the sample onlv came to

light after completion of the survey, a svstematic comparison of the economic

performance of herds subject to this influence with that of producers in other

nart of‘the province who, to some extent, might be considered as their

customers was not possible. That is to say the groups compared were formed on

the basis of deduction from the survey records as to the policies followed and

not by selection of specific herds satisfying detailed descriptions.

There were 17 Lancashire herds for which all replacements were heifers

calving down during the survey period and most of which recorded some sales of

cows for further milk production. These herds varied in size from 20 to just

under 60 cows. Such a wide size range inevitably involves the question of how

far the performance varied with herd size.  When compared with other herds

within the size ranges 20.0-29.9, 30.0-39.9 andb4o;0—59.9, the small group

of 5 herds of under 30 cows achieved significantly better results than other.

herds within this size range but for the remaining: 12 herds the advantage was

indisputedly -in favouf of the other herds. The most: illuminating comparison

was that of 5 herds of 30.0-39.9 cows with 9 other herds in this size tange,

Table 10: Five self-contained Lancashiré Herds and Nine other Herds compared:

1972-73 Survey

Five Lancashire Herds

Nine other Herds

Herd Characteristic

Average Herd Size (cows)

Dverage Farm Size (acres)
Pipeline-bulk tanks (%)

Labour per. cow (£)

purchased herd replacements (%)
Cows sold for milk production (%)
Calvings July-Sept. 'k%)
April-Sept. milk (%)

CowS over 2 lactations (March 73) (%)

Average
Average
Average
Average

Average

yield per cow (galls)

concentrates per cow (£)
milk return (p./gall)
profit per cow (£)

‘profit per forage acre (E)

'34.0
84.0

40.0
52.3
O.
48.8
55.8
46.6

o 43.2

866
67.1
20.95
36.4
25.6

34.1
70.0
66.7
38.4
73
4.2
17.4
53.5
64.4
1018
69.4

20.59
60.7
49.9




it was.earlier poinped out, in the.ehapter relating performance to herd
size, that the average yield for-all herds‘within the 30.0-39.9 size raﬁge was
not far shert of the average for_the largest size group but that this yield was
achievea Oniypat the eost of apprebiably mere labour ana concentrapes.' The
same is true of the nine other herds isolated in the above comparison but the
average performance of these herds suggeats phat, at all events at the level of
concentrape prices prevailing at the time of the auFVey; phey were abie to
overcome the.limitations‘of farm.size te a greater extent than is»indicated by
the ave;age for all he;ds in'thispsize range. Saies of cows from the five
Lancashire herds appeared to be associated with an extraorainariiy high ppopof-

tion of late summer calvings and a concentrate cost almost as high as that of

the nine other herds for a yield lower by 150 gallons.

. The nine herds_averaged a pxofit per fo;age acre nearly double that of. the
Laneashi#e He:ds; Obviously if one group of'producers is able to purchase the
greater part of the replacement requirementskothers must be willing to rear
heifers orICOws for sale and we would expect p;ices Of‘replacement stock fo
adjust‘so:ae to set limits to the difference in profitability between these two
groups. Since ali but one of the Lancashire herds Qas situated at iess'than
500 feet it is unlikely that much of the difference in performance can be
ascribed to land quality.

There are two points which migﬁt be considered'in interpreting these
results. Firstly rearing young cows for sale is strictly a separate enterprise
from milk production for which the profitability of a single year's operations
may be a formal calculation determined by the values used at the opening and
closing of the year's accbunte. Calculation of_hepd depreciation on an
essentially milk producing farm is not entirely free from complications of
valuation, particularly if the change in herd size ever the year is appreciable,
but if the‘change in herd size ie less than ten per cent it is realistic and
legitimate to choose methoﬁs of valuation which allow the greater part of the
charge to be determined by the difference between incbming and othoing values.
In the case of a herd wherebrearing for sale is.important it is possible that
the year chosen for the survey could be one during which the value of assets

were growing and there happened to be little to-show in the form of realised




sales. Iﬁ crder to fit this type of record into the milk cost scheme the
average value per cow at the closing valuation needs to be increased. The

