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FREEDING CATTLE COSTS 1953/5L

. The sim ¢f this report is to give reliable current figures on the cost of

producing weaned ‘calves (approximately 6 months old) for the various types of
breeding cow herds, kept in the North of Scotlande ' |
¢ Kltogethér costs from 47 Farms are considered and these have been divided

into 4 groups, the main features of which are shown in Table I.

~Table T

Types of Farm and Breeding Cow Herd

Faxrm

Herd . .. . .

Average
Size

Altitude

(Mean)

'Ereed of

Breed of
: Bullsx

Covisx=

15
Caithness
Herds

122 .acres .
arable

21l acres
rough

11 AdA

L S.

99 acres
arable

481 acres
rough

10 mainly

13 A.A.
A.A. :

6 S. or
AJAe x Se

3 Se -

Lowland
. Herds

178 acres
arable

2. acres
rough

2 AJA

3 A.Ae x S.

11
- Outwintered
Herds

| 5397 acres

235 acres
arable

rough

10 herds
S. x HH
or HH or -
Se x Se x HH
3 herds
contain
some G x
or pure G

® A.A. = Aberdeen Angus S. = Shorthorn

H.H. - = Highland

G.

- - HRE = Héreford;

= Galloway
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In Group IV and in 11;." "ﬁ'ér"ds' m both "Gr‘oup I and 'Group II one calf was
" reared t to the cow but in-one herd in C«roup I and two herds in Group IDZ a
proportion of cows! reared two calves.

v In Group IIT there were ’chree herds in which one calf was reared to the
| covl but in the other two herds each cow rearcd ‘cwo calves. E

In almost all the herds of the first three groups the cows were. kept msmde

during the winter months bu’o the distinguishing fea‘cu:;‘e of Group IV is that the
cows were of a hardj breed and outw:.n‘bered.

. Herd Type
All *l:he upland hei *ds (Group II) exoep‘b one lie in the Nam—Fmdhorm-Avon-

Spey vall eys wh:v.ch Tun Nor'bh f‘rom the lonadhleith and Cairngorm mountains down

: = to the 1/Ioray Firths - Same of- these herds are 1000 ft. above sea level and 30 -
‘m:Lles from the sea and each farm receives not only the £'IO per head cow subsidy '

- also Margmal Lend Grants. |

T’m Cal’chness herds are probably s:.’cuated on rather 'better land than most

. of the up land he ~ds but on the other hand Gal‘chness is exposed to cold w:mds and

the *bempera‘bure even in summer tends to be lowe.

Al" the Ca:::b}mess farms except 2 received the cow subs:.dy and 11 received
| Iv’arglnal Land G*an‘ts. .
| On_‘che f~ive farms in Group III the‘breed‘:ing covs tcnd to be a rathoxw leas
unpor’cant en‘berpriée on %he farm than is the case with Groups I and II. None aE‘
these hords received Ivfarp;'inal Land Grants or the £10 cow subsidy. -

The outwmi;ered herds were much bigger in size tha'b those of the other
. gr'oups and all the herds conta:med cross 'bred or pure bred cows of the. hardy .
| o:ceeds (H:Lgh_.and and Galloway) '
Seven of the 11 fa.rms in this group received Marg:mc.l Land Grants but the
' other L;. herds viere - a"tached to good arable farms. In all cases except one the

cow ‘su'b's idy was -received.
; i : '

- Size of Hord

The average herd size was :- (
' Average . Range -

Group I (Calt}mess) , 16 cows 6 - 56 cows
Group II (Upland) 17 covs -7 = L0 cowis .
Group IIT (Lowland) 16 cows 7. = 36 cous

- Group IV (Outwintered) 59 covs 13+ =150 cows
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- More cows died than in the previcus year's costs and a camplete statement

of cow numbers is shown in Table IL.
Table II

Cow Numbers

' 16 Upland
Herds

(.45 Caithness -
Herds

5 Lowland
Hords

11 Outwintered
Herds

Noas of Cows at Start
(Nove 1953)
Purchased
Transferred in

206

15
38

86

L
10

576

3
102

TOTAL

681

Sold
Died ,
Nos of Cows at End
(Wove 195L.)

