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FOREWORD

A few years ago in an article entitled "Capital in Agriculture" Colin
Clark stated:"..... on the most important component of capital — farm
buildings == e...e we have for the United Kingdom no general survey, not even
a regional survey, and indeed only very scanty information for individual
farms ..... However, until some such survey, or an approximation to it, has
been made, we are not entitled to say anything at all about the supposed

capital requirements of agriculture in the form of buildings."

Recognition of the need to fill this particular gap in our knowledge
of the structure of British farming was given tangible form by the decision
of the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food to undertake, with the
help of the Provincial Agricultural Economics Service, a survey of farm
investment in land, buildings and works in 1961. Clearly, however, such a
survey, though of considerable value, could only constitute a beginning.

By its very character and expensiveness capital investment on the majority
of farms is likely to be of an intermittent nature and only as a result of
data becoming available for a period of years are reliable profiles of
investment likely to be obtained.

Conscious of the fact, therefore, that only a first step had been taken
and of the magnitude of the taskremaining, this Department has welcomed both
the decision of the Ministry to continue its survey of fixed capital invest-
ment for a second and possible third year and the opportunity to make further
contributions to that survey. In the meantime it was felt that detailed
results for at least one region, even though relating to a single year, might
be of considerable interest in view of the dearth of information at present
existing in this field. It is for this reason that this Department, though
mindful of the reservations which must be attached to those results, under-

took the preparation of the following factual report.

S.T. Morris,
Provincial Agricultural Economist.
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I

lylntroductionl

| In 1961 the Mlnlstry of Agrlculture, Flsherles and Food sought the co—
operation of the varlous Departments of the Provincial Agrlcultural Economlcs
Service in“the task of complllng data which mlght more adequately prov1de
a base for estlmatlng the annual volume of capital investment in agrlculture.
" The formulation of such’ estlmates, which are used by the Treasury and the
" Central Statistical Office, has been particularly difficult since the revo-
cation of building licence orders some years after the war, whlle the
" introduction of the Farm Improvement Scheme in 1957, though furnlshlng much
useful information on capital 1nvestment, only partially solved the diffi-
" culty since it gave no indication of the extent of 1nvestment whlch falls
"outside the scope of ‘the Scheme.

At the Mlnlstry's suggestlon, therefore, a survey was carrled out of
lcapital investment in 1and buildings and works durlng 1961 on thé farms
) compr1s1ng the national sample of the Farm Management Survey._ By ra1s1ng
the results" of this’ survey to the England and’ Wales level 1n the manner
adopted for the Farm Management Survey results, more complete data relatlng
“to;annual ‘capital investment would,; it was hoped, be obtained, However,
the more general benefits which might be expected to stem from the assembly
of data in an area of study where little 1nformatlon has hitherto exlsted
was also acknowledged and in this connection it was recognised. that indivi-

dual Departments mlght wish to utilise the data for their own purposes.

‘The data on which this present report ls based, therefore, formed part
~of the results,of“the.wider national survey carried out.for.the.Ministry:
-and relate to a sample of 240 farms in the counties of Dorset, Devon'end'
Cormwall. This sample is identical to the sample of'Farm'Managementl
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Survey farms in the South West on which an earlier report by this Departmen‘b1
was based and data for the capital investment survey were, in fact, obtained
simultaneously with the collection of data for the Farm Management Survey.
ThlS earlier report and the present one can in some respects tnerefore, e

regarded as belng complementary to one anotner.

The survey of caoltal 1nvestment cone; rned 1tself wrth work actually
rcompleted in the calendar year 1961 and all work carried out before the

A beglnnlng of that year has been exoluded Work in progress at the end of the
_ Jeax‘hasalso been lgnored This adherence to the calendar year as the re-
cordlng perlod whlch was dlctated by Mlnlstry requlrements, represents a
~,departure from the policy adopued 1n the case of the Farm Managemert Survey
which includes farms with accountlng perlods endlng at a variety of dates
though geno:ally wrthln the. perlod from Mlchaelmas to the end of the flnan-
cial year in April, However, the complementarlty.of.ﬁh;s_and,bhe earlier
report is not thereby greatly 1mpalred |

The present survey embraces capltal 1nvestment ln land bulldlngs and
works carrled out by landlords, tenants and owner occuplers but expendlture
on the repair and malntenance of capltal equlpment was, as far as it was

possrble to dlstlngulsh 1t excluded

Recorded expenditure was classified initially into four main types of

investment: -

(a)  improvements to farm land =

(b) the erection and 1mprovement of farm bulldlngs other than
dwellings - - .

~(e) the erection and improvement of farm houses and farm cottages; and

(d) the installation and improvement of services.

1 S.T.-Morris, H.W.B, Luxton, G.D.D. Davies. - Farm Organisation and Incomes

in South West E:,laud 1681-62. Report 139 Unlvers1uy of Exeter,
Department of Economlcs (Agricultural Economics).
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Investment carried out under each of these mein headings was further

classified according to its more precise nature. For example, within the
first of the catégories listed above investment has been classified into
expenditure variously incurred in connsction with ditching and drainage
schemes, iand reclamation, hedge removal and the provision of better access
facilities to buildings and fields. - Within the second, investment has been
classified according to either the enterprise concerned or, in the case of
‘buildings not specifically identified with a particular enterprise, accord-
ing to its intended utilisation. Examples of the 1atter~are'implement 3
storage sheds and grain and fodder stores, The classification of capital
investment in farm dwellings was confined to that undertaken in connection
with farmhouses and that relating to cottages. In the case of both houses
and cottages, however, the inclusion of the expenditure in the survey was
conditional upon the occupants being engaged in agriculture. Finally,
capital expenditure upon farm services was further classified according to
the nature of the service involved, that is, into expenditure on water
supply, electricity or sewerage facilities.t

The requirements of the national survey necessitated that a record be
made of that portion of each item of investment which was grant-aided under
the Farm Improvement Scheme and that where grant-aid was determined on the .
basis of standard cost, the latter should be entered as the cost of the
investment, For the purposes of this regional report, howéver, the infor-
mation collected was supplemented by the recording of the actual amount
and nature of all grants which were received in connection with investment
in fixed equipment and of the actual expenditure incurred in cases where
the standard cost procedure was adopted in connection with a Farm Improve-
ment Scheme,

Where expenditure was incurred on farmhouses the whole of that ex-

penditure has been included in the survey no restriction having been made,
1

No instance was encountered in the South West F.M.S, sample, however,
of capital expenditure which involved the improvement of sewerage
facilities, ,




-10 -
on recording the investment, in respect of the private element of such
investment. - In the case of expenditure incurred in connection with farm.
services, any portion thereof relating to the farmhouse was identified -and

recorded.,

- © -7 As stated above, the data presented in this report relate to the -
single calendar year of 1961. However, the national survey of capital
investment in land, buildings and works has already been continued for a
second year (1962) and will possibly be repeated for 1964, while an exten—
sion of the survey at the regional level is being undertaken for 1963.

As and when the results of these further investigations become available -
‘it is hoped that they will form the subject matter of subsequent reports

by this Department so that a body of information relating to capital invest-
ment on ferms in the South West can be assimilated which will prove a useful

supplement to -the fairly extensive incaome data already available.
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The Survey Farms

-"As the sample of farms employed for the survey of- capltal 1nvestment
described in this report is identical to that which formed the basis of
Report No. 139 by this Department it seemed de31rable that the same bases
of classification by type of farming and farm size should also be'retained.

. The 240 farms have, therefore, been classified into eight type-of—
farmlng groups which have been dlstlngulshed according to the compos1tlon
of farm output and locatlon. Definitions of these eight farmlng types _
will be found in Appendxx I of the report but for a full descrlptlon of the
phy31cal and flnan01al features of the farms 1ncluded in them, the reader
is referred to the aforementioned Report No. 139 by this Department _ The
elght type—of-farmlng groups, together w1th the distribution of the sample
“farms among them, are set out in Table 1. Farms on whlch dalrylng was the
predominant enterprlse account for some 5/, per cent of the farms in the’
‘sample while farms of a more mixed nature account for- 33 per cent, The

remalnlng 13 per cent of ‘the farms are composed of cattle and sheep farms.

‘ The sample as a whole exhlblts w1de size varlatlon ranglng from 22~
acres to 706 acres but the size dlstrlbutlon of the farms set out in .
Table 2 shows that a preponderance of the farms are to be found 1n the
lower s1ze groups. Over 70 per cent. of the farms are, in fact, under
200 acres in 31ze, while only 10 per cent, of the sampleare(nmr 300 acres.
Desplte the dlstorted dlstrlbutlon of the sample in favour of the smaller
farms, however, it seems, from the comparison made in Report 139 of the
‘size distribution of the F.M.S. sample of farms with that of all farms in
the South West of 20 acres and over, that the smaller farms are still under-
represented in the present study sample and- thls ‘fact should be borne in -
mind' when interpreting results, K ‘ N S
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Table 3 shows the distribution of the sample farms according to the
tenure status of their occuplers.; Farms which were wholly tenanted com-
prised nearly 43 per cent, of the sample whlle those wholly owned accounted
for.appraximately 33 per cent. Farms which were partly owned and partly
rented have been shown separaﬁely._ Farmers renting over 50 ‘per cent, of.
theirvfarmed,land{have.heen.classifled-as."malnly_tehamts"pand farms?whose
~occupiers fall -into this category account for 88 per cenﬁ - of the sample,
Tenﬂuted land on tbese farms comprlsed 81'5 per cent of their total un-
adJusted acreage and owned 1and 18 5 per cent Those farmers ownlng over
50 per cent. of thelr farmed acreage have ‘been desrgnated "malnly owner—
occuplers" and farms w1th occuplers quallfylng for 1nclusron 1n thls group
account for 5 4 per cent, of the sample. ' In the case of these farms,
83 / per cent of the ‘total unadgusted acreage conSLSted of land whlch was

owned and 16'6 per cent of tenanted land

h A cla851flcatlon of the sample farms accordlng to thelr level of gross

farm 1ncome is set out in Table 4 Gross farm income is here deflned as
the -surplus of farm. recelpts over farm expendlture (adJusted for debtors and
credrtors) plus or mlnus any valuatlon dlfference, plus the value of farm
produce consumed the proceeds from the sale of any farm phySLcal assets

and any:capital grants received. Thls measure of farm income is preferred
in the present context of capltal investment since it aporox1mates more
nearly to’ dlsposable farm income than net farm income, the computatlon of
whlch 1nvolves the imputation of certain non-cash’ charges such as rental

value, unpald famlly labour and depreclatlon on machlnery and equlpment

The dlstrlbutlon of the farms accordlng to gross farm income shows a:
marked_concemtratron_of_farmsnln the range £1000 - £2999, over 56 per cent.
. of the farms falling within this range; -Some 22 per cent. of the. farms
had -gross farm incomes within the _range from £3000 to £6999 and /*1 per-
cent, had incomes of £7,000 and over. At the lower end of.the income dis-
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Distribution of Farms by Type of Farming

1961

Type of Farming

" Sample Farms

|

No.

Average

* Per cent Farm Size

Dorset Dairy
East Devon Dairy ‘
Devon and Cornwall Dairy and Mixed
Devon and Cornwall Mixed Livestock
Devon and Cornwall Mixed with Crops
Devon and Cornwall Cattle and Sheep
(a) Lowland
(b) Upland
Dorset Dairy and Arable
Cornwall Dairy and Pigs

34
36

L

AR

20

23
9
15
18

142
15-0

183 |

17°1
83

9+ 6’
38
602
75

‘acres
191 -
1063 -
107+
1383
2025

173¢

1865

451
975

All Farms

i

240

1000

162F

Table 2. Distribution of Farms by Size of Farm

1961 -

Size of Farm

Sample Farms

H
!

Per cent.

Average’
Farm Size

9%— acres

ot
1992 v
299%. .n
199 v

acres and over

79
29+ 6
192 .
16°7
16°2

6°7

C 37

acres
362
N
12
171—%—
3617{
585¢

A1l Farms

!