result will be a negative cost -or herd appreciation. It is conceivable that

the estimates arrived at may be low in relation tc:the subsequent‘sale value
of‘thc cows. If this were sc the final profit of the rearing herds would be
underestimated. |
'Secondly; and perhaps of greater relevance tc current conditicns: In
the days when the traditicnal trade in dairy'cows ofigiﬁally developed,"
purchased feedingstuffs were very cheap. ‘The additicnal cost not only of
preparingdcows foi.eale hut of geherosity‘in maintaining the bloom on all the
herdbwas email in relation to the:profiﬁs from ﬁhe trade. To'maintain cows
in 'condition' is a source of satisfactioh in itself but over the yeare it hae

become an :increasingly expensive hobby and it isvmore than 1ikely'that, as

fewer remain in a p051tlon to afford it, the herd which supplles a regular

contlngent of young cows for the more specxallsed intensive dairy unit will

become lncreaqlngly rare and perhaps be replaced by arrangements for contract

rearing.




-~ CHAPTER FOUR

- A BACKWARD ‘AND A FORWARD LOOK

Retrosgect

Téblevlifsets out for the“natiénal‘and tﬁe fegional éample éome of the
main pﬁysical data.“Byfand'largé the nationalvand regional changesvare_in»the’
same direcﬁion but to'sqme extent the specialists 6f the North West are being
overtaken by the rest of the country as’intensificatiqn,becomes genérally
necessary. Thus, yields are similar, there is less:difference in the fpragé
acres pei cow, and the labour hours per cow between the North West and thé rest
of the country in 1972-73 than there was in 1965-66. Tﬁe pictufe which Table

11 portrays is generally one of growing intensification.

Table 1l: Selected Features of North West and National Samples-

11965-66, 1968-69 and 1972-73

1965-66 1968-69 1972-73

North |Eng.and|North|Eng.and|North|Eng.and
West | Wales West| Wales West]| Wales

‘| Forage Acres‘per Cow- o fis4e) 1.79 | 1.40f 1059 | 1.30 1.42

Yield per Cow (galls) : 826 809 878 | o14 905
Purchased -Concentrate/Cow (cwt) 19.7 21.8| 22.5 23.0
Home Grown Concentrate/Cow (cwt) 3.6 4.0 = : 5.1 4.5

Purchased Concentrate: lbs per
gallon

Home Grown Concentrate:lbs per
gallon ’

Total‘Concentrate:lbs per,gallon
Labour Hours/Cow

April-Sept Production as per
] cent Annual '

The returns and costs of milk production in North West England are set
out in Table 12 for the last three milk cost surveys. The middle survey (1968-
69) coveréd a difficult year in that the survey began almost immediately after

the fbét and mouthbébidemic”was over. It is perhaps not surprising, therefore,




that costs during that year rose rather more rapidlv than returns and the
monetary‘hargin per cow was slightly less in 1968-69 than it had been three
vears earlier. Allowing for the slightly greater'ihtensity»of stocking, the
monetaxy return per forage acre was aimost identieal. However, with a thirteen
‘per cent rncrease in retail prices the farmers"real income from milk produetion
had fallen effectlvely by some 11% per cent over the three vears. By eontrast
1972-73 proved to be an exceptlonallv good year.: Allowing for a further |
slight increase in intensity of stocklng, the £63 monetary margin per cow was
equivalent to an.increase over 1968-69 of 135 per cent in the monetary income
per'forage acre. This compared with an increase Qf 31 per cent in the retail
price index; The co-operators in the survey therefore earned an income. from

milk production in real terms twice as large in 1972-73 as in 1968-69.

Table 12: Costs and Returns in North West sample Dairy Herds: E;per'cow

1965/6 1968/9 1972/3

‘| RETURNS

Milk
Calves

Total

COSTS
Purchased Concentrates

. Home Grown Concentrates

Total Concentrates

‘purchased Bulk
Home Grown Bulk
Grazing
Total Food
Labour
Herd Depreeiation
Miscellaneous
Overheads

Total Costs

Margin - - . ' 30.4

It_will not have escaped notice that whilst two-thirds of this improvement
could be attributed to higher milk prices for better yields, one-third was

attributable purely to higher values for‘calves. The increased contribution




of calves must however be related to the fact that there are now many fewer
/sales of ‘bobby calves-and-.that most .calves are sold considerably older now
than~theylwere a‘decade.ago.. Moreover,”the”cost of bringing these calves to

the point'ofisale is not included in the milk cost survey data.