20

76

30
21

Noe of Calves Reared
Proportion of Calves
Reared to Cow Numbers

9
112

Time of Birth of Calves

The general pattern of calvings:in the various groups was ‘similar to that

of the preévious years with the calves in Group IT tending to fall distinctly

earliecr than those of the CaiﬁYmesé gfmlp as Table III indicates. This fact

coupled with the fact that the Abeffdee_én Angus breed preponderates in Group II

explains vhy in Tablé XIIT thé valﬁétibn of Group II calves is higher than those

of Group I.
Table IIT

Time of Calving

Herd Group:

I IT

Caithness Upland

11T

Towland

v
Outwintered

Nos of Herds with
over 50% calvings
before larch 1st

2 Herds 8 Herds

Nos of Herds with
over 50 calvings
after March Jst

o R R S T ey DA

Noe of Herds with
over 50, calvings
before April 1st

11 Herds

Nos of Herds with .
over 50% calvings
cafter April s+t

errenrecan s ot
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Climatic conditions usually decide the most suitable time for calving in the 7
outwintered herds but in the other groups early calves are-usually wanted, parti- \

cularly if the calves are to be sold at V.abQﬁt 6 months old in the Autum salese.

, Method of Cost:z.ng L
o Horle grown :E'oods are charged a't S'bandafd cos*b of product:.on :E'lgures wh::.ch,. o
* however, 5 are gradua ted according to:the" y:.eld"of the particular crop concerned. .
For labour and overhead charges the ré.ﬁes used are thdse agreed by«“bhe,Sc_:ottis.ﬁ o
‘Conference of Agrlcul‘tural Economists for "nvas’cock cos‘b:_nC‘s. These appéar in

- detall 1n the Append:_“ 'bo Econom:Lc Repor'hs Nos. 43 and 46 oi‘ this Departmente

© - Cost per Cow per Year

- Winter Foods Details of the average net cost of winter foods appeai‘ in

" Ta'ble IV for all four 'types ‘of herd whllst the actual amounts used are shown in
'bhe general summary of the costs in Append:.x 1. | |

- Table IV

Average Winter Foods per Cow: 1953/5L

U

Tj@e of- . Caithness Upland -Lowland Outwintered
" PFood . : Herds - Herds Herds Herds

‘Turnips etce 9418440 10-'1).4’1 9« 8. Telle 5
'S_’bra.W (ea‘ben) ' 1e15, . 1e 8s 2 Telle . 1elbe 2
“Oats . AN Lells 1 tells 8 ) ~210e } 1o O 2
Ha.y ‘ ' To e ' 1o 20 2 -.189 1‘15. bt
: Silage . —s e L e 3. 3 e 2. RE e 90’!1
Other — Go ~a 5. 9 —~e =y ‘ ) — 30 9

_ Net Foods 170124 15¢ 911 13412 5 | 8e B 5

~The pattern of feedlng is f:uced on most fa::'ms with 'burn:.ps and oat straw

as the foundation of ‘l:he ra‘c:.on for all the herds k.ep’c 1ns1de. Oats are used

M,Vheav:.ly in Ca:g.thness and were fed on’ all the farms in Group I but only on 10 of

the 16 farms in Group II.

A feed of hay is givén on Some farms and'in this saznple,.fx'aas.'xl;sé_d,,_pn 8

Caithness farms, 40 upland farms and 3 of the' 5 lowland farms. :

- The feec’l:mg, of s:l.lage is not cormmon’ m.th .cows ; kept 1ns1de but with ’Ghe herds
kept ou'bs:.de 11: was used for 7 out of the 11 herds. The feedn.nr of ou’m:.ntered
_cattle varies greatly both in type of food: and quantities u.:,ed so that average .
figures may‘ convey little meaning. Accordlngly it was dec:u.ded ‘bo calculate the
amount of ‘food fed in each OuﬁViIlt__eI‘ed' herd m__,'be;:ms of ‘S_;t_::g::‘_ch_Egu:.valent anfi it

was found that an average of 8.7 cwis. were fed per cow per winter the amount
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'be:.ng as low as 3e1 cwte in one herd and as high as 13.0 in another. In 8 .
of ‘bhe herds the Starch Equlvalen‘c flgure lay betv:een 8.0 and 11.0 cvrte per
covie  As the winter was mild little extra _feed had to be purchased and, hayJ
wé.s fpcugb‘c in on only one farm.
Qrop Yields

- Half, the ‘to‘bal cost of keeping a cow is winter foods and the cost of these
depends to a consider able extent on the yield ofl the home grovm crops. In 1953
the yields of the main feed crops was fairly good and this helpgad bring down the
) pric_e_ charged per cwbe of the various foods and offset any rise in grésé"Apro:'
duction costs.