10040

1621
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1961

Distribution of Farms by Tenure .Status of Farmer

Tenute Status

'Sample'Farms

No.,

Per cent,

Average
Farm Size

Wholly Tenant

Mainly Tenant —
Wholly Ouner-occupier
Mainly Owner-occupier

103
21
79

37

429
88
32°9

acres
1565
137
203%

- A11 Farms

220

1000

162 ¥

1 More than 50% of farmed land rented.
2 More than 50% of farmed land owned.

Table 4, -Distribution of Farms by Level of Gross Farm Income

1961

Income Level

~ Sample Farms

No.

Per cent|

Average
Farm Size

-0~ 99
1000 - 1999
2000 - 2999
3000 - 4999 .
5000 - 6999
7000 and over. -

41
82
54
34
19
10

17e1

22¢5
141
8+0
401

acres

84,
106
1664
195
301 -
5/3%

AL Farms

R0

100-0

1623+
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tribution, 17*1 per cent. of the farms had gross farm incomes of less than
£1,000,

In the next three sections of this report the patterns of gross
capital_investment, grant-aid in respect of capital investment and the Te-
| 1 In each of those
sections the four bases of classification adopted and described in the

sulting net capital investment are in turn examined.

present section provide the framework for this examination.

Of the 240 farms included in the survey 133, or 554 per cent. , were

found to have undertaken capital investment of one kind or another in the
calendar year 1961, When classified by type-of-farming, however, as in
Table 5, the proportion of farms undertaking investment is seen to be high-
est in the two Dorset type groups — the Dorset Dairy and the Dorset Dairy
and Arable —- in both of which over 70 per cent. of the farms invested in
capital schemes, In three groups —- Devon and Cornwall Dairy and Mixed,
Devon and Cornwall Mixed Livestock and Cornwall Dairy and Pigs — the pro-
portion of farms investing was between 50 per cent. and 70 pef>cent. while
in the remaining three groups, which include the two cattle and sheép='/
groups, the proportion of investing farms was less than half, although in
no group was it less than 40 per cent, - The East Devon Dairy group, which
is the third group with less than 50 per cent. of its farms investing, is
rather exceptional among the principally dairying groups for its low -
incidence of investors,

It will be seen from Table 6 that the proportion of farms investing in
land, buildings and works increased fairly consistently with incfeasing

farm size., In the group of largest farms eight out of nine farms invested,

1 It should be noted that in the text which accompanies the tables pre-

sented in this report the terms "gross (or net) capital investment" and
"gross (or net) capital expenditure" are used interchangeably.
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while in the group of smallest farms the proportion was less than half with
only eight out of 19 investing.

Table 7 reveals that there was a slightly higher proportion of farms
which undertook no fixed capital investment in 1961 in the "wholly tenant"
group compared with the "wholly owner-occupier"‘group.l In the latter 57
per cent, of the farmers invested compared with 52¢4 per cent, in the
former. The disparity was rather more marked between the. two "mixed" ...
tenancy groups, 64'9 per cent. of the "malnly owner—occuplers" investing
compared w1th 47‘6 per cent. of the "malnly tenants" but the smaller sample
numbers in these groups make 1t adv1sable to treat these figures with re-

serve.

- Finally, the proportion of investing farms is seen in Table g to in—

crease fairly steadily with increasing gross farm income. In the group
of farms with the lowest gross farm incomes 439 per cent, of the farms-
undertook‘in&estment while in the group with gross farm incomes of £7,000
and over all ten farms are.seen to have carried out investment in land,
buildings or works, ' |

" The presence within most classification groups of a proportion of
farms which carried out no investment at all in this particular year makes
it possible for the financial results relating to capital investment to be
expressed in two ways: first, in terms of "all farms" (that is, the total
number of farms in the group) and second, in terms of "investing farms",
Either basis of measurement could prove to be the more appropriate, depend-
ing upon the nature of the enquiry for which it is intended and for this
- reason both bases have been employed in this report. >
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Table 5. Number and Progor’olon of Farmg Investing bg
Ty_ge of Farm:.ng ’

1961

. ' R  Number | Investing Farms
.. .Type of Farming of Farms —
. ' in Group No. Per cent.

Dorset Dairy ' 34 26 |
East Devon Dairy - 36 17
Devon and Cornwall Dalry and Mixed Ly o} 24 1
Devon and Cornwall Mixed Livestock VA 22 -
- Devon and Cornwall Mixed with Crops 20 .8
Devon ‘and Cornwall Cattle and Sheep o
(a) Lowlamd . . . 23 . 10
~(b) Upland 9 4
Dorset Dairy and Arable .. = 15 11
Cornwall Dairy and Pigs .‘ 18 11

All Farms . o 240

Table 6. Number and Proportion of Farms Investing by
Size of Farm

1961

R SR " 'Number | Investing Farms
Size Group . of Farms
' in Group

No., | Per cent.

20 - 9~acres 19 g | 421
993_ S |

50 = ‘ ~ 71 35 | 493
100 - 149%- m - 46 2, 5242
150 = 199 " ‘ ’ 40 25 62¢5

200 - 299:5;_,, . .A". T .39 | 22 564 .
300 - 4995 ¢ . : 16 1| 687
500 acres and over o9 8. 1 889

All Farms . 240 554
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Number and Proportion of Farms Investing by
Tenure Status of Farmer

-1961

Number | Investing Farms
. of Farms -
. .i; Group-.  1o. . | Per cent.

Tenu;e Status

Wholly Tenant | . 103 1 54 524
Mainly Tenant , ; 2L ¢+ 10 476 -

Wholly Owner-occupier 5 - - 79. ‘§ 45 570
Mainly Owner-occupier © o 3T R4 649

|
i
|

A1l Farms | | 240 133 | 554

,l; More thanXSO% of farmed land rented.
2 ‘More fhanvso% of farmed land owned.

Table;é.- -~ -Number and Proportion of-Farmvanvesting;bvl' :
Level of Gross Farm Income

1961

Number I ing F
Tncome Level of Foras nvesting Farms

in Group No. Per cent.,

41 18 439
82 42 - | 512
54 29 - 5317
34 22 647
19 12 632 .
10 10 100-0

R40 . 5504
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| 'drbés cabiﬁal' Inwers"c:.‘me.ht' R

s ass1stance from Exchequer funds is available to farmers for many
types of capltal J.nvestm.eni:l a dlstlnctlon must be drawn between.gross "
:1nvestment and net 1nvestment. Glearly, gross lnvestment will be the more
appropriate measure where the oVErall annual value of investment in farm
. fixed equipment is being considered while net investment would be the more
relevant one if the subject .of enquiry were, for example, the allocatlon of

~-farm business funds,

In this sectlon, lt is the level and dlstrlbutlon of gross capltal
investment in land, buildings and works within the sample of 240 farms which
is being considered, - In total this gross investment amounted .to £109,531,
The average gross. investment for all farms in the sample was, therefore,

7 £456 per farm while that for the 133 investing farms was very nearly double
this figure at £823, - The comparable figures on a per acre basis are £2+8
and £4*5,  However, these:average figures for the whole sample conceal
considerable variations which the following analyses according to type of
farming, -size, tenure status. and income level are designed to reveal.

Gross Investment bv sze of Farmlng

Gross capltal 1nvestment, per farm and per .acre, for each of the elght
"type-of—farmlng groups 1s shown 1n Table 9. Ayerage gross 1nvestment for
"all farms" was hlghest in the case of the Dorset Dalry and Arable group
WLth a flgure of £l,669 and lowest for the Devon and Cormwall Cattle and.
Sheep (Lowland) group where the comparable figure amounted to only £182.

1 A brief description of the various kinds.of grant which were available at

the time of the survey will be found at the beginning of Section IV of
» this report.which examines the. pattern of grant-aid found within the
sample of 240 farms,
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These two groups similarly occupy the highest and lowest positions in
respect of average gross investment for "1nvest1ng farms." However,
because of the lower proportlon of lnvestlng farms in the cattle and sheep
group, the average gross. 1nvestment flgure of £4l7 for the 1nvestlng farms
was more than double. the average for "all farms" whereas the average for.
"investing farms" in the Dorset Dalry and Arable group was only greater than
bthe average for "all farms" by. roughly one—thlrd

It is also worth.notlng‘that,,agaln,:because of the lower incidence of

" investors among the farms in the group, the Devon and Cornwall Cattle and.
Sheep (Upland) group had the second highest average gross investment figure
for‘&nvesting farmg" (£965) although this was still 1ess than half the level

of lnvestment found on the Dorset Dalry and Areble farms.»

" When investment is measured on a:per acre basis the effect of ‘average
farm size is readily apparent and the group with the highest investment
figures. per acre both for'all farmd'and for Mnvesting farms'is the Cornwall
Dairy and Pigs group, with figures of £4*9:and £7°8 respectively, ." However,
dagpite the: large average size of‘the.Dorset'Dairy and Arable farms (451 -

" acres), capital investment on these farms was. of sufficient magnitude to
enable .them to retain a prominent position among the highereinvesting'groups
even when gross investment is measured on a per acre basis., . The lowest
gross investment per acre for'"investing farms"as well as for"all farms'was
made, not surprlslngly, by ‘the Devon and’ Cornwall Gattle and Sheep (Lowland)
*group, with the lowest per farm inves tment flgures thls group posoesses an
average farm size slightly above the average for “the whole sanple. In this
group gross investment per acre amounted for "all farms" to £l'0 and for
"1nvestlng farms" to £2‘5. ' '

Gross Investment bz Slze -of Farm

Table 10 shows that average gross capltal 1nvestment ‘per farm for "all
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Table 9. Gross Capital Investment per farm and per acre
by Type of Farming

1961

Gross Capital Investment

Type of Farming Per Farm Per Acre
- " A1l Farmd Investing a11 Farmd Investing
‘ Farms Farms
. £ £ £
Dorset Dairy 642 | 839 40
East Devon Dairy . 280 592 56
D and C Dairy and Mixed | 353 647 502
D and C Mixed Livestock 325 605 40
D and C Mixed With Crops 360. 90L. Ll
D and C Cattle and Sheep
(a) Lowland 182 | . 417 25
(b) Upland 429 965 44
Dorset Dairy and Arable 1669 | 2276 48
Cornwall Deiry and Pigs 473 T4 78
45

All Farms 456 823

. * e e o th

N S URI N l'-.‘l\)\.\)l\)\u
Q] OIWO 0 W oD

Table 10. Gross Capital Investment per farm and per_acre
by Size of Farm

1961

. Gross Capital Investment
Size of Farm =~ |~ Per Farm Per Acre
A1l Faymd Investing pqq Farmg lnvesting
Farms Farms
: £ £ £ | £
20 - 49% acres o 21 574 66 16°2
50 - 99—% n 230 467 31 - 61
100 - 1493 ¢ ' 34 653 27 53
150 = 199% LI 402 644, 23
200 - 2993 - * 495 | 877 21
300 - 499 » 841 | 1223 23
500 acres and over 2677 - 3011 JAXS

411, Farms | 456 823 28




Table 11.

by Tenure Status of Fa;mer

1961

‘Gross Capital Investment per farm and per acre

Tenure Statpéijf“ R

Gross Capital Investment

Per

Farm i

"Per Acre

Investing
Farms

A1l Farms

Investing
Farmsg

Wholly Tenant
Mainly Tenant
Wholly Owner-occupier

Mainly Owner-occupier °

sy
365

All Farmg
.8

71106

£
.. 846

640
1000

£
2-6 -

L 207

' 13

£

o | &
34 |

56
4°3

Al]l Farms

649

456 L8

L

&2
g5

More than 50% of farméallaﬁd féﬁééd, ol
More than 50% of farmed;;and"awﬁed. B

Table 12.

Gross Capital Investment Eér farm andféér acre

by Level of Gross Far@‘lncqme.w'

1961

Income Level

_ Gross Capital Investment.