After the Survey

Milk produeers,in.the.year after the surrey,erperienced a sharpfreVersal
of fortunef To a large;extent,'the direct effect ef higher feed priees on miik
productfon was compensated by the backpayment early in 1974 of 5.15 pence per
gallon on~the No&ember to February gailonage, but rising feed éostslalso hit -
~ cattle feeders'and they found thehselvesvunable te pay the same price for calves
in the winter of 1973-74 as they had in the winter of 1972-73. By June 1974
calves were selllng for anythlng from £20 to £30 per head less than correspon—
ding calves a year earlier.

Over a fairly long period the prieesfof fat cattle, stores, and calves
have tenaed to move morekor less in sympathy whicn each other. .It may well be
that feeders take a very short view, or no view at all, of the future and if
thev are selliné fat cattle at high prices they are prepared to pay. high prices
;for replacement calves or storesiand, vice versa,'if“fat.cattle‘are:sold at low
prices thev are only prepared to pay low prices for repiacement calves. In
the uioient changes of priee during the:winter-of 1§73—74 this correspondence

may at times have appeared to'get out of phase but'there'is no real reason to

suppose that there is any permanent change in the relatlonshlp. ‘The figures in

Table 13 for average calf prlces show how extreme the changes have been during

the past two years.

-Prospect

Every economic survey of farm production ‘is a reminder of the diversity
of conditions under whrch producers operate. 'This is particularly. true Qf milk
producers. _it is therefore difficult to make any general statement which is not
untrue for &t 1east‘as many farms as for -farms of ‘which it is true. Statements
regarding tne future are fraught with even: more dangers. _Farmers in Britain
have for -over. 30 years been-highly .dependent upon political_decisions made’by

- the government of the day. Government policy is often. of necessity devised to




- 30 -

Table 13: Examples of Caif Price Fluctuations: June 1972, 1973, 1974

Week Ending

Class of Calf | 28 June 1972 127 June 1973 | 26 June 1974

: £ : , : £ .
Bull Calves

Friesian
1st quality _,' '59.30
2nd quality | 50.77

Hereford & Friesiaﬁ

lst quality - 70.55
2nd quality - ‘ © 55.29

Heifer Calves

Friesian
1lst quality , © 56.98
2nd quality IR . 45.18

Hereford & Friesian

lst quality . 58.53

2nd quality 47.62

méet éhort'term situations and these situation§ éré‘often created by external
éircumstances'over which the government has nQ'cbntrol. All fhis’is naturaliy
very confusing to thé indiviéual producer.

It is clear.that, with the levels of priéeé_prevailing in tﬁe Spring of
1974 for milk, calves and purchased feed, milk.proauction in ‘moneyv terms
pfomises to be less profitable in the immediaﬁeyfuture thah it was during the
1972;73 survey vear. On top of that, inflation has beén'runniné at the highest
rate that Britain has experienced in livihg mémofy.' Therefore ﬁilk produ¢ersf
real incomé -if tﬁere aré no changés in these conditions - could bhe expected_
to take a serious drop dufing the 1974-75'yéar."Furthermore, producers had
already résponded té high feed‘prices in tﬁe autﬁmn of 1973 by economising on
concentrate ‘feed so that milkvprodﬁction had:féllen by four per cent.compgredv
with a year earlier although there abpeared to ?é no fall in cow numbers

according to the December census. By the spring of 1974 total milk production




was six per cent lower than a year earlier. - Part of this would be due to

some decline in cow numbers combined with the fall in. yvields: Since the drop
in v1elds in the autumn is likelv to be due to lower feeding rates to freshly
‘calved cows, it can be enpected that milk production: Wlll be lower throughout
. _the remainder of the,lactation, This in turn will magnify the decline in milk
producers' incomes. ) -

The‘number of milk producers in the United Kingdom has been. declining
conSistently since the end of the war and by March 1974 the number of registered
_ producers in England and Wales was less than halr the number recorded 1n_1955.
Milk productionvincreasingly‘needs the energy of a fairly‘active man. Two-
thirds of producers in 1972 73 were under 55 years of age, whilst most of the
remainder were milking herds of less than 40 cows. .The Common Market, of
- which Britain is now a member,'has'a policy for avoiding a'dairy surplus by
subsidising the transfervofidairy producerslinto beef production. Whilst it is

doubtful.whether this scheme will have a major effectvupon the'British'dairy

industry, particularly in view of the fact that it is now being realised that

the demand for beef is not unresponsiye‘to_higherrprices, the scheme must_prove
.attractive to some farmers approaching thelend ofvtheir-career;f Its attraCtion_
is that it\reduces the demand'for labour,andvso'makes life leSs.arduOus for |
the farmer, and'thererore makes_it easier for;him tonorganise;his farm
operations,‘mhilst remaining on his existing farm.