Table V

Average Crop Yie_ids : 1953

Turnips Oats

Group I _
Ca:.thncos Fairms 16% Tons . cvte

-

"'Group IT ) Co
Upland Farmg 18 Tons cwbe

‘Group III ‘
Lowland Farms 22 Téns - 27 cute

Group Iv ) \ ~
Outwintered Farms 18 Tons 21 cwbe

Aeres per Cow

Oa many farms this lS a useful figure to calculate and Table VI below gives
the a\ferage acreage of arable feeding for the various types of herd. It should
be remembered that ﬁi‘bh covis kept inside in the winter, about 1 acre of straw is
required for feeding and bedding, bﬁt as this is usually ‘re‘garded as a by-product
it has not been included in he Table.

Table VI

Aver age Acreag_e Requirement per Cow

Caithness Herds: «26 acres Turnlps ;3 «07 acres Hay; <24 acres
. TOTAL: 57 acres

Upland Herds: . +27 acres Turnips; 09 acres Hay; 09 acrés
TOTAL: 45 acres .

Lowland Herds : «23 acres Turnips; .01 acres Hay; 03 acres
«06 acres Silage; -
h TOTAL: .33 acres

Outwintered Herds : acres Turnips; 12 acres Hay; .06 acres
x «08 acres Silage

TOTAL: «31 acres
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It is very difficult to calculate the acreage of grassland required per cow
since the quality and type of rough grazing varies so 5reat1;} in the Grorups I(
II and IV. From data available, .owever, it does seem that about 1 3 acres. of
rotational grassland would be required per cow if uhe grazing were to be en’c:rely
on the low groﬁnd. Using this figure gives a to’cé.l df‘ 1463 acres per cow for-
herds in the lowland ground and 1.75 and 1.87 acres per cow for the Upla'nd and”
Caithness groups respectively. I‘:Lg;ures for Group IV are :unposs:.ble to give

because of the large acreage of I‘ouch grazings and hill.

Total. Cost per. Cow

The average cost per cow per year in the four groups is shown in Table VII,

Ta'ble VII

e g

Average Cost per Cow per Year

- Caithness Upland Lowland Outwintered
Herds . Herds . Herds Herds
Net Foods 170120 15o 9.11 13.120 5 1 . 8e 80
Labour and Power ' | 6415011 5e17¢ L Lo 95 6 3o 6o
%azing ~30 20711 5.1)-1-0 3 6o 7.10 2¢126
Miscellaneous ‘ ‘—e Lo 1 - 3611 - ~e 3§ 9 ~e 2s
Cow Depreciation . 241845 30 2¢ 9 3¢ 5e Teo =
Bull Cha:r‘ge . Qe Te 9 1¢10. 6 1e 3e Telle
Overheads - 2¢ 6011 119 1 le13e 2. 2¢ 26

N Wsww U,

TOTAL 3l 8, 6 33617 9 . 30415, 197 36
. 4 ..

S Inciuag_'s Winter ‘Glraziﬁg '
These figures are £2 - & h:i'.gher than last year and apart from small increases
in most of the .items the main difference is in the figure for cow depreci;.tion- ,
Génerally speaking'the pﬁ?icé received for cast cows is still high so that thié
" cost would not amount to much but in this year's sample it happened that several
herds ‘were prepai-ing fér or undergoing Attestation wi’qh the result that some cows
were ,slgid’a‘a‘ Low ﬁrices. 'A more detailed note of the cost of Attestation is |
given in Appendix IT. |
Another cause of the greater cow deprem ation f‘lgure is. 'bhe la.rtrer number of

deaths and casual:.ules in each g.r‘crup compared with the previous years

- Labour and Pover .

In many of ’chese herds the farmer himself Aces ‘some or all of the work in
connection with the herds, thus @

T\[pe of Herd o " Mainly Labour of Farmer & Family

15 Cal’bhness Herds 12 Herds
. 16 Upland Herds 4 ' " . 1L Herds'
5 Lowland Herds ’ ' 3 Herds
11 Outwintered Herds 2 Herds
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If the 36 imwintered herds are divided into a) small farms worked mainly
with labour of tha Farmer and his family and b) ‘larger holdings workéd with hired
labour; then the ‘labour hours per cow per week in the winker if 1s26 for the
TPamily! farms and 1.00 for the others. The ouwbwintered catble receive less’
attention and the average man hours per cow per week in-their case was O0slOs =

L .