Per Farm

Per Acre

A1l Farmg

Investing
Farm

'A11 Parms

Investing

£
0 -
1000 -
2000 - 2999
3000 - 4999
5000: - 6999
7000 and over

999
1999

£
220 -
199 -
312
537
1124
2780

£
501
388 -
580
- 829
21779
- 2780

T Re6
1+9
19
- 27
3+8
.' 5.1

1 5

Farmg -
R

35
34
43
6°2

A1l Farms

456

7823

T 2.8

s
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farms" may be said generally to have increased, with the exception of a -
slight deviation in the case of the 50 - 993 acre group, over the range of
“the distribution. For the group of smallest farms the average gross invest-
ment for "all farms" was £241; for the group of largest farms, £2,677.  This
“broad pattern is repeated in the case.of average gross investment per in-

vesting farm, the latter ranging from £574 for the smallest farms to £3,011

for the largest,

Average gross investment per acre for 211 farms" is highest for the
smallest farms at £6°6 per acre, and declines with increasing farm size up
to and including the 200 - 299% acre group as increasing average farm size
more. than offsets increasing investment per farm, w&th the . two groups of
largest farms, however, average gross investment per ‘acre for "all farms"
is seen to rise again as the level of investment on these farms outweighs
the effect of lncrea31ng average farm size and in fact the group of largest
farms has, at £4 6 the second hlghest all farms" gross 1nvestment flgure

per acre.

When gross 1nvestment per acre is calculated for "1nvestlng farms" a
slightly dlfferent pattern emerges. The highest figure (£16°2) is still
'achleved by the group of smallest farms while the rate of investment per
acre declines with increasing farm size until the largest size group is
reached when an increase in gross investment per acre occurs with a figure
of £5°1, Theidistribution of investment per acre by size of farm for the
investing farms shows, however, that the second hlghest rate of 1nvestment
is . achleved by the 50 - 99~ acre group with £6 1 per acre, and the third
highest by the 100 - 1492 acre group with £5 3 per acre. The group of
farms of 500 acres and over occuples fourth place w1th £5 1 per acre, .

" The slightly dlfferlng patterns presented by the per acre figures for
"g1l farms" and "investing farms" respectively are dde, in all probability,

"to the variation in the proportion of.non-investing farms within each size
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group, and to-a lesser degree, perhaps,sto the extent. of the deviation from
-the group averages of the. size of . .these non-investing farms, . .No attempt

. .to assign significance to those differences will, therefore, bé made., - They
are, -in fact, in accordarice with one's expectation with.a wider disparity

-occurring between the -per acre figures for "all farms" and "investing farms"
'in the case of' the smaller size.groups, where a smaller proportion of in=

vesting famms was found, than in the case of the largest farms,

“What should be noted perhaps. is:the occurrence, in the case of both
‘. rangées of per acre figures, of the higher rates of gross investment at -
~either:end of. the size distribution and. the much lower,: but fairly constant,

“rate of investment per acre over the size range from 150 acres to 499— acres,

Gross Investment bv Tenure Status

AnalySLS of 1nyestment accordlng to tenure status (Table ll) shows that
on average wholly tenanted farms,w1th a gross lnvestment of £443 per farm
for Mall farms", invested rather more than the wholly owned farms with a
comparable figure of £365 This dlfference, however, would appear to be
attributable to the fact that the wholly tenanted farms were, on average,
sllghtly larger than the wholly owned farms and, when measured on' & per acre
basis for "all farms","gross investment 1s shown to be closely s1mllar for
both these tenure groups —~ £2°6 and £2'7 per acre respectlvely.

The flgures for "1nvest1ng farms" ‘in the "wholly tenant" group and
'“wholly owner-occupler“ group respectrvely, of £846 and £64O per farm and
£4 6 and £43 per acre reflect the relatlve proportlons of 1nvestors in .

these two groups. 52'4 per cent. in the case of . the tenanted farms and

57'0 per cent in the case of the owned farms.

Agaln, in view of the smaller sample numbers, the wider disparity in

the proportlon of lnvestlnc farms and a reversal of the ‘average size relation-
'shlp whlch the two nuxed tenure groups exhlblt compared w1th the two homo—
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geneous tenure groups, the data relating to gross investment in the "meinly
tenant" and "mainly owner-occupier" groups is merely presented without

comment,

'Gross Investment by Level of Gross Farm Income

- The group of farms with the smallest incomes (£0 £999) are shown by

. Table 12 to have had an average gross investment for "all farms" of £220
while the corresponding figure for "investing farms" was £501, Comparable
figures for the £1000 - £1999 group are seen, at £199 and £388 respectlvely,
to have been even lower but, thereafter, average gross investment per farm
both for "all farms" and for "lnvestlng farms" rose in succe331ve groups to
a figure of £2 780 1n the case of the group of farms with lncomes of £7,000

'and over.

When gross 1nvestment 1s measured on a per acre ba31s two adJacent
groups < the £lOOO - £l999 group and the £2000 - £2999 group — share the
dlstlncflon of posseSSLng the .lowest investment rate of all the groups with
an 1dentlcal flgure of £l'9 for "all farms" and closely similar figures of
£3°5 and £3 4 for "lnvestlng farms" . The gross investment.figure of £2°6
and £6'l per acre respectlvely for "all farms" and "lnvestlng farms" in the
smallest income group are not, in fact, exceeded to any. apprec1ab1e extent
until the two largest income groups. are encountered In these two groups
the scale of investment is apparently sufflclent to offset the effect of
the increase in average farm size which occurs w1th 1ncrea31ng gross farm
income levels and enables the two groups concerned to claim the two hlghest
rates of gross investment per acre for "all farns" and two out of the three
'hlghest rates of gross 1nvestment per acre for "lnvestlng farms" )
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Gramt-aid to Capital Investment

Before examining the levels and distribution of grant-ﬁld w1th1n the sam-
ple of 240 F.M.S, farms, it w111 perhaps be useful to describe brlefly the
nature of the various types of assistance from public funds available to
farmers undertaking investment in farm land, buildings and works in'the year
of the present surveyl.

'Gapltal Grants 1961

By far, the most, comprehen31ve aSSLStance to farmers in recent years

- towards the cost of capital umprovements has been provided by the Farm
'Improvement Scheme which was first introduced in 1957. Under the provision
of Part II of the Agriculture Act of that year this Scheme made available,
for a period of ten years, grants of one-third of the approvea coet of a
wide range of long—term lmprovements to farm land and farm bulldlngs.

‘VImprovements ellglble for aSSLStance under the Scheme include the erectlon,
alteratlon, enlargement or recondltlonlng of permanent farm buildings other
than dwelllng houses, farm sewage dlsposal, the maklng and 1mprovement of
roads, brldges, fences, walls, gates and cattle grlds, the constructlon of
collectlng and dipping pens, the supply of electrLCLty, 1and reclamatlon,
the establlshment of shelter belts, hedge removal and claying and marllng.

Grants under the Farm Improvement Scheme, which are not available for
machinery or other tenant's fixtures, are available only for improvements-
cQsting £100 or more with an estimated life of not less than fifteen years
ifrespective of the standard of maintenance, - However, grant approval which
must be obtained before the commencement of work, is conditional upon the
cost of improvement being not unreasonably high in relation to the expected
benefit,

1

The grants described are those available in England and Wales.‘
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- The Scheme also provides for grants to be made available towards some
of the incidental costs involved in the voluntary: amalgamatlon ‘of. uneconomic

holdlngs.

For farms in upland llvestock rearlng areas flnanclal ass1stance was
available under the Hill Farmlng and Livestock Rearlng ‘Acts whlch provrde
. for grants of up to 50 per cent. of the cost of work.on approved: schemes of
‘improvement,  ~ These include improvements to farmhouses, cottages, buildings,
roads, bridges; water and electricity-supplies, improvement of 'grazings and
~ land. reclamatlon, drainage” and fencing' and the’ plantlng of” shelter belts,:

In addltlon o these o comprehensrve grant schemes, a number of other
grants were available to farmers in the survey sample which were rather moxre
specific in nature. ‘First, grants were available to farmers, at a maximum
“rate of 50 per cent. of the actual cost, towards the cost of approved schemes
of ditching and drainage. Where improved ditches would have.required the
erection of protective fencing, this work was also eligible for:grant-aid.
Normal maintenance work was not eligible for a grant but work on ditches in
a poor condition due to lack of adequate maintenance which had not’ previously

been . grant-aided mlght possibly have beenh: ellglble.

Second grants were avallable towards the reasonable cost of 1nstalllng
or extendlng water’ supplles in respect of farmhouses and cottages, bulldlngs
"and flelds. The rate of grant lS 25 per cent where the scheme 1s one for

‘ ybrlnglng water from a publlc maln and 40 per cent. where the scheme 1nvolves
~ the tapplng of a prlvate source, in the absence of a sultable publlc one.

‘ Ellglblllty for grant éxtends to the 31nmlng of bore—holes and wells, o

abstraction from springs and streams, 1nstallatlon of pumplng machlnery, -

'tsupply of drinking troughs ‘to fields and laying of 1nter-connect1ng plpes.

Thlrd, grants were avallable to the survey farmers for the constructlon
or 1mprovement of silos for the conservatlon of good grass or fodder crop




- 28 -

silage,.. . Standard rates of subsidy,:calculated to' cover approximately 50
~iperacent;,ofzreasonable~costs,are'1aid_down.forwspecific work but:the "
aggregate amount of payments for eligible work would not, under the- terms’
of the scheme, have exceeded £250 for each farm in the case of covered
SLlos and £125 1n the case of unroofed ones. h .

_ A~number_of‘grant~schemes were also available to farmers which were of
. rather more limited application. ..Government grants at the rate-of 50.per
- cent. of the approved cost were available for-the eradication of bracken on
pastoral land and also to assist farmers to destroy rabbits and prevent them
.damaglng crops by clearlng scrub destroylng potentlal breedlng places and

} erectlng protectlve fenclng.

~ Finally, financial assistance was available to the farmers in. the
sample from-Local Authorities-in respect of the erection and: improvement of
rural housing. - Grants of up to £10 per annum for 4O years could be ob-
tained from this source for the building of new housing accommodation for
~agricultural workers while Local'AuthoritieS»were also able, under certain
. conditions, to make grants to private owners towards the cost of improve-~
ments to existing houses,. of converting buildings into dwellings and of -
enlarging houses and cottages where that cost was not less than £100.
'Grants, where glven, would not have exceeded half the estlmated cost of the
';happroved work and would have been llmlted to £400 Grantswerealso avail-
able from Local Authorltles under the House Purchase and Hou51ng Act of 1959
towards the cost of prov1d1ng certaln standard t01let amenities and food
storage faCllltleS. _ The rate of such grants lS 50 per cent of the cost of
the work up to a maxlmum grant of £l55.‘

. Many .of the grants described above. havncontlnued to be available since

the year of the SUrvey. However, there have been some subsequent changes
‘and it must be stressed that the descrlptlon of grants prov1ded refers
strlctly to the posrtlon whlch obtained in 1961
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Level and Distribution of Grant-aid

The pattern of grant-aid, which in total amounted to £25,310 for the
‘sample of 240 farms, is depicted in Tables 13, 14, 15 and 16, These tables
show the level of grant-aid by type of farming, by size of farm, by tenure
status of farmer and by level of gross farm income, - Also shown in these
tables is the proportion of gross capital expenditure represented by grant-
aid both in total and in each of the groups within the four main classifi-
cations. Total grant-aid, it will be seen, amounted to 23°0 per cent. of

total'gross capital investment.