Looking beyond thevimmediate future{ whether_or not to continue:in milk
production must be a matter_of weighing‘ug the reduced net income against a
rlgssvarduous life (or avreducedmwage4bill)i Aigreat deal of milk production,
however, takes place\on the‘familyvfarm;and,whereithere is a son to_take up
the demanding‘work, dairying is:likely to continuef After all, an improvement
in the'outlook for beef improves the prospective return for the milkvproducers'
_calves. Beef is unlikely to offer sufficiently good prospects in the long run
to encourage the young and active to convert an established dairy herd In
reality prospects for dairy farmers in the vear 1974 75 are probablv better
than they seemed early in the vear since the forecast crop yields,around the
world are.reported to be improving. This andkthe uncertainty of economic
prospects has resulted in a reduction in the_price of imported protein. Some

small benefit on this count has already reached the farmer in lower prices for




concentrated feed. But further concenﬁraté price movements are obscured by .
nervousvvélaﬁility in the feed markets. Whatevét Happens to concentrate prices,
it will‘nobdoubt continue to be important to improVe és‘far as poséible the
utilisation of grassland and forage crops.

' Thelaai;yvherdé in Bxitaih suppiyfa high p%oportion of our beef, either as
cull céws, or as prime beef_? the offspring of the dairy cow and a beef bull..
This situation holds because the preaominant Friésiaﬁ breed produces a

’satisfactéiy beef or beef crossed animal. Althoﬁgh'éélf prices may not
quickly return to the level of 1572-73; they benefit from the ihcreasedrgraﬁtg
payable under the calf subsidy scheme and are iikely to continue to make a
Substantialbcontribution to the totél profit of,the milk producer, particularly
in the medium sized herds.

The influences on the milk producer are many and come from overseas, from

" government policy, from diseéSe,;from the politics of the industryv. They come
moreover from the inter—;elationship between cé:egi’prbduction, milk proaﬁction
and beef éroduction. They spréad'OQéf a considerable period of time. From the
coﬁceptipn of a calf to its sale as’prime beef mayv be anything from 2 to 3%
'yeéis. vThére is, thereforé, a continuum of influences - from féed supply to
governmeﬁ£:policy on calf subsidies - which, brought into effect at ahy moment,
may influence thé fortunes of the milk prbducer'over a period of up to thrée.
years or'hore. During all that’time the milk prOdUcer has to‘be making decisions
about the siéé of his herd,-iﬁvestment in buildings and equipment and he may
.well lohg fér a reduction in the uncertainty whiéh seems to beset him. It is
poséible»to,:eduée, bﬁt not fo eliminate,'uncerféiﬁty. The cost of reducing'

uncertainty, however, would be to reduce the individual's freedom of action

and opportunity to Benefit from advantageous circumstances when they arise.
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APPENDIX: ONE

ACCOUNTING METHODS AND DEFINITIONS

.Two figures of margins or profit are used as measures of the success of

é dairy enterprise. These_ére the gross margiq, which is the diffefenée between
. the output of the dairy ehterprisenand thé direét cost involved in producing
that outpuﬁ. The second‘is net margin, comﬁonly feferred to as}profi£, this ié
the gross maféin less a»share of those farm costs which would be incurred
whether the particular enterprise was unde?taken 6£‘not. The term§ output and
costs are further defined below.

For eése of comparison the figures of ouﬁput,‘cost»and margin are quoted
~in terms of averaées per cow, per forage acre or per gallon. It is ﬁatural on
an individual farm to arrive at the average per cgw by taking the total costs,
btotal returns or the cost éf sone’individual‘item~such as concentrated feed,
and dividé by the average number of total cows on_éhe'farm during the pericd in
question. - Avérégeé-for groups and provinciél to#éls.are-arrived at the same
way. . It would be possibie to take  the results per cow for each farm, add ﬁo—
gether aﬁd dividé by the number of farms to arrive at a group or pro&incial
average per cow. This method has not been folloﬁed‘and,the effect of usiné
overall averages is, in fact, to give greater weight to the lérger herds and
wherevaveragesﬁper gallon are qﬁoted the importah¢e of high'yielding_herds
tends to be given greater emphasis. |

Outgut c9nsists of (i) the value of all milk produced, including incentive
payments. Milk sold,wholesale was credited with'the price actually paid for
the milk each month. Retail sales were credited at 23.32 pencé per gallon.