V ‘- Grazing

The method of calculation used is that described in Economic Report Nos ué
of this Departmens. In many herds the presence of large acroagcs of rough
grazmg camplicates the calculations; in almost every case the total stock
.-graz:.i.ng on the fa.'m during the summer was known and +the total "Livestock Unit
Weeks" ae‘bermined and divided into the graz:r.ng, cost of all the grass on the farm.
Table VIII shows the average cost per animal week and the range of costs:-
| Table VIIT

Grazing Costs per Animal Week

Range in Costs: No. of Herds

Average 1/~ %o 2/-{2/- %o.% =13/~ to L/~|4/~ %o 5/~
1 Cost por per LSU Weeks =~ :
LSU Wecks! .

Caithness 2/5
Upland | L4/5%
Bowland .| 5/1
Outwintered, 1/7

Even cows on hill for part of the swmer often spend some ~—pef-io'd on .ﬁhe
- ordinary rotation grasslend and that explains why costs tend %o be'h:"Lgh in the
Group IT (Uplind) herds. Tn'Caitimess there is often good grazing to be had
on 'Old Arable! (i.ce 1ahd once cultivated but now in poor permanent grass) and
furthermore the manuring of gréssiand is‘ not so heavy in the Caithness sample of
“herds so that the average Grazing Cost in G;:"oup I is relatively low.

Two high costs in the Group I~ herds arose because the cows were grazing

for part of the time on ré.s“‘eeded Land.

~Bull Charge

On .9 farms where no bull is kept this cost consists of the cow service fee
plus the time taken in ~w‘zélkjng to ’ché neighbourﬁng farm and backs S e e
On the remaining 38 farms the farmers had their &wn-bql’!. Lo 'bulls) and. the

average cost per bull counting each farm as one was :-

Winter Foods S £16.18. =
Other Winter Costs 6o 5e 5
- Sunmer Cost T 5e 36 L
Depreciation
Other Costs -

BTN TR R NS
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N The cost is a little higher than the previous yearénd it will be 'nqt.ed

‘;"bha‘b Bull Depreciation is one of the major items of cost. Actually ‘bh:.s :Ls an

) arbi’g;:ary figure on most farms since it is ﬁorked out by deduc*bing‘ the éxp‘ectgd
selling price from the purchase price. and dividing by the number of years "'bhe
bull is expected to be used and in view of the high prices which bulls have been
mak:mg since the freeing of the merkets in July 1954 it is possible that the
f:.gure charged for depreciation is on the high side.

' In practice it was not found that service charges per cow were grcator where
expensive bulls vicre purchased because higher priced bulls are usually used only
in the larger hérds so that the greater depreciation cost is spread over a _
greater num'ber o%' CcoviS. | | o

"fhe variation in cost with the number bf covis served in the year is shown in
Ta’ble IX. |
Zable IX

Variation of Bull Charge with Number of Services

Number of Services per Bull per Year

—
Under 20 20 - 29 | 30 - 39 40 =49 .| Over 49
. Service Chargs T
per cow P £2130 7 | telle 6 ] 10 70 7 1e 50 2 1o = 6
No. of HerdSJ 7 10 11 ' L ; 6
J

Variation in Cost per Coir per Year

The é,pi'ead of costs this year was greater than in iorevious years due partly

to the effect of attestation already referred to.
| Table X

v apt

Variation in Cost per Cow per Year

Number of Herds with Cost per Cow

&5 - £20| £20 - £25 | £25 - £30 | £30 ~ £35

-

Ceithness Herds
Upland Herds
Lowland Herds
Outwintered
Herds

Cost of ‘bhe Calf to fcaninﬁ

This d:ffers f‘rom the cos’c per cow because the cos‘b of keeping any cows in
the herd for part of' the year has to bc added to the herd cost and so too does

the cost of any replacement or additional calves bought in. On the other hand,.
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it is sometimes found that one of thé;cows in the herd is partly a ‘milk cow!'
providing milk for the farmer an&_his f&%ily and part of the cost of keeping
such cows has to be deducted from the total herd cost.: -~ Another deduction

is the price rééelﬁed-for'éhy éél&es sold young.: If the net. flgure remalnlng
is called the Net Herd Cost then this figure d1v1ded by the number of calves’
reared gives the net cost per calf to weanlng. - ‘ .‘M"u,;”; ;:;'i%lé“““”gg

The average cost per calf for each of the fo@r grdupé‘is sﬁdwq’in

Table XT.