Grant-ald for capital improvements averaged £190 per investing farm for
the entire sample but varied considerably for the various groups within the
sample. When classified by type-of -farming the most 1mportant recipient ig
seen to be the Dorset Dairy and Arable group with £618 per investing farm
‘while at the other end of the scale the Devon and Gornwall Cattle and Sheep
(Lowland) group only availed itself of public funds, in connection with 1ts
capital works, to the extent of £6/ per 1nvestlng farm, The other Dorset
group —— DorsetADalry — received the second largest measure of aSSLStance
with £227 accruing on average to each investing farm while the average
levels of grant-aid for the remaining six groups all fell within a range of
£100 from £97 .to £197. ‘

On a per acre basis for "invegting farms" the two groups with the small-
 est farms — the Cornwall Dairy and Pigs group and the East Devon Dairy
‘group - are the most favoured beneficiaries of Government assistance for
capital improveménts w1th £2°0 and £1+/4 per acre respectively. However, the
Dorset Dairy and Arable group, despite the largeness of its average farm size,
also appears among the groups with the highest grant-aid figures per acre.
Grant-aid per acre for the investing farms in the six remaining groups falls
neatly into three pairings: £1°1 and £1+2 respectively for the two other

Dairy groups, (Dorset Dairy, and Devon and Cornwall Dairy and Mixed), £0°6
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and £0°7 for the two Mixed groups and £0°*4 for each of the two Cattle and.
Sheep groups.

The pattern of grant-aid follows broadly that of gross.capital invest-

ment, Measured on a per. farm basis the groups with the higher levels of
grogs capital investment receive the larger sums of grant-aid and those with
the lower capital investment receive the smaller measure of grant-aid,

This much is, perhaps, to be expected., Nevertheless it would seem that
variations in the proportion of grant-attracting work undertaken by the
various groups were sufficient to produce marked: variation in the incidence
of grant-aid among them. Those groups which achieved the highest levels of
gross capltal investment per farm received a proportlonately greater amount
of grant-ald than those groups with the lowest levels of investment per farm,
' This would indicate that the groups with the highest lewvels of gross capital
infestment'per farm tend to undertake a greater pfopoftion of work of a grant-
'attracting hature than those yith lower levels of intestment, particuarly as
these latter groups tend to utilise to a greater extent those grants whieh
command a rate of 50 per cent rather than F IS, grants at 30 per cent,

(see Table 2 in Appendix II).

When classified by size of farm grant-aid per investing farm shows an
overall increase with increasing farm size — from £127 per farm in the
group of smallest farms to £801 in the group of farms of 500 acres and over —-
although the trend 1is not particularly well defined among the farms under 200
acres. On a per acre basis, the greatest incidence of grant—ald 1s found
in the smallest size group. A declining incidence occurs with 1ncreas1ng
size of farm over the middle ranges of size grouplngs reaching a figure of
£0-7 for "lnvestlng farms" in the 200-299% acre group, after which the in-
c1dence of grant-aid rises agaln to a flgure of £l'4 per acre for the group

of largest investing fafms,

The variation between groups in the proportion of gross capital expend—r

iture financed by grants is seen to be less when the farms are classified by
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Table 13. Grant-aid per farm and per acre
by Type of Farming

1961

Grant-aid Grant-aid
o ‘ — as percent.
Type .of Farming = ~ Per Farm _ Per- Acre of Gross °
: - A1l  |[Investing All |Investing Capital
Farms Farms Farms .| Farms [Investment
£ £ - £
Dorset Dairy” 174 227 09 27°1
East Devon Dairy 69 06 ' 246
D and C Dairy and Mixed 79 07 22% 4
D and C Mixed Livestock 53 ' 04 163
D and C Mixed with Cropg. = 63 03 : 175
D and C Cattle and Sheeq - ‘
(a) Lowland. . 28 01 |- 154
(b) Upland 43 0.2 100
Dorset Dairy and Arable 453 10 271
Cornwall Dairy and Pigs 121 | 12 . 256

All Farms 105 06 230

Table 14. Grant-aid per farm and per. acre:v
. by Size of Farm

1961

Grant-aid Grant-aid

_ : : s percent.
Size of F arm Per Farm ~ Per Acre d.oprross

All |Investing All |Investing Capital
Farms Farms | Farms Farms [Investment
_ . £ | £ g g |

20 - 49% acres 53 127 15 36 220
50 - 993 o 53 | 107 07 14 | 23+0

100 - 149¢ 81 156 06 13 2348

150 - 1992 84 135 . Q5 08 20°+9

200 - 2993 . 95 168 04 007 - | 192

300 - 4993 209 | 304 | 06 | 08 | 248
* 500 acres and over o712 | 8oL 12 | 14 26+ 6

All Far.ms Le. . B . .Alo5_, | 190 0.6 P PR 1.0 - . 23«.OA
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Table 15. Grant-aid per farm and per acre

py;Tenure‘Status of Farmer
1961

" | Grant-aid
' . S as percent.
. Tenure Status Per Farm Per Acre | of Gross
T A1l  |Investing| All |Investing Capital
Farmg Farms Farms Farmg [Investment
' T ' £ £ £ £ '
Wholly Tenant 1 o 123 234 07 13 278
Mainly Tenant ‘ 12 299 09 .15 2629
Wholly Ox,mer—c_>ccupierA2 - 56 98 0°4 0.7 | 153
Mainly Owner-occupier. 143 220 07 09 22+0

Grant-aid

A1l Farms 105 2190 | 046 10 230

1 More than 50% of farmed land rented.

More than 50% of farmed land owned,

Table 16. Grant-aid per farm and per acre
by Level of Gross Farm Income

1961

Grant-aid- - .| Grant-aid
as percent
of Gross
A1l . |Investing All |Investing Capital
. Farms Farms Farms Farms [Investment
N S R R < £ .

0 999 - 49 111 0+6 13 223
1000 .~ 1999 45 88 04 08 | 226
2000 - 2999 61 113 04 0+7. 196
3000 - 4999 . 143 221 07 11 | 266
5000 - 6999 i 267 423 0°9 15 23+8
7000 and over S 641 641 12 1-2 231

. Income Level -Per Farm |- Per Acre

A1l Farms . . . : 105. ;. 190 | 06 1.0 23.0
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size- than when classified into type-of-farming groups. The proportion
varies only from 19°2 per cent. for- the 200 = 2993 acre group to 26°6 per
cent. for the 500 acresand over group while the percentage for the other

five groups are closely and evenly distributed around the average for all
farms of 23¢0 per cent.

The pattern which emerges when the farms are classified according to the

tenure status of the farmer is not without interest. On average investing
farms among the "wholly tenant" group received £234 per farm in grant-aid for
capital improvements compared with a figure of bnly‘£98 for investing farms
among the "wholly owner-occupier" group. On a per acre basis the éomparable
-figures for these- two'groups are £1*3 and £0°7 respectively, suggesting that
tenants make fuller use of the available grant schemes than owmer-occupiers,
though whether this comes about as a result of the failure of the latter to
- avail themselves of grant-aid for which they are eligible or as a result of

& proportionately greater emphasis on non-eligible work is a moot point,

' The difference in the level of grant-aid pef investing farm is far

less pronounced in the case of the "mainly tenant" and "mainly owner—occupier"
groups. While the figure of £299 for the "mainly tenant" farms is not
greatly in excess of the comparable flgure for the "wholly tenant" group, the
figure for lnvestlng farms in the "mainly owner-occupler" group greatly
exceeds that for the "wholly owner-occupier" group., This is undoubtedly
.due in large measure, however, to the fact that the average size of farm of
the "mainly owner-occupier" group (203 acres) was considerably larger than
that of -the "wholly owner-occupier! group (137 aéres);and,_on a per-acre
basis, a similar relationship to that existing between the two homogeneous
groups can be discerned between the "mainly tenant" and "mainly owner- - -
occupier" groups. Grant-aid per acre for the two latter groups averaged
"£1*5 and £0°9 respectively.

The tendency, noted above, for tenants to receive proportionately -
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greater assistance from‘public funds towards the cost of capital improvements
is further demonstrated in the final column of Table 15, Grant-aid as a
percentage of gross capital expenditure in the case of the "wholly tenant"
and "mainly tenant" groups is seen to be closely similar at 27*8 per cent.
and 26*9 per cent, respectively. The comparable figures for the two owner-
occupier. groups, though exhibiting a greater disparity, are both considerably
below this level; assistance from Ministry or Local Authority sources
amounted to.15*3 per cent. of gross capital expenditure in the case of the

"wholly owner-occupier" group and 22+0 per cent. for the "mainly owner-

occupier" group.

. Grant-aid per investing farm showed little variation over the range of
gross farm incomes below £3,000 (see Table 16); it varied, in fact, only
between £88 and ‘£113 per farm for the three income groups within this range.
With increasing level of gross farm income above £3,000, however, grant-aid
per investing farm also rose ~- from £221 in the case of the £3000 - £4999
group to £641 for the £7000 and over group. Over much’of_the.entire range

_of gross farm incomes, however, the proportion of gross capital expenditure
financed by capital grants remained remarkably consistent; below £2,000 and
above £5,000 the proportion varied only between 22°3 per cent. and 238 per
cent. In the £2000 - £2999 group the proportion fell to 19+6 per cent.,
and in the £3000 - £4000 group rose to 26°6 per cent,

On a per acre basis, investing farms in the £1000 - £1999 and £2000 -
£2999 groups received the least assistance from capital grants —— £0°8 and
£0°¢7 per acre respectively., Grant-aid per acre for investing farms in the
~remaining groups varied from £1*1 for the £3000 -~ £4999 to £1*5 for the
£5000 - £6999 group. The pattern of grant-aid per acre thusreflects closely
in this respect the pattern of gross capital expenditure per acre. Above
the £3,000 income level gross capital expenditure per acre is incurred and

grant-aid received at rates sufficient to offset the increasing average size

J
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of farm over this income range and give rise to per acre rates comparable

with those of the smaller farms which comprise the lowest income group.

Distribution of Grant-aid by Type of Grant

Table 17 provides details of the number of grant-aided schemés‘carried
out by the 133 investing farms in the sample and of the distribution of the
total sum of capital grants by type of scheme., Of the total grant-aid
received (£25 310) by far the greater part — nearly three-quarters, -in
fact — consisted of grants‘ received under the Farm Improvement Scheme,
Next in importance were Localﬁuthority granﬁs which accounted for 11°7 per
cent, of-all grants received while Drainage:grants,and Water Supply grants
amounted to 7*4 per cent, and 6*4 per cent. of the total fespectiﬁely.
Livestock Rearing grants only‘comprised_l'8 per cent, of all grants received
but this is not unexpected in view of the exclusive nature of the conditions
governing the administration of these grants: only a relatively small number
of the farms included in the sample —~ falling mainly in the Cattle and Sheep
(Upland) group — would-have been eligible for such grants. It ‘should also
be borne in mind that, while grants other than those provided under the Farm
Improvement Scheme only form for the most part a small proportion of the
‘total grants received, within certain individual type-of-farming groups some
of these grants, partlcularly Livestock Rearing. grants and Local Authority

grants, assume a far greater relative 1mportance, as w1ll be seen from
Tables 1 and 2 in Appendlx II ' '

Grant-ald to Capltal Investment by Tvpe of Investment

vBefore concluding thls'sectlon on the flnanc1al assistance prpvided from
public funds towards the cost of capital improvements on the sample farms,
some indication should perhaps be glven of the apportionment of grant-ald
between 1mprovements of various klnds.. Thls_has been done in Table 18

which shows the number of grant-aided schemes carried .out within each of the
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Table 17. Distribution of Grant-aid
by Type of Grant

1961

Grant-aided Schemes Grant-aid -

Type of Grént : —
‘ Per cent, Amount | Per cent.