Milk coﬂsumed in the farm household or by employees was valued at 20 pence pef
gallon. Milk fed to livestock was credited .at the annual avefagé wholesale
price. tii)'The value of calves’bofn‘in the dairy:herd taken at‘fdur days old.
_This‘concept:raises certain difficulties in that there is no market value er
four day old calves since calves can only be sqld when they are strong enough

to withstandvthe journey.v Calf sales, therefore, tend to refer to young animals
of between a week and a month old and certain unrecorded costs of rearing are

likely to have been incurred. ' Whilst this omission of rearing costs means that




the value of éaif output is somewhat exaggerated, -we do not believe that it
amounts to more than £5 per calf at the maximum.
ggggé include the following items:
Purchased feeds: These were charged net of ahy discouhtsAor bonuses.
Home—Gran Cereals: These were cﬁarged ét’estimated nafiénal aVeiégé .
market priceé.‘ The price of the 1971 crop Qas‘uséd fdi cerééié fed from
Aprii-td’éepﬁember and averaée ptices fof thé‘1972vcrop§ for ﬁome—gréwnb
cereais fed during October to March. The pficgé.psed Qere as follows:

1971 Crop 1972 Crop
"£ per ton .. £ per ton

Wheat ' 261 33.0
Barléy - - 23.5 29.0
Oaﬁs» L 19.9 . 25.0
Mixed Corn - 21.9 270

Grazing and Forage: Were charged at the cost of inputs plus 15 per cent

of the direct labour cost as an allowanée forApverheads; generélly 50
pence‘per’acre were charged for hedging and ditching and an allowance

was inciuded for»ley‘gstablishmént. Tractors were charged according to
horsepower and. machinery depreciaﬁion was charged at 60 per cent of the
tracfdr costs. ' Farmyard manure (and slurry) WAS charged at the,éstimated
cost ofvspreading.

Direct Labour on Cows: For direct labour on the cows the labour hours

required to milk, feed, and otherwise tend the qdws, and clean the dairy
equipﬁeht'wgre charged at the actual: cost ihcluding the employérs'>
Nationai Insurance and Graduated Pensioﬁ cont?ibutioné, plus all perqui-
siteé. family labour was charged at the avéfage.coét of hired labour of
the equivalent category.

Labour employed on crop production was charged on a similar basis.

Herd Depreciation: ' This is the difference between opening valuation at

the beginning of the year,plus cost of.purchased cows . (or the market value
of home reared heifers introduced to the herd)) less the sum of receipts

for cows leaving the herd and the closing valuation.

Miscellaneous Costs: These numerous items are listed in an Appendix Table.

‘Share of General Farm Overheads: This is an allocation of those costs such




as the farm car, telephbne biII; accountants' ahd other fees and

subscriptions which cannot be attributed directly to a particular

enterprise. The basis of_allocatién’was £5 per £100 milk‘output plus

15 per cent. of the direct labour cost.

Inflation and price quCtuations: »Accounting in‘curfent money terms
during a péridd of inflation produces a figuré.of profit mérgins which
is partly:made up of purely "papér prOfits", ‘This applies particularly
to sﬁch a period ‘as the 1972573 sﬁrvey when.gattle'prices rose'xapidly.
In the‘fbilowing year,Athe fall in cattle Price§:WOuldrhave the opposite
effect. . Even then, however, continuing inflation Qould mean that the-
profit margin had léss‘realbpﬁrchasing power than the same margin a

year earlier. Results should be read withthis general caution in mind.




“APPENDIX TWO
TABLES

Some small tables wére included in the body of the report to illustrate

relevant points being made in the text. The tables in this appendix provide

considerably greater coverage of the detail availabie from the survey (though
they are by no means exhaustive) for those readers who prefér to take their

information as 'neat' as possible and proceed to their own conclusions.
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Table A.l: Awverage Costs and Returns per Cow by Size of Herd for 8l Herds in the North West Province 1972-73

ALl OTHER HERDS ,
Jersey  |Less than 20| 20 - 29.9 30 - 39.9 40 - 59.9 60 --79.9 80 or More All Herds

Herds " Cows Cows Cows Cows " Cows . Cows

Number of Herds 4 . 6 12 17 - 20 13 9
‘|average herd size 45.3 ' S 2407 | 347 - 47.2