Table XTI

‘Cost per Calf -~ Variation in Costé

| “Cost . | No. | Cost | No. of|Under|&20
Group: | per of per | Calves| | "to]
oup Cow |Cows | Cal? |Reared| £20 [£25

— — — e
Caithness | 34: 8: 6| 216 | 32:1L: 227 | 1 | -
Upland 33:17: 9| 260 |32: 8: '263 - |3
Lowland ! 30:15: 5| 81 | 27: 93~ 91| =15
0utw1ntered "“49: 3: 7} 603 |22:'5: 541" L R My

Oﬁ eleven. farms most of the calves were sold bﬁt on thé reméining 36 i
farms the cél#es were retained over the winter, It is 1nteresting however
to value'fhe célves_not sold in the light of market prices rﬁling in the
5954 Autumh sales and so0 to comparé theKsale or valuation figure with the
cost of production. This has been done in. Table XII which gives the
estimated returns per weaned calf for the four groups.

Table XIT

Avérage Valuations or Sale Price and Margin per Calf
(Autumn 1954.)

Group I Group II | Group III Group IV
Caithness | Upland Lowland | Outwintered

Valuation or Sale Price 30: 7: 9 0 29: 8: 1| 32: 5: 27: 1: 7
NET COST 32:14: 3 32: 8: L | 27: 9: 1 22: 5: 2

Maergin per Calf é -2:6:6 | -3 -3 +4:16: 5|  + 4:16: 5

It is‘difficult to aisentangle valuation and sale prices from the calf
subsidy which had been paid in some cases and not in others. In Gréup«I an@
III the value of the calf subsidy was teken into éonsidefation in the valuati6n
and the negative margin of £2: 6: 6 in Group I therefore includes the effect
of the calfrsubsidy. In Group IT on the other hand, valuations were made after
the subsidy had been received and so the loss of £3: -: 3 requires adjustment.

The figures including the effect of the calf subsidy appear in the top portion
of Table XIIT.




TABIE XTII

Effect of Subsidies & Grants on the Margin per Calf

15 16 5 T
Caithness Upland Lowland Outwintered
Herds ' ___Herds - Herds

Net Margin per Calf - 2r 6: 6 23y + 4:16}/ + L:16: 5

Calf Subsidy (where : . i
not taken into ' T - s -2 P2 4:10:11
account) : :

Margin including
Calf Subsidy

Hill Cow Subsidy

Margin including " ' L
Calf & Cow Subsidies | +11:011: L

Effect of Marginal
" Land Grants ' -:18:11"

Margin including effect
of Calf & Cow Subsidies . v
& Marginal Land Grant 7: bs 4 | +12:10: 3 + 4316: 5 +18:15;: -

If the effect of the subsidies is included, all the farms except three:
showed a profit and in fact the returns are very similar to those‘of the good
year 1952/53. It should be remembered, however, that in the dase of the -out-
wintered herds there is a greater risk of an occasional bad year -and these goo&
results of "low cost" years do have to cover losses in a year of storm.
Excluding the effect of subsidies there was a profit on all'four farms in Group
IV in which most éfhfhe calves Were'soid in theIAutﬁmn, whilst uf five Caithness
hefdé.sélling’cglvésvin'the Autumn, three made aAprsfit.' 'fwé 6ut”§fmfhre;“ %

farms in the Upland group showed a profit on Autumn sales, Lo IR

Ddﬁble Suckling

‘The number of herds p}actising double suckling;on part or éll of their :
herd was five, and two of these were iﬁvGroup IT, fwé in Group IIIhénd,one in;
Group I. Although the difference between valuation aﬁd cbst may not be so
great for these herds as those rearing one calf to the cow, yet when the Margin
per Cow is considered, the results favour double suckling.

The best illustration is provided in Grpup IIT results shown in

Table XIV.
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TABLE. XIV .