Farm Improvement Scheme . 658 18319 T2 4
Drainage : 16 137 1870 | 74
Livestock Rearing ' 34 454, 18
Local Authority : AN 2971 117 .
Water Supply \ o 77 1625 6° 4
Other ' ' 17 71 03

Total : 100+0 25310 100+0

Table 18. . . Distribution of Grant-aid
' ‘ by Type of Investment

1961

7 ( Grant-aid as
Type percent.
~of ' ‘ Capital of Gross

Investment No. Per cent.Investment Amount| Per cent Capital

Investment

Grant-aided Schemed Gross Grant-aid

‘ £ £
Land 37 | 316 | 13,955 3,940 156 12842
Buildings | 46 | 393 66,814 15,034 59+ 22¢5
Houses 9 77 16,298 2,971 117 18+2
Services 25 PARYA 12,464 3,365 133 27:0

Total 1000 | 109,531 | 25,310| 100:0 230
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four main categories of investment and the amount and proportion of grant-
aid which each of these categories attracted. Table 18 shows that the
largest proportion of the grants received, 59*4 per cent,, was in respect
~of improvements to farm _buildings. Land 1mprovements attracted some 15%6
per cent of the grants and the 1mprovement of farm SeerCeS 13’3 per cent.
The smallest share of the grants, 117 per cent., accrued to expendlture on
farmhouses and farm cottages.

‘Land improvements received, proportionately, the greatest measure of

assistance, grants awarded for such work amounting to 2842 per cent. of the
gross capital expenditure involved. Least assisted were improvements:to
Afarmhouses and farm cottages, only 18+2 per cent, of the capltal cost of
Hwhlch was met from publlc funds. . The 1nstallatlon of farm SeerceS and the
constructlon and 1mprovement of farm bulldlngs recelved assmstance to the
extent of 27° 0 per cent, and 22'5 per cent respectlvely
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V.
" Net Capital Investment

The tﬁo'precedihg’Sections of'this'report'haveg in turn;‘examined the
-pattern of gross capltal investment and of grant-ald found among the 240
farms ln the survey sample, This sectlon descrlbes the level and dlS-
trlbutlon of net capital investment on these farms, Net’ capltal investment
represents, of course, the actual contribution of farmers to the cost of
improvements and as a measure will be particularly relevant to.studies con-

cerned with the allocation of the farmer'!s own business funds,
“Net capitai investment on' the 240 farms amounted to £84,221 which, for
all farms in the sample represents net investment of £351 per farm or £2:2

per acre, If the lnvestlng farms only are conSLdered ‘net investment per

farm amounted to £633 and net investment per acre to £3'5.

Net .Investment by Type of Farming

Although, in describing the pattern of grant-aid revealed by a classifi-
cation of the farms by type of farming, the tendency was noted for the type
groups with the higher levels of gross capital investment per farm to receive
proportionately more grant-aid than those with lower levels, these variations
in the proportion of grant-aid were not sufficient to cause the pattern of
net capital investment to differ markedly from that of gross capital invest-
ment. Table 19 shows that the Dorset Dairy and Arable group possessed the
highest net investment figures per farm both for "all farms" and for "invest-
ing farms" and the Devon and Cormwall Cattle and Sheep (Lowland) group the
lowest. Average net investment per investing farm in the former group was
£1,658 compared with only £353 in the latter. The Devon and Cornwall
Cattle and Sheep (Lowland) group also possessed the lowest per acre net

investment figures of all the groups: £0°9 and £2+1 respectively for "all
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Table 19. Net Capital Investment per farm and per acré
.+ by Type of Farming =
1961

‘ Net Capital Investment
Type - of Farming - Per Farm . . Per Acre
G | A11 Farmd Investing p1q papyd Investing
; _Farms Farms
a— 5 = — ==
Dorset Dairy - | 468 - 6RR 25
East Devon Dairy ; 211 | M6 20
D and C Dairy and Mixed |. 274 | 502 - 26
D and C Mixed Livestock 272 . 506 | 19
D and C Mixed with Crops |. 297 - |. T4k - 15
D and G Cattle and Sheep : :
(a) Lowland. . . 154 353 - 09
(b) Upland 386 868 21
Dorset Dairy and Arable 1216 - 1658 27
Cornwall Dairy and Pigs 352 577 37

5y

L] L] e

w jfumw

A1l Farms 351 | 633 22

Table 20. Net Capital Investment per farm and per acre
by Size of Farm
’ 1961 - -

L . Net Capital Investmert

Size.of Farm . . | - Por Farm Per Acre
| A11 Farms| Investing p1q parpd Investing
Farms __Farms

, o : £ . £ £ ' £

20 —. 492 acres 188 LAT 51 | 126

50 - 993 m . 77 | 360 24 40T
100 - n Sl 260 | 497 2°1 400

150 - e - 318 | 509 18 | .2
300 - n p 632° | 919 17 | 2
500 acres and - over- - - | 1965 - {2210 | 3% .

A1) Farms | 3 633 2¢2
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Table 21, Net Capital Investment per farm and per acre
by Tenure Status of Farmer

1961

Net Capital Investment

Tenure Status " Per Farm . Per-Acre

‘A1l Farmg 1nvesting| p17 parmd Investing
. _Farms . Farms
: £ £ £ £
Wholly Tenant 320 612 19 - 33
Mainly Tenant ~ » 385 807 25 - | 41
Wholly Owner-occupier 309 52 | 243 C 36
Mainly Owner-occupier = | 506 780 24 33

A1l Farms 350 i 633 2:2 35 -

1 More than 50% ,6f farmed land rented.

More than 50% of farmed.land ouwned.,

Table 22, Net Capital Investment per farm and per acre
by Level of Gross Farm Income

1961

Net Capital Investment
Inceme Level | PerFarm = " Per Acre
y | Investin | Investin
Al11 Farms Parms €| A11 Farmg Forms g
£ £ £ £
7L} 39 20 . 48
154 300 15 27
251 467 15" ey
394 608 2:0° " 3e2
857 1356 29 4T
2139 2139 39 © 3¢9
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fafms“ and "investing farms". . The highest net capital investment rates of

£3+7 and £5°8 per acre for "all farms" and "investing farms" respectively
were achieved by the small but intensive Cornwall Dairy and Pig farms,

Net Investment by Size of Farm

b. For the most part net capital expénditure among the défined size groups
followus a_similar'pattern toAthat presented by gross capital'ihvestment.
From Tabie 20 it will be seen that net capital expenditure per farm both. for
"all farms" and "investing farms" rose steadily, with the exceptionvof the
50 - 992 acre group, over the entire size range: from £188 to £l,965 for

- . "all farms" and from £447 to £2,210 for "investing farms",

On"a'per'acre basis net investment rates show a similar'trend to that

" depicted by the gross investment figures, with declining rates 6ccurring
generally with increasing farm size until the group of largest farms -~ those
of 500 acres and over — is reached when the level of investment undertaken
was sufficient, notwithstanding the high proportion of grant-aid received,
to reverse the trend in net investment per acre. The ranges in net capital
investment are quite wide, however: from £1+7 per acre for "all farms" in
the 200 ~ 299% acre and 300 - 499% acre groups to £5°1 pertacre in the 20 -

4,92 acre group and from £2¢6 to £12¢6 per acre for "investing farms“ in the
300 - 499% acre and 20 - /9% acre groups respectively. ’

Net Investment by Tenure Status

The pattern of net capital investment revealed by the classification
of farms accordlng to tenure status is again rather confused due to the
“tendency for the two mixed tenure groups to show marked dlfferences in the
average size of farm and the proportion of investing farms from their homo~
geneous counterparts. For this reason comment is agaln confined to data
relatlng to the "wholly tenant" and “wholly owner-occupler“ groups.

As a result of the tendency, discerned in the precedlng sectiom, for
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tenants to make.rather fuller use of grants than owner occupiers, the net
investment pattern shows some change from the gross investment pattern:
depicted in Table 11, Table 21 shows that, while net investment per farm
in the "wholly tenant" group (both for "all farms" and for "investing farms")
sllghtly exceeded that in the "wholly owner—occupler" group, net investment
' per acre (again, for both "g1l farms" and “1nvest1ng farms") was lower for
the tenants than for the owner—occupler34-£l'9 and £2¢3 respectlvely for
"all farms" and £3°3 and £3°6 respectlvely for "lnvestlng farms“

Net Investment bv Level of Gross Farm Income

The gross capital investment pattern vhich an analysis according to the
level of gross farm income reveals is largely repeated in the case of net .

capital investment.. The figures in Table 22 show that net investment on a
per farm basis falls slightly between the £0 - £999 group and the £1000 -
£1999,group,;beth for "all farms" and "investing farms" but, thereafter,

rises from £154 to £2,139 and from £300 to £2,139 respectively.. On a per
acre basis»the,lowest rate of net capital investment is achieved, as in the
case of gross capital invesfment by the £1000 - £1999 and the £2000 - £2999

‘ groups which have identical rates of £1*5 and £2*7 per acre for "all farms"
and "investing farms" respectlvely. For "all farms" the £0 - £999 group
and the £3000 - £4999 group achieved an identical rate of net capital invest-
ment per acre of £2°0; for the two groups of farms with the hlghest incomes
net investment per acre was rather higher — £2'9 in the case of the £5000 -
£6999 group and £3*9 for ‘the farms with incomes of over £7,000

However, with a lower proportlon of farms investing in-the lower income
groups than in the higher ones the rate of net investment per acre achieved
by "investing farms" in the £0 - £999 group was not exceeded by any other
income group although the £5000 - £6999 group came close to equalling it
with a rate of net investment of £4°7 per acre, In the group of farms with
the highest incomes in which every farm undertook capital investment, the

/
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same rate of net investment of £3°9.per acre is derived for both "all farms"

and "investing farms",
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VI

TYPES OF INVESTMENT

Earlier sections of the report have been mainly concerned with the
overall levels of investment, both gross and net, and with grant assistance
found within the sample of 240 F.M.S. farms, Attention is now turned to a
description of the more specific types of investment undertaken and of the
allocation of investment expenditure and grant-aid among the various invest-
ment categories.

For the purposes of this analysis the four main categories of invest-
ment already employed in providing a broad indication of grant-aid to
various types of investment have each been further sub-divided according ﬁo
the more precise nature of the investments., The results of the analysis

are presented in Table 23.

Number of Farms Investing

The most popular sector for invéstment'was clearly that of farm build-
ings, there being 81 farms out of the total of 133 investing farms on which
a agcheme (or schemes) of this nature was carried out. Next in popularity
were land improvements, these occurring on 52 of the farms, Thirty six of
the farms carried out investments designed to improve the two main farm
services of water and electricity, while 14 farms undertook capital expend-
iture in connection with the improvement of farm accommodation.

Among schemes of investment involving farm buildings, those representing
expenditure inrespect of the dairy enterprise figured most prominently, In
all, 30 farms undertook capital investment on'buildings predominantly used
for dairying purposes. Schemes of capital expenditure on grain and fodder
storage rank second in order of numerical importance with 20 farms under-

taking investments of this kind and those in comnection with the cattle
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. enterprise third with 17 farms investing.

Occupying a pre-eminent position among the schemes of land improvement
‘were those designed to provide better access facilities such as roads and
yards, - These were undertaken on 24 farms while schemes of ditching and

drainage were next in importance being carried out on 18 farms.

Not éurprisingly the number of schemes involving the provision or
improvement of the farm's electricity supply (25) was aimost double that
of ‘schemes of improvement to faim water su?plieS’(lB) while schemes of
capital expenditure on farm cottages were found to have been undertaken on
‘11 farms cdmpared with four farms on which investment was made in connection
with the farmhouse itself, ' ‘ ‘

Gross Investment by Type of Investment

The number of farms investing in a given type of investment can only
be, however,la'rough guide to the importance of that investment sector, since
the investment demands of the various capital items will inevitably show
marked differences. For most farm business purposes, therefore, the mone-
tary value of the investments will provide the more useful measure of re-
lative importance., o ‘ '

" In gross terms, investment in farm buildings was by far'the'mbsﬁ impor-
tant sector accounting for 61°0 per cent. of the total gross investment
found in the sample. Within this sector 530 per cent. of gross investment

- was directed to buildings employed for dairying purposes, 13°0 per cent. to
:grain and fodder storage, 12°5 per cent, to buildings used for cattle rear-
ing and fattening and 119 per cent. to buildings utilised for poultry.