RETURNS "
| Milk sales
Milk  to house, employees, calves

TOTAL MILK
Value of Calves

| __TOTAL OUTPUT

COSTS
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Table A.2: Average Costs and Returns Per Gallon by Size of Herd for 8l Herds in the North West Province 1972-73

oT
ALl HER HERDS

Jersey Less than 20| 20 - 29.9 | 30 - 39.9 | 40 _59.9 | 60 - 79.9 | 80 or More | All Herds
Herds Cows . Cows  CowWs - .. Cows : Cows Cows

RETURNS p P B % ‘ P P - P P

Milk Sales
Milk to house, employees, calves

TOTAL MILK
Value of Calves

TOTAL OUTPUT

COSTS -

Purchased Concentrates
Home Grown Concentrates

TOTAL CONCENTRATES
Purchased Bulk Feeds
Home Grown Forage
Grazing.

‘TOTAL FOODS AND GRAZING
Labour
Herd Depreciation
. Miscellaneous Costs
"Share of Overheads

' TOTAL COSTS

Profit Margin




Table A.3: Average Costs and Returns per rForage Acre by Size of Herd for 81 Herds in the North West Province 1972-73

oT E R E
ALl , H H RDS

Jersey Less than 20| 20 - 29.9 | 30 ='39.9 | 40°- 59.9 | 60 - 79.9 | 80 or More All Herds
Herxds Cows Cows Cows. . | Cows ; Cows Cows

£ £ £ - £ e £ £ =

RETURNS

Milk Sales 188.2 145.5 ' 142.3
Milk to house, employees, calves 3.9 . . . 3.5 : ’ : : T 3.2

TOTAL MILK : 192.1 - 149.0 | o _ ~145.5
Value of Calwves : 8.6 27.8 , - 25.0

“|~-~TOTAL OUTPUT 200.7 . 170.5
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Table A.4: Average Labour used directly in Milk Production, by size of

"herd, for 81 herds in the North West Province, 1972-73

Cost per Cow

Family Total

Family Share

'Cost

Jersey Herds

Less than 20 cows
20 - 29.9

30 39.9

40 ~59.9

60 - 79.9

80 or more

All Hexds

E .

%




Table A.5: Herd Depreciation Accounts by Size of Herd for 81

»

Herds in the North West Province, 1972-73

Jersey Herds .

Opening Valuation

- Transfers In

Purchases

No.

46
3

£

16470
4230
263
20963

Closing Valuation
Disposals
Denreciation -

Other Herds

(by size group)
Less than 20

. cows”

- Opening Valuation

Transfers. In
Purchases

9430
1935

1056.

12421

Closing Valuation
Disposals
Depreciation

10052
2015
354
12421

20 - 29.9
cows

'»Opening Valuation

Transfers In
Purchases

39430

7400
_3071
49901

Closing Valuation
Disposals
Depreciation

41646
5507
2748

49901

30 - 39.9
. cows

Opening Valuation

. Transfers In

Purchases

85870

14968 .

9042

109880

. Closihg Valuation

Disposals

" Depreciation

191680
13473
4727

109880 -

40 - 59.9
cows:

' Opening Valuation

Transfers In
Purchases

143550

33443 - -

6941

183934

v Cldsing Valﬁation 
. Disposals

Depreciation

154000
22181
7753

1183934

60 - 79.9
COowWs

Opehing‘Valuatidn
Transfers In

. Purchases

135863
29879
7417

173159

Closing Valuation
Disposals

Depreciation .

143573
20433
9153

173159

80 ‘or more
cows

' Opening Valuation
“Transfers In
" Purchases

149291

23223

24288

196802

Closing Valuation
Disposals
Depreciation

163706
23966
9130

196802

All Herds

~ Opening Valuatidn

Transfers In

Purchases

579904

115078

52078

747060 -

Closing Valuation

Disposals
Depreciation

622160
89528
135372

747060




Table A.6: Main Reasons for Disposal of Cows and Prices Received by Size of Herd for 81 Herds in the North West Province, 1972-73

Reason for Disposal

Jersey Hexds

OTHER

HERDS

Less than 20
Cows

20.0-29.9
Cows

30.0-39.9
"Cows' ‘

40.

0-59.9
Cows

60.0-79.9
Cows

80.0 or more
Cows

A1l Hexds

Age

Sub-t

sold

Sold for Beef::
iInfertility

‘Chronic Mastitis.