Comparison in Results of Single and Double Suckling (Lowland Herds)-

Average of '3 Herds | “Average of -2 Herds--
.Single.Suckling _ Double Suckling

Cost per Calf - : e - 23:10: 5
Valuation _ : 9: 2 h 27:10; -

Margin per Calf : : 72 7 ‘ 3:19: 7~

No. of Calves per Cow = | 1,00 j 1.85

Mergin per Cow | 52 7: 7 - . 7: 7: 3

Costlngs done by this Department have always shown double suckllng in
a. favourable llght and despite its varlous snags and-objections, its posSibility
might always be dlscussed if a farmer with a herd of breeding cattle is
dissatisfied with his profits while single suokling{

No multlple suckllng results or figures for, cogged (paxl fed) calves .
are avallable thls year, but 1t should be noted that these methods of rearing
beef cattle are being used even more W1dely in England and that the finished o
animals appear to grade well, In the North of Scotland the obtalnlng of
“ suitable calves Would be a great problem but if any farmers are practlslng
these more 1ntens1ve methods ‘the Economics Department of the College would
be 1nterested to'colleot whatever details are available,:

Conolusions | ‘

‘AThe results of the cost of rearing.calves born‘in the Sprlng of 195#
showed that follow1ng the mild winter, the Outw1ntered Group showed very
satlsfactory returns w1th ‘a dlfference between costs and valuation (or sale
prlce) of over £hpper head ) In the smaller inwintered herds a loss occurs 1n _
almost every case until the effect of the calf and cow subs1d1es are taken 1nto
account when an average proflt per oalf of £7 (Calthness Herds) and s12
'(Upland Herds) occurred The lowerlng of costs by double suckllng normally
appears to outwelgh the loss in value and thls was demonstrated partlcularly
in results from 5 Lowland Herds.

Acknowledgment -
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continue the series over the year 195&/55 and so to assess the effect of the

harder winter,
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APPENDIX T

.
w

Surmary of. Results of 1953/5L Calf Costs

Size of Farm

Hill Cattle:Subsidy

Marginal Lapd Grants
Size of Herd

Calves per;Cow

15 Caithmess.

16 Upland —

~-5. Lowland

11 Oﬁfwintered

. 122 Arable

Hexrds -

214 Rough

13 Parms"
11 Farms;

16 Cows

1214.Herds -
1 Calf

( 1 Hera -
(Over 1 Calf

'Heids: o
S pete
?hgj»Rough

"6 Farms
16 Farms

- 17 Cows

g'“;. Herds -.
1 Calf

( 2 Herds -
(Over 1 Calf

‘Herds..

" 178 Arable

1 = 22 Rough -

1
]

16 Cows

(3 Herds
(1 Calf

(2 Herds

(2 Calves

Qlﬂgrds:..

235 Arable
5397 Rough .

10 Farms -
7 Parms - -

59 Cops-

1 Calf 1Cow

Winter: Man Hours
per Animal Week

Foods (Average)

Turnips, etc.
Straw eaten
Hay -

Oats

Silage

Other

1439

86.1 cwt.
12.1
207
4.0

Conc. 0.3

0.93

100.4. cwt.
13.0

3.1
0.7
10,6

Summer

Grass Cost per Week

Cost per cow per year:

Winter Food
Labour & Power
Grazing

Bull Charge

Cow Depreciation-
Other Costs

- TOPAL-

N

Autumn 1954

Value of Calves or
Sale Price
Cost per Calf

Margin
Calf Subsidy
Cow Subsidy

- Efffect of M.L. Gmants

NET MARGIN .
INCLUDING SUBSIDIES

¥ Taken into account in valuations
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APPENDIX II

The Progress of Attestation Doackrondia oo

The number of herds becoming fully attestediin the:North f_ofaScotland"haéA
increased very rapidly in the last:3:years so that many herds are now attested
as the following figures show. -

e -2 . Table A

Number of Catjble Attested in Northern Counties .

SR S .+ September 195

Caithness 54% . .
Sutherland 76%
Ross & Cromarty 63%
Inverness 75%
Moray Ry, A
Nairn 53”3
Banff

Aberdeen 28%

It will be noted from this Table that pi‘ogress in the Noi'th East counties_
of A'berdeen and Banff is much slower than in the H:.ghlands proper and thls

cha.racter:.stlc was also shovm in the sample of farms keeping Breed:v.ng Cattle

costlngs for 1953/54

Attestation: Breeding Cattle Costs Sémple

' % Herds Fully % Herds
Counties Group. ..~ . - . Attested . Supervised
' ' or Fully Attested

Caithness, Sutherland, Ross 7? : 90

Inverness, Moray,. Nairn | ‘ 60 o 85

Banff and Aberdeen 7. 37

Most of the herds in this sample have becom; éttested since 1951 and indeed
8 out of the 32 herds fully attested only received their licence in 1954.