Whereas schemes of land improvement ranked second in\nﬁmerical impor-
‘tance, thefseéond most. important investment sectoﬁ in terms of gross invest-
ment was that of farm accommodation, which claimed 149 per cent, of total
gross capital exéenditure. ‘Most of this, hoWever, (933 per cent.) was
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directed to the improvemeht of farm cottages., Land improvements, in fact,
- represented 12*7 per cent. of total gross investment with access faciliﬁies
(roads, bridges and yards) and ditching and drainage schemes accounting?for
509 per cent. and 31°3 per cent. respectively of the expenditure within
this categbry.

Gross capital expenditure on farm services amounted to 11°4 per cent,
of the total and, of this, 581 per cent., was incurred by electricity schemes
and 41°9 per cent. by water supply schemes. Of the total gross expenditure
incurred in connection with improvements to farm services, however, it has
_‘been estimated that something like 8 per cent, was concerned with improve-
ments directly benefiting the farmhouse,

Grant-aid by Type of Investment

As.a result of variations in the rate at which grants are given and also
in the proportion of gross capital expenditure on which grants were claimed,
the distribution of grant-aid among the various categories of investment
differs slightly from that of gross capital investment. Reference to the
broad distribution of grant-aid among the four main categories of investment
has already been made in Section IV of this report but here iﬁ igs -possible
to compare this distribution with that of gross capital investment and also
to examine thé‘more defailed allocation of grant-aid within the four main

fields of investment.

Buildings, which accounted for 61*0 per cent, of gross capital - invest-

ment attracted only a slightly smaller proportion of total grant-aid (59+4
per cent.) but land improvements which claimed 12+7 per cent. of gross
capital expenditure commanded 15'6 per cent, of total grant-aid., Of the
other tﬁo'main investmeht catégories the share bf_total grant-aid awarded
to farm dwelling improvements (11°7 per cent.) was rather smaller, and that

to farm service improvements (13°3 per ¢ent.) rather larger, than the




Table 23. Dlstrlbutlon of Gross Capital Investment, Grant-aid and Net Capltal Investment
_ ) by nge of Investment

1961

. L Genmtboaid ~'Net Capital : Grant-aid as
Investment .. Grant-aid - Investment percent., of
per P per £ per| Pper | Gross Cap.
cent - cent | cent{ centJ Investment

Number ; Gross Capital-

Type of Investment | of Farm
' : Investin% £

Land: : : o N
Ditching/drainagd 18 | 4370| 31°3 501 23+9| 28| 451
Reclamation 2 2671 19| 88| 22| 1:8f 02| : 330
Hedge removal - 8 | 809 58| 07 60 571 07|  29°%
Fencing/gates 8 [ 1247| 89 500 - ' 1065 | 12| 157
Roads/yards 24 | 7103| 509 | 8 . 56*9| 68| 199 .
Pens/dipping - 1 159] 12 09| 12| 021 ' 220
Total h 52 13955 {100°0 ’ 100°0| 119 | . 28+2. -
Buildings: S 1 . : 1 Cohen
Dairy - ’ 30 {35421 53+0; . 3/ 4 4802951 298 -
Cattle _ 17 |'8376] 12°5| : : 126 1. 218, .
Pigs = 10 - | 5651 85| 102 ‘6°3| - 67
Poultry : 13 79411 119 - : : 153 {1 00 .
Implements = 5 473 ; - : _ 0+9 : 00 -
Grain/Fodder 200 | 8653 . 12+4 ] . 2601 -
Other - : 2 299 - : : 0°6 00 .
Total ' 8l 66814 *0f 61°0 . . 100+0 - 225
Houses: . . i : ‘ : _ -
Farmhouses 4| 1099 10 2| 71 141 -
Cottages - 1) 151991 93-3! 13-9 929 185
Total ' 1 16298 |100¢ O, 149 : _ 100+0 182

Services: A . } N N AR .
Water Supply | - “13° | 5221 .4_1 99 48| VAR 384 .4°1| 0 331
Electricity - .25 17243] 58-1% 66 ‘ : 616} . L 22+6

Total . 36 12464 10090{ 11°4 100-0| 10+8| : 270

TOTAL 133 109531{ - 100+0! - hooto| 2370
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: Table 24. verage Sige of Gross and Net Capital Investment per
‘ ; , 1nvest1ng farm bz Type of Investment

- 1961

- Number of .
. _[Farms Investing jyvegting farm investing farm -
»'.;_Land' ’ A . . £ . )
o Dltchlng/ﬂralnage 18 , C 243 133
Reclamation 27 S134 - | 90
~ “Hedge removal _ 8 - 101 71
- Pencing/gates ' 8 156 - - 131
. _
1

Type of Investment

Average Gross | - Average Net ‘
Investment per] Investment per

* Roads/yards o o2 296 - 237
Pens/alpplng 159 . o124
Total . : 52 1 268 - | 1R
“Buildings:: ! . N
. - Dairy S - 30 , 1180 ’ 828
. Cattle . ‘ 17 o 492 o 385
- Pigs : 10 : 565 527
“/Poultry” -~ 13 C 611 © 611l
Implements . 5 95 9%
 Grain/Fodder =~ - . 20 433 320

Total - -1 . 825
Houses: -~ , :
-~ Farmhouses. - ‘ 4

" Cottages . | - 11

CTotal | - 14

I . Services: - . . -
" Water Supply : 13
Electricity S 25

Total | . 36

| TomaL
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corresponding proportions of total gross investment accounted for by-these
two sectors which were.14*9 per. cent., and 1l+/ per cent, respectivelyy‘

Wlthln the four main categorles of 1nvestment however, rather more
marked dlfferences are found between the proportlon of total gross capltal
expendlture represented‘by spec1f1c types ‘of investment and “the proportlon
of total grant-aid attracted by them, Thus investment in dalry bulldlngs
- which -accounted for 53°0 'per cent. of total gross investment in farm build-
ings .attracted 70°3 per cent. of the grants received by this sector.

" Ditching and drainage schemes which claimed 31°3 per cent., of the total gross

" .investment in land improvements received 50°*1 per cent, of ‘the grant-aid -

which accrued to the latter, while farm access improvements (roads, bridges
and yards) claimed 50+9 per cent, of total gross 1nvestment in land Amprove-
ments but only 35 8 per cent of the grant-ald to thls sector. The smaller
share of total gross 1nvestment was also awarded the greater share of grant-
aid in the case of 1nvestment in farm serv1ces.

The differences between the proportlon of total gross investment
absorbed by various categorles of lnvestment and the proportlon of total

| grant—ald whlch the latter attracted are reflected 1n the varying degree to

Whlch dlfferent types of 1nvestment are aSSlSted by grant-ald - This is

‘jshown in the flnal column of Table 23. -

~ Within the category of land improvements, which.in total was grant-aided

to the extent of 28¢2 per cent. aid to specific types ‘of investment ranged
. from 15*7 per cent., in the case of fencing and. other boundary improvements
- to 45*1 per cent. for ditching'and drainage works,. '

Among the 1mprovements to, farm bulldlngs Whlch, overall recelved grants

. to the extent of 22*5 per cent of the gross 1nvestment Ainvolved, -three

categorles were entlrely unalded These comprlsed 1mprovements to poultry
bulldlngs and to bulldlngs used for 1mplement storage and expenditure on




- 50 -

improvements residually classed as "other". Of the categories of invest-
ment 'in farm buildings which attracted at least some grant-aid, -that
rece1v1ng least ass1stance was plg bulldlngs where grant—ard only amounted
to 6'7 per cent of gross 1nvestment' the category rece1v1ng most assist-
‘ance was dalry bulldlngs, grant-ald 1n respect of which amounted to 29'8 per

cent. of gross lnvestment

Grant-aid as a proportion of total gross investment in farm accommoda-
tion amounted to 18+¢2 per cent. . :With the greater part of the investment
accounted for by investment in farm cottages grant-aid as a proportion of the
latter was only slightly more at 18¢5 per cent., Assistance to investment in
. farmhouses amounted to 14°1l per cent, ' . a

- of gross 1nvestment in farm services 33‘1 per cent of that on water

" supply and 22 6 per cent “of that on electrlclty supply was by way of

assistance from public Punds, In total, however, aid to farm serv1ces
amounted to 27°0 per cent. of total gross investment.

Net Investment by Tvpe of Investment

The lncldence ‘of grant—ald among the varlous categorles of lnvestment
though dlfferlng ‘in some respects ‘from that of gross 1nvestment dld not
dlsturb the general investment pattern. The two categorles of lnvestment
with the higher proportionate incidence of grant—ald — namely land improve-
ment and improvements to farm services —— obviously claimed a somewhat smaller
share of total net investment than of total gross investment and those
categories with the lower incidence of grant-aid - farm.buildings and farm
services -- a higher share of net investment than of gross investment., - But
the changes in proportion are relatlvely small and the ranking of the four
" main categorles of lnvestment in order of 1mportance remalns unchanged

Farm bulldlngs remaln, by far, the most important fleld of 1nvestment account—

~ing for 61'5 per cent, of net investment followed by farm dwelllngs w1th 15 8
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per cent,, land improvements with 11°9 per cent, and farm services with
108 per cent.

Within the four'main categories variations in the incidence of grant-aid
. “produce’ rather more marked differences in the proportions of gross and net
investment absorbed by the more specific types of investment; but here again
those” changes — which are ‘discernible in Table 23 — are insufficient to
" alter the general order of 1mportance of the various types of 1nvestment

establlshed on the basis of gross 1nve°tment. o |

‘ Average Slze of Investment by Tvpe of Inyestment

The average size of investment per investing farm, both gross and net,
made in each of the various categories of investment is shown in Table 24.
~ Overall investment in land, buildings, houses and services amounted on aver-
- age to £823 of gross investment per farm and £633 of net investment per farm
for the 133 farms investing. The more costly types of 1mprovemenis, how-
ever, entailed in the year of the survey an average gross capltal expend-
iture of well over £1,000, ~Most costly improvements of all, though made
- 6nly on a relatively few'farms;'were those made in connection with' farm
cottégés; © These averaged £, 382 of gross 1nvestment and £1,126 of fiet
investment, per farm investing. The second most costly form of lnvestment
though' of far’gréater importance in terms of the number of farms 1nyest1ng
“was that of capital expendlture on dairy bulldlngs whlch “in gross terms,
amounted to £1,180 per investing farm and, in net terms, to £828,  Five
other categories of investment — ‘cattle buildings, pig bulldlngs, poultry
buildings, buildings for grain and fodder..storage, and water supply improve
ments —- revealed average gross_investmeﬁt,figures=per investing farm of more
than £300 yhile four of these (water supply improvements being. the exception)
possessed net investments in excess of this figure.
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VI

Landlords! Contribution to Investment

On wholly or. partly tenanted farms the funds for 1mprovements to land,
buildings and works may come either from the tenant or from,the_landlord;or
from both parties conjointly., A landlord, moreover, is no less eligible
for assistance inespect of those grant-attracting improvements for which he
bears the cost than is a tenant who carries out similar work. Table 25,
therefore, shows in relation to total gross 1nvestment total grant—ald and
total net investment in the sample of 240 farms the gross capital expend-
“iture undertaken by landlords, the grant-aid received by them and the con-
sequent net investment made by them in the four main types of investment,
Table 26 shows the distribution of the landlords' gross capital investment,

grant-aid and net capital investment among the four main investment sectors.

Gross Investment by Léndlords

- Gross investment by 1andlords_comprises only a relatively small pro-
portion of total gross investment within the-sample, amounting to £14,446 or
132 per cent. in all, . The proportionate contribution of landlords to‘the
total grossbinvestment.in~the various categories was greatest in the case
of farm dwellings where it amounted to 17*4 per cent., of the tdtal, The
proportion contributed to investment in farm buildings was a little less at
15*9 per cent., smaller still in the case of services (7°1 per cent.) and
only a negligible amount (06 per qent.),of land improvements.