(8 or more lactations)

Abortion

‘Other

otal: Sales for Beef

for Milk Production

Ratio Av.

% g

Av.
Price
% £

149.5

Ratio’

'80.3
101.7
151.0
133.5

124.1

Av,
Price
% £

26.2 120.5

Ratio

8.7 94.8
113.7
114.0
122.5

116.6

'160.3

Av.
Price
£

130.0

Ratio

101.3

127.0

Ratio

%

Av.
Price
£

- 132.0
130.4
100.7
102.6
132.3
127.4

165.0

Av.
Price
% - £

123.7

Ratio

118.5]

94.1

Av.
Price
£

133.4

Ratio

128.6
92,7
1126.2

141.7

133.8

193.3

Sold
(incl

for Accident or Disease
uding S.Mastitis)

Trans

ferred Out

Total




Table A.7: Average Concentrate Feeding and Forage Acreage by Size of Herd for 81 Herds in the North West Province 1972-73

OTHER

HERDS

Channel Island
Herds

Less than 20
Cows

30 - 39.9
Cows

40 - 59.9
Cows

60 - 79:9
Cows

.BO or More

Cows

All Hexds

Milk Produced Per Cow (galls)

664

812

956

898

- 938

968

914

Purchased Concentrates. (Cwts.
Per Cow): '
Compounds
Grain Balancer
Sugar Beet Pulp
Other

TOTAL PURCHASED .

Home Grown Cereals

TOTAL CONCENTRATES

Concentrates pexr galion (1b.)
Concentrate Costiper gallon (p) (i)
Milk Receipts per gallon (p) = (ii)

Margin over Concentrate per
gallon (p) (ii)-(i)

Average Farm Size:_Acfes

Forage Acres per Cow: Grazing Acres
: ' Total Forage Acres

Expenditure on Fertilizer per

Forage Acre (£)

Margin of Milk Sales over cost of

concentrates & Fertilizer per

Forage Acre (£) .

Proportion of annual milk produced

during April to September (%)




Table A.8: System of Housing and Milking by Size of Herd for 81 Herds in the

North West Province 1972-73

All Other Herds
Jersey

Herds|Less than 30.0-140.0-
20.0 39.9 }59.9
cows cows |cows

Housing
Shippon
Yard
Cubicles
Kennels
Mixed

Change during 1972-73

Place of Milking

Shippon

Milking Shed (a)
Herringbone Paflour
Abreast Parlouf
Fixed Bail
Mixed

Change during 1972-73

Method of Milking

1. Bucket Machine to
Churn

Bucket Machine to
Bulk Tank

Pipeline to Bulk
Tank

4. Pipeline to Churn

Change during 1972-73
4>3

'Milking in shed differs from milking in shippon only by reason of shipnon
'stalls being occupied by one cow, whereas in shed milking at least some
stalls will be used in turn by two or more cows - i.e. there is batch or
relay milking. ' ‘




Table A.9: Breakdown of the "Miscellaneous Costs" by Size of Herd for 81 Herds in the North West Province 1972-73

OTHER HERDS

" Jersey Herds All Herds
Less than | 20.0-29.9 | 30.0-39.9 [ 40.0-59.9 | 60.0-79.9 [80.0 or more )
20.0 Cows Cows Cows Cows . Cows

_ ‘ £ £ £ £ £
A.I. and Bull , : © 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.8

Veterinary and Medicines 2.1 1.7 2.2 2.4 2.4

’Dairy'Stores (1) ) ' ‘ 1 2.0 2.0 : 2.2 2.6

Dairy Charges (2) . ’ . : 3.9
. . (3)

Egquipment Repairs and i

Depreciation

. (4)

Rental Value of Dajiry -

Buildings

Total Miscellaneous Costs

Dairy Stores: Filters, detergenﬁ, Bulk Tank cleaner,'Udder towels etc.

" Dairy Charges: Elect¥icity, Water, Insurance fees specific to the Dairy Herd (e.g. Foot and Mouth), Brucellos1s,
Milk recording fees. :

Equipment Repairs and Depreciation: Milking Machine parts, Bulk Tank Service Fees or repair charges, Depreciation
calculated as 20 per cent of written down value. Where appropriate, charges for tractor haulage or
cleaning the yard are included here.

Rental Value of Dairy Buildings: Buildings erected before 1957 - £2 per 100 cu.ft. or per cow place. Bulldlngs
erected since 1957: 17.2 per cent of original net cost. :