It will be seen from the numbers of herds under 'supervision' (i.e. having
tests either with their private or I/Iirﬁstry_ﬁ[?tefinary Surgeons)_ that :Ln the_,
northern counties many of the herds which are n§t already attested are in the

procéss of becoming so and it is likely that the,,aréa will soon be scheduled

for complete attestation.




L

With this sitvation: it has:become:difficult to get a good price for
non-attested calves in Caithness or Sutherland and this in itself is
forcing the residuum of breeders who have not gone in for attestation to
do so. In the Moray Firth area the non—aftested cattle are still making
a fair price but it is almost certain that in another 12 months or less the
breeders of non-attested stock will find their market rapidly shrinking in
fhat area too, |

It is therefore in the interest of every breeder of céattle to become
attested as soon as possible. - |

Difficulties of Attestation

How many of my cattle will fail the test? That is the question
which every non-attested breeder asks and we are able to give some idea

of the proportion of animals failing in the sample of 32 farms drawn from

the Breeding Cattle Costs.

Of these 32 herds attested or supervised,‘novfewer than 13 (over 1/3rd)
| hadlno reactors at all and a further 5 herds had under 5% reactors whilst
at the other ena of the scale one hérd had almost 100% reéctors. Thevfigures
are shown in tabular form in Table B.
Table B

Proportion of 32 Herds with Reactors in first tests

No Reactors 13 Herds
0.~ 53
5~ 104
10 - 20%
20 - LO%
4o - 80%
80 - 100%

“%3|-L'I\N0\;~\n

In none'of»these herds had the policy of buying in known reactors
béen adopted but quite frequently where the tests revealed the presence of
reactors the dairy cow (often purchased in) was one of the animals which
failed the teste It is of interest to note that a number of herds in'which
all animals were wintered inside passed the test without any trouble.

Attestation Expenses

These may be listed -

1. Veterinary fees for Preliminary Tests.

2. Time taken during tests (labour). -

J3a. Sale and replacement of reactors.

3b. Disruption of Herd Policy during attestation.

ke Treatment of buildings, etc. as a result of attestation.




The first two items are unavoidable and will vary for each farm., For'a

herd of 30 head the charge for these items might»work'out at about 5/-? perv‘h‘ead

for each preliminary’Atest, depending on ‘the'distance'the' vet has to travels

Replacement of Reactors

This is a h’eavy. charge in certain cas¢s~' and allowance must alvays ‘be made
for the increased .value of the herd after the replacements hzix;'é‘beenrob’ca'irwd
‘because old COWS. are,,often_replac‘:ed ,_by,_heifers' during at%:eétation. Table C
sh017s how the replacement cost per head of stock varied éccording to the
percentage of the herd which were found to be reactors. . Includéd in this cost
is also the estimated loss on sales of a few animals sold at unseasonable times

as a result of attestation.

-Table C

Cost of Replacements per Head: 32 Breeding Cattle Farms

, Replacement Cost
% Reactors £ per head

‘

None . Nil.
0- 5 | |
5~ 10

10 - 20
20 - 40
40 - 80
80 - 100

Average replacement expenses per animal: £1:16: L.

Herd Dislocation

There is a certé.in amount of loss in some herds where, for example, a
farmer may delay selling reactors until a favourable time and thén fail to
acq_uir"e replacement in time for the following year. If this effect were
taken iato account it would raise slightly the reélacement-expenses of the
20 - 407 group in Table C.

Buildings, Disinfection, etc.

No alterations or charges apart from routine repainting and washings are
likely unless the proportion of reactors is very high. In the one herd in
this category the expenditure on time and materials in scrubbing and disinfection,

etc., only came to about £3:10/- or 4/6 per head.




| Swmery

Tt is difficult to give an exact estimate of the.cost of attestation,

bt_fb from data’ obtained from the farms :m this report the éivemge cost

would work out at about £2: 7/-'- per head of stock since in about 1 _herd in

8, 3 preliminary tests Wo_iﬂ.'d. be necessary instead of 2." Thus :Ln all, except
a few herds, the grants received in ‘the first two years following attestation

should cover ‘bhe various expenses likely to be incurred.