There were, in fact, only 10 farms on which the landlord undertook
investment either independently of the tenant or in conjunction with him,
although in several ases, as will be seen from Table 26, the landlord in-
vested in more than one type of investment, On several of these farms
investment consisted, either wholly or in part, of expenditure on farm

buildings and the latter category accounted for, by far, the largest share




Table 25. Landlords'-Gross Capital Investment.?Grant-aid and
: Net Capital Investment as a Proportion of Total Gross: - -
Capital Investment, Grant-aid and Net Capital Investment

: 1961

_ ~Gross Capital T ~ .~ . | Net Capital
Type _ Tnvestment Grent-aid Tnvestment

; of Landlords! - Landlords! - : . Landlords!
:Investmgnt Total Investment Total Grant-aid :Tdtal Investment

Per cent Per cent - |Per cent..
Amount lAmount Amount of Total

: of Total of Total
: g g RN £ £ | &£
Land 13,955 80| : 06 .| 3,940 - - 10,015 80 08

Buildings | 66,814 [10,640| 15°9 | 15,034 |3,546| 236 | 51,780| 7,09 | 137
Houses 16,298 | 2,841 | 174 | 2,971| 590 198 | 13,327 2,251 169
Services | 12,464| 885| Tl | 3,365| 220 65 | 9,09| 65| 73

Total  [109,531 (14,446 13°2 | 25,310 | 4,356 | 17°2 | 84,221 [10,090 | 120
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Table 26, Distribution of Landlords! Gross Capital Investment
Grant-aid and Net Capital Investment by Type of Investment

. 1961

Net Capital | Grant-aid as
Investment | percent. of

« | Gross Capital : oa
Type No, of Investmgnt Grant-aid .

of Landlords Per - Per Per i
r Pe : ross Capital
Investment Inves#lng £ cent £ cent, £ cent . Investment

Land 1 | 8| 06| - | -| ef o8] -
7 | 10,640 73°6| 3,546| 814 | 7,094| 70°3| - 333

Buildings 7 .
Houses 3 | 2,84 197 590| 13+5| 2,251 22°3|  20°8
; |

Services 885\ 6°1| 2200 5e1| 665| 66| 249

Total 10 | 14,4461100°0 | 4,356]100.0 | 10,090 1100.0 | .- 30-1

Table 27. Landlords';'Tenanté’ and Owner-occuﬁiers‘ Gfoss :

Capital Investment, Grant-aid and Net Capital Investment
' : ~ per acre. L

1961

Per Acre of ReﬁtedjLand | Per Acre
, - : of
. Landlords . .
Landlords | Tensnts and Ownerigggupled
: Tenants
Totallnzzgt'Totallnzzzt'Totailnzzgt_Total Inzzgt‘
acs ., acres a.C8s J acres .a.Cs 4 acres acs. acres
e T £ 21 £ T £ £ T ¢ 3

Gross Capital Investment 07| 1¢3 |1¢9| 3¢5 | 26| 48 |31 | 51

Grant-aid . 002 04 |0°5] 009 j 07| 1°3 |06 | 1+0
Net Capital Inmvestment |0°5| 009 |1e41 206 11:9] 325 205 | 41
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(73?6hper cent.) of total landlords! gross capital expenditure.. - Houses
claimed 19¢7 per.cent,; services 6*1l per cent, and land improvements only 0°6
per cent., of the total.

.~ The average gross capital expenditure per landlord. investing, if calcu-
- lated, -amounts to '£1,445. .. Such a .calculation, however, would conceal a

. wide disparity in the actual levels of investment on the part of the ten in-
“-yesting :landlords, - Thus:five landlords undertoock capital -expenditure which
~in gross terms amounted to less than £500. each while -two: of . them undertook
similar expenditure of just over £1,000 each., Of the remaining three in-
vesting landlords, two made gross investments of nearly £2,500 each and the
thlrd a gross lnvestment of nearly £5 800 ’ o o ;

There was no marked concentratlon of 1nvest1ng landlords w1th1n any

partlcular type of farmlng ‘group although there were three groups -- the East
Dev0n Dalry group and ‘the two Devon and Gornwall Gattle and Sheep groups ——
‘where no 1nvest1ng landlord was found. . However, the two farms with the
hlghest level of landlords' gross. 1nvestment were both found in the Dorset
,_Dalry and Arable ~group.

Grant-aid to Landlords.

“In total, landlords received £4,356 in the form of grants towards the
cost of improvements carried out by them, This sﬁm repfesented‘l7'2 per
.cent., of the total grant-aid which was forthcoming as-a result of improvements
carried out on the 240 farms.in the sample, . Of the total grant-aid to land-
lords 81*4 per cent, was generated by improvements to farm buildings, 13¢5
.per cent by lmprovements to farm dwelllngs and 5 1 per cent by 1mprovements

to services.

In terms of the :proportion of landlords! gross. expenditure met by public
funds, farm buildings received the greatest amount of assistance, grants re-

presenting 33¢3 per cent, of landlords' gross capital expenditure in this
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category..  Farm dwellings and services were aided to the extent of 2048

per cent. and 24°*9 per cent. of landlords'-gross capltal expenditure.

respectively.

Since it can reasonably be assumed that the grants received by land-
lords in respect of improvements to farm buildings would, 'almost exclusively,
- have been approved under scher.nes.'whichi provide for grants at’'a rate of one-
" third of the.capital‘cost,-itawould appear that.only a very. small proportion
indeed of the -improvement carried.out by landlords was undertaken without

~the aid of grants.

Net Investment by Landlords

Net capital expenditure on the-part'ef-landlerds amounted to £1D;090,

or '12:0 per cent, of total net capital expendlture in the sample. N The _
| proportion contributed by the 1andlords to the total net capltal expend-
" iture in the four main investment categorles was 51m11ar, as one would
expect, to the proportion contributed to gross capltal expendlture. The
: landlords' contribution was again’ greatest in the case of farm dwelllngs
at 16°9 per cent. and least, being less than one per cent., in the case of
land improvements. The proportions contributed by the landlord to net

capltal expendlture on farm bulldlngs and servxces were 13¢ 7 per cent and
k‘7 *3 per cent respectlvelyu

Farm buildings attracted 70°3 per cent, of the net investment by land-
. lords, farm dwellings 22+3. per cent,, services 6t6 per cent. and land im-

" provements 0*8 per cent,

Landlords‘ Gross. Gagltal Investment, Grant-ald and Net Ganlta] Investment
Per Acre

" Although capital investment was undertaken by only a few of the land-
lords in the sample (and, even among these few, was very unevenly distri-
buted), the substantial acreage of tenanted farmland represented. by the
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investing landlords perhaps warrants the inclusion of Table 27. This table
compares the gross capital expenditure,gnant-aid and net capital expenditure
per acre made, or recelved, by the tenants of rented land in the sample and
that made, or received, by their landlords. ‘Also shown in the table is the
gross capital expenditure, grant-aid and net capital expendlture made, or
recelved by the owner-occupiers of owned 1and in the sample., In each case,
the per acre figures are expressed both in terms of the total rented and
total oﬁned land in the sample of 240 farms and in terms of the rented and

" owned land on which investment was made , |

Expressed in terms of the rented land on which investment was, ‘made,

gross capital expendlture per acre amounted to £4'8 to which the tenants
contributed at the rate of £3*5 per acre and the landlords at the rate of
£l‘3 per acre, Net investment on thls land amounted to £3*5 with tenants
“and landlords contributing to the extent of £2¢6 and £0°9 respectlvely.
Gross and net capital expendlture by owner-occuplers of the owned land on
whlch 1nvestment took place was rather hlgher at £5°1 and £4}l respectlvely,

In terms of the total acreage of rented land and of owned land the
gross and neb investment figures per acre for owner-occuplers, landlords
‘and tenants w1ll, of course, be much lower. Thus the gross and net capital
'expendlture per acre by owner—occuplers is seen on thls ba31s to be £3°1 and
£2+5 respectlvely vhile on tenanted land it amounﬁed to £2¢6 and £1°9. The
respectlve contrlbutlons of landlords and tenants to these two 1atter totals

re £O'7 and £1'9 in the case of gross 1nvestment and £0~5 and £1°4 in the
case of net capltal expendlture.
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VIII

Comparative Investment Data

Prior to the compilation of this report some investment data relating to
the netional sample of F.M.S, farms and to several regiohal samples'had been
made available by the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food and by cer-
tain other Departments of the Provincial Agrlcultural Economics Service,

Whlle comparison is necessarily restricted both by the emount of data thus
far made available from other sources and by the differing bases adopted for -
their presentation, some significant differences would, neveruheless,appe&r

to be emerging in the regional pattern of investment.

_Table‘28,_for example, shows that a higher proportion of farms invested.

in capital improvemenﬁs in the South Western sample than in the national sam-
ple despite the known greater preponderance of smaller farms in the former,
In the South Western sample 55¢4 per cent, of the farms invested compared
with 44*3 per cent, of the national sample. However, both samples exhibited
a similar paﬁtern inasmuch as a higher proportion of farms invested in the

groups of larger farms than in the groups of smaller farms.

Analysis of the two samples by tenure status (Table 29) shows that both
the "wholly tenant" and "wholly owner-occupier" groups in the national sample
have a lower 1nc1dence of investing farms than the correspondlng groups in
the South Western sample., The dlsparlty is partlcularly marked in the case
of the “wholly tenant"group, investment occurring on only 357 per cent. of
the farﬁs which fall withiﬁ this group in the national sample compared with
52/ per cent, of farms in the comparable South Western group. Only in the
"mainly tenant" group was the incidence slightly higher in the case of the

national sample,

Gross Capital Investment

Tables 30 and 31 compare the gross investment per acre in the South
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Table 28. ° - Proportion of Farms Investing by Size of Farm:
~ South West F.M.S. Sample (240 farms)
and National F.M.S. Sample (2552 farms)

1961

1 F. M. S. Sample
‘Size of Farm™

| South Wesﬁerﬁ Nationa12

) per cent per cent
20 ~ 492 acres ( under 50 acres ) 421 251
50 99—%— " (51.-210 " ) 493 36°0

100 - 1495 " (101 - 150 ™ ) | 5202 | 454

. 1 ’ . E . ,

W anexo v ) | &2 )

300 -~ 499— " (30L-500 " ) 687 5349

'500 acres & over (501 acres & over) 889 56%2

A1l Farms | o sse L age3

+ Comparable size groups employed by M.A.F,F, are shown in brackets.
Includes a number of market garden holdlngs.
Table 29, Prqportlon of Farms Investlng by Tenure Statusl:A

South West F.M.S. Sample (20 farms) and Natlonal
. F.M.S. Sample (2552 farms)

1961

F. M. S, Sample

- Tenure Status : '2
: South Western] National

. _ . per cent, per cent,
‘Wholly Tenant - - ' 52+ 4, 3547

Mainly Tenant - _ 476 493
- Wholly Owner-occupier - C 570 5002°
. Mainly Owner-occupier . 64°9 : 519

A1l Farms | '_..” 5574 -‘,. 443 .

1 The definitions of mlxed tenancy groups in the Natlonal sample are
- identical with those employed for the South Western sample,

2 Includes a number of market garden holdlngs. _—
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Gross Capital Investment per acrel by Size of Farm:
South West F.M.S. Sample (240 farms) and
National F.M.S, Sample (2552 farms

-1961

F.M.S. Sample

Size of Farm South Western National?

A1l |Investing All |Investing
Farms | Farms Ferms | Farms
£ - £
34 | 13+0
2:3°| 602
AV 546
31 | ] 44
1-9° 37
11 ‘2'2

: £

20 - 49—-acres ( under 50 acres ) 66

50 - 995 (50-100 " )| 31
100 - 149§ m o (101 -15 v ) 27
150 - 1998 v ; 2:3
200 _ 2995 n (151 - 300 M2
300 - 4995 " (301 -500 )l 23
500 acres & over (501 acres & over) 46

A1]1 Farms ] 2:8

v | HESEIIWHD

109 ) 307

1 Per acre figures for South Western sample based on total adjusted acres;
those for National sample on total unadjusted acres.
Includes a number of market garden holdings.

Table 31. - Gross Capital Investment per acrel by Tenure Status:
South West F.M.S. Sample (240 farms) and
National F.M.S, Sample (2552 Iarms)

1961

'F.M.S. Sample

Tenure Status : South Western National?
A1l |Investing All Investing
Farmg| Farms Farmg | Farms

' T £ £ 1 £ £
Wholly Tenant - 26 | 406 n.a.|. 36
Mainly Tenant ~ = ‘ . 344 56 n.a, 25
Wholly Owner-occupier 27 1 43 . n,a, 4°3
Mainly Owner-occupier 3.1 YA n.a, 39

" A1l Farms IR  2:8 45 109 | 3.7
n.a. = not available

1 See footnote 1 to Table 30.
See footnote 2 to Table 30.
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Western sample with that in the national sample both for "all farms" and
Wrvesting farms". . These tables show that not only did a greater proportion
of farms invest in the case of the South Western sample but that higher rates
of gross. investment per acre were also achieved in the latter: £2¢8 per acre
for "all farms" ‘and £4*5 for “1nvest1ng farms" compared with flgures for the
national sample of £1+9 and £37 respectlvely. While the smaller average
‘size of ‘the South Western sample may 1mmed1ately suggest itself as a reason
for these higher rates of investment, Teble 30 reveals that this is far from
being entirely the case. In the first place, the ‘considerably higher rates
of gross 1nvestment per acre achleved by 1nvest1ng farms 1n the South Western
sample in both the group of smallest farms ‘and the group of largest farms
also tended to more than offset the higher rates achieved by the national
sample over the intervening size ranges. Second, the higher’incidence of
investing farms found over the entire size range of the South Western sample

must obviously:have contributed to the higher rates of investment for "a1l

farms" achieved by this sample in all but the 150 - 2993 acres size range.

V'Table Bl shows that exaetly the same level of gross inveetment per acre
{£4°3) was achieved by the investing farms in the "wholLyowner—occupler" groups
of both the South Western semplée and the national sample. = In the case of
the other three tenure groups, however, the rate of investment per acre

was higher among the South Western farms,

Tvpes of Investment

The marked regional differences which are to be found in the distribu-
tion of gross capital expenditure between the main categories of investment
are evident from Table 32, The results of the national F.M.S. sample
suggest that over the country as a whole something like 60 per cent, of
total capital expenditure is directed to the erection or improvement of farm
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buildings. Land was next in importance accounting for 20 per cent, of the
total while farm dwellings and services absorbed 17 per cent, and”three per

“cent, respectively’

Of the data available for three F.M.S. Provinces that for the South West
accorded most closely with the natlonal position, Land and serViees,acceunt-
ing for 13 per cent, and 11 per cent of total gross 1nvestment respectlvely,
showed ‘some deviation from ‘the natlonal sample flgures but the proportlons
attracted by bulldlngs and houses — 61 per cent., and 15 per cent. respect-
lvely - corresponded closely with the national F.M.S, sample, A breakdown
of the figure for bulldlngs in the South Western sample clearly reflects the

emphasis of the region on livestock husbandry.

- The Eastern sample reflects the greater importance of arable farming in
the area with only 50 per cent. of total gross investment directed to build-
ing improvements and 28 per cent. to improvements to the land. Nevertheless,
despite this fact, more than half the expenditure on farm buildings was under-
taken not in connectlon w1th the cropplng enterprlses but for the hous1ng of

llvestock

The importance of both the livestock and cropping enterprises to. the

farming economy of the East Midlandsis evident from the proportions of total
gross 1nvestment which were spent on buildings for these two sectors on
F.M,S, farms in this region. In aggregate, expenditure on farm buildings

in this sample claimed 70 per cent. of total gross investment compared with

60 per cent. in the national sample, Farm dwellings, moreover, only claimed
a slightly smaller share of total capital expenditure (19 per cent.) than they

did in the Eastern sample,’

~ The share of gross investment absorbed by serv1ces in both the East
Midland and the Eastern sample was small, bel.nCr even less than the figure of
three per cent for the national sample, In this respect, the figure of 11




Table 32. Distribution of Gross Capital Investment between
Four Main Types of Investment: National F.M.S.
Sample and Three Regional F M S. Samples

1961

Type of ‘ - F. M. S.‘Sample

Investment 1

3

South Western | East Midland Eastern2 National

: per cent, per cent, per cent. per cent,
Land . 13 28 20
Buildings: - : .
For Stock 53) 6l 30)
For Crops 8) ' 20) ©

Houses 15 | 20 17
Services 11 2 3

50 60

Total 100" , 0 100 100

R. Bennett Jones. Investment in Land, Buildings and Works in 1961,
Farm Management Notes, No. 29, Unlveiolty of Nottingham, Department
of Agricultural Economics.

B.M. Camm, Report on Farming, 1961-62. Report No. 59, University
of Cambridge, Farm Economics Branch, '

Provisional results based on a restricted sémple of 1530 farms.
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Table 33. Proportion of Gross Capital Investment Financed by
Grants: Three Regional F.M.S. Samples

1961

F.M.S, Sample

Type of Investment

South WesternEast Midland™

: 'Eastern

2

Land , 28 38 Nn.a.
Buildings: ) )
For Stock - 22 26 C :
For Crops 25) =3 1 25) 26 Nede.

" Houses ' 18 6 Nea,

Services 27 38 n.a.

per cent, per cent, per cent,

Total 23 23 21

jé R. Bennett Jones.  ibid.
B.M. Cam. ibid.

Table 34. = Landlords! Contribution to Net Capital Investment:

Three Regional F.M.S, Samples
' 1961 '

Province " Per cent. =

- South Westei'n. : _ N 12
East Midland® o , 66
Eastern 22

1 Wholly rented farms only
Sources: R. Benrett Jones. ibid.
BnIVI. dem, ibid.
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- per-cent. revealed by the South Western sample offers a marked contrast,

Grant-aid to Investment

vAlthough the contribution made:by'grant—aid to gross investment ih the

rational F.M.S. sample is not known, the proportions of total gross invest-
ment financed from public funds are available for the South Western, East
Midland and Eastern provincial samples, These are seen from Table 33 to
possess a striking similarity., In the case of the South Western and the
East Midland samples the figure was identical for 1961 at 23 per cent, while
in the Eastern sample it was only slightly less at 21 per. cent,

Unfortunately, the proportions of gross investment contributed by grant-
aid in the four main types of investment were not included in the results
published for the Eastern sample, A comparison of these proportions in the
case of the other two regional samples, however, suggests that the similarity
of the overall level of grant-aid to investment may conceal marked differences
in the extent of aid to comparable investment categories in different regions.
Thus land improvements in the South West would appear to have been aided to
the extent of only 28 per cent. compared with 38 per cent. in the East Mid-
lands while improvements to farmhouses and services were assisted in the
former Province at the rate of 18 and 27 per cent. of gross capital expend-
iture respectively compared with the figures of six per cent, and 38 per cent.,
in the latter.

Landlords! Contribution

The limited extent to which landlords appear to have contributed to the
net cost of improvements in the South West has already been referred to in
an earlier section of the report. This feature of the tenanted farms in the
South Western sample is emphasised when comparison is made with the two other
Provincial samples as in Table 24, In the Eastern sample, the proportion of

net investment contributed by landlords was 22 per cent, The landlords!
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contribution in both the South Western and Eastern F.M.S. provinces is over-
shadowed, however, by its extent in the East Midland F.M S. sample the results
of whlch shou it to be no less than 66 per cent, of net lnvestment on wholly

tenanted farms.




IX,

CONCLUSION

In preparing this report it has been apparent from the outset that
the requirements of those who may subsequently refer to it may differ con-
siderably, and for this reason an effort has been made to present the data
in as comprehensive a manner as possible even at the obvious risk of pro-
ducing a rather formidable array of figures, It is hoped, however, that the
reader will be assisted in his task by the consistency which has been sought

Table 35. Capital Investment and Grant-aid on 133 Investing
Farms in a Sample of 240 F.M.S. Farms in
South West England

i " Owner- i Total
;andlords Tenants€occ sers
| | up er% Bmount {Per cent.

T | £ | £ | =
Net Capital Investment | 10,090 | 29,968 | 44,163 | 84,221  77°0

Grant-aid 4,356 | 10,148 25,310 230

|
|
510,806

|
|
|
{

Gross Capitel Investment] 14,446 | 40,116 | 54,969 109,531 | 1000

in the arrangement of topics and tables and by the list of contents which
should be sufficiently detalled to permit easy reference.

In view of these provisions and in order to avoid what would inevitably
be quite arbitrary selection of data no attempt will be made to summarise
the contents of the report other than to set out in Table 35 above the main
investment features of the sample of farms investigated.
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APPENDIX I.

: Definition of Type of Farming Groups
The eight type-of-farming groups which are employed in this report are

defined as follows:-

Group 1, Dorset Dairy:
Primarily dairy farms situated in north and west Dorset with supple-

mentary pig and poultry enterprises. Cash cropping not important.

Group 2. FEast Devon Dairy:

Dairy farms in East Devon with supplementary poultry and pig enter-
prises. Poultry forms an important enterprise, but cash cropping is
negligible,

Group 3 Devon md Cornwall Dairy and Mixed:

Mixed livestock farms with dairying as the main enterprise, widely
dispersed throughout Cornwall and Devon west of the River Exe,

Group 4. Devon and Cornwall Mixed Livestock:
Mixed livestock farms with little or no cash cropping, and with the
milk enterprise comprising less then one-third of gross output.

Group 5. Devon and Cornwall Mixed with crops:
Farms similar to those in Group 4, but with cash crops accounting
for not less than 15% of gross output.

Group 6.  Devon and Cornwall Cattle and Sheep:

(a) Lowland, Lowland farms with the cattle enterprise more important
than sheep, and a considerable proportion of the stock sold fat, with some

summer fattening of cattle on grass.
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(b) Upland. Farms in upland areas where the sheep enterprise is more
important than cattle, and most of the stock 'sold as store. The disposal
of breeding stock, particularly ewes, forms an important sale product.

Group 7. Dorset Dairy and Arable: |
Large farms mainly on the Chalk Downs in Dorset, with considerable

cash cropping and an impbrtant dairy enterprise;

Group 8. Gornwall Dalrv and Pigs:

Densely stocked farms in Cornwall which rely heav1ly on purchased
feedingstuffs. '




Table 1. Distribution of Grant-aid by Type of Farming and Type of Grant

"IT XIANHedY

1961

: Dand CD and C |[D and C Cattle|Dorset| Clwall
Dorset Mixed | Mixed and Sheep Dairy | Dairy
Dairy Live- | with (a) (b) ‘| and and

' stock | Crops |Lowland | Upland| Arable | Pigs

No. of Farms | A 020 23 9 | 15 | 18

' £ | £ e | £ £ | =
F.I.S. . 241 6611 | 1505

Drainage | | | |11
L'stock Rearing _ ; | - .

Local Authority
Water Supply

Other 23

'
b

Total | 5906 389 | 6801




Table 2. Percentage Distribution of Grant-aid by Tvpe of Farming and Type of Grant
1961

D and CI0 and C| D and C Cattle| Dorset
Dorset Mixed | Mixed and Sheep Dairy
Dairy Live- | with (a) (b) and

stock | Crops [Lowland | Upland | Arable

No. of Farms 34 41 20 9 15

% % % % % %
F.I.S. 59+8 48°1

(:9uo0d) "II XIANEIJY

Drainage 156 ' -
L'stock Rearing -

Local Authority 135
Water Supply 107
Other 04

Total  100+0




