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_ The table belowk gives some indication of .’Ghe bhainge in constitution
of ‘Welsh sheep flocks in the 4O-50 years prior to the late Wars
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There was, of coursc, a similar trend in other hill farming areas of
Britain, and the following cxtract from a rccent Scottish reporti* sums up the
conscquences of this change:- ‘ ’ ’

"Refore the days of large imports of mutton, and when consumers required
big joints, meny of the exposed hills were stocked with wedder sheepa
Meny weddes flocks were replaced by cwe fliocks when these conditions
changed. But the harsh climatic conditions, which wedders werc eble to
stand, werc sometimes too much for the cwus. As a result the standard .
of productivity pcrsistently declined, un*il a stagc was reached when
it became so low that no financial improvement could be cffcected by
any prackicable increasc in prices. Accounts weceived for some of these
poor hill sheep faxms in recent ycars show a level of production so low

that the monstary value of the gross oubputs would not be satisfactory
if lamb and draft ewc prices werce quadrupled',

The difforcnce in productivity between winter and summer is probably
more marked on rough Liglland grazings than on any other typec of pasture, This
is the corc of the problem which confronts the hill sheep farmer: how to ‘make
fuller use of pasturecs during the summer grazing scason and how to maintain the
corresponding ewe flock on an adequate dictary during the hard winter months.’

It is genecrally belicved that a wether sheep can lose half its weight during the
winbter months, and yet re-build itself during thc summer into a sufficient Weight
" for greding, The ewec, however, has to carry a lemb for the greater part of ‘the

hard weather and c¥cen, for some months, to kcep her own body functioning besides
producing milk. for her Lab, : .

In many cascs farmers could rclicve the situation by improving their
in-bye land and increasing its productivity, particularly for wintering of shceps
It was shown in the results of a survey by Ashby and Phillips, a fcw ycars ago,

% Ashby and Evans: "The Agriculture of Wales & Monmouthshirc{'. .J oin% Publication
- of the Hona Society of Cywrodorion & Press Dward, University of Weles. 1SLLs

%% Sootland's Marginal Farmse Gencral Reports HJLS.0. 1947,
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$hat farms without a sufficicnt arca of low-lying ground suffered morc than those
where provision of lowland was bebter, and that costs incurred in tacking down

gnecp for the winter crippled a good many of them.

. As was indicated by the Cormittec on Hil Sheep Farming, there is much
cvidence of dccay owing to cxtrancous cconomic cauics, and the application of
science alonc cannot bring about rccoverys There will be little benefit from in=-
orcasing the productivity of the hills if in the cend the products arc to suffer

Ayom relative disadvantages in the home marketb.

1f, and when, pre-war conditions of demand and

fa0cd with the quesiion of whether hill sheep farming is

:owlands be able to produce all the sheep-meat necessary

cemand - and rroduce it cconomically - or can these seme

 commodity which gives -them a better return for identical

wgsources ? The relative economy of land utilisaticn on
- the utilisation of pocr upland grazingss

supply return, we shall be
to survive or not. Will ouxr
to mect the nation's
lowlands produce anothex
expenditure of their
lowland farms may influence

Athough therce was a gencral depression of prices in the eérly thirties,
those of store shcep fell more sbeeply than those of ‘agricultural products in

generals It is 1ittle wonder, therefore, that hill sheep

farmers were unable to

reinvest capifal in their farms, and that grazings deteriorated into a very low

productive capacity.

‘mrends of Indices of Agriculfural Prices 1930-46,

"(1920-= 400).

General Irdtex for Agri.Products

Tndex for Pat Sheep,

vesressses Index for Store Sheep.

i
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(Source: Ministry of Agriculture Statements of Price Indices).
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It will bc scen from the graph that from 4930 onwa;dé\the disparity betwecn
prices of sheep and those of agricultural products in general grew widcr, and
thet prices of storc shecp, while following those of fat shecp fairly closely,
had neverthcless fallen below them, '

\

Results of 1945-6 Investigation,

The investigation undertaken by the Department during 194.5-6 covered
48 flocks dispecrsed in the four countics of Mcrioneth, Cacrnarvon, Brecon and
Montgomery, The average size of ewe flocks in the sample was 763, which of course
is very much larger than that of the ‘national! hill flock. The smallcst flock in
the sample had an average number of 9L ewes, while the. largest flock included
2,581 cwess The frequency distribution in ewe-flock size groups was as follows:=

Froquency Distribution of Ewe Flock Sizcse

Size of Ewe Flock. No. of Flocks,

100 or lcss.
101. - 250
251 = 400 -
401 - 550
554 = 700 - ;
701 - 850
851 = 1000,
1001 - 1250
1251 = 1500
1501 - 4800
1801 -~ 2000
Over 2000
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Of the forty-aight flocks, cloven did not have accompanying wether sheeps
Where wethers were Kopt, the average number per 100 breeding cwes was about 21,
but there was considerable variation between individual farms; one farm had 107
wethers for cvery hundred cwes, .but a dozcn farms had 10 or lesse AlL but ninc of
the farms had incurrcd "tacking" costs, and in somc cascs cwes werc wintcred on
land in their posscssion, but at some distance from the home farm.

Some idea of the relative stocking of the farms by the various livestock,
can be derived from the grazing record, After converting stock into grazing _
units, and considering the duration of grazing pcriods by cach group, it has becen
calculated that shecep utilised 88 per ccnt of the available grazing. The rcmaining
12 per cent was utilised by cattles Cattle were very largely confincd to grazing

on the lower pastures and "ffriddocdd", and hardly utiliscd winter grazing on the
hills at all, ' .

On 28 of the farms somc attempt had becen made at providing for the shecp
a supplementary feed of cateh crop, such as rapec or rapc and turnips. Where a
relatively large acreage was grown it was uscd to some extent for finishing off
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lambs for grading, On the whole, however, the acreage grown was very small, and
only averaged between 6 and 7 acres per farm which grow its Two of the farms grew
29 and 2l acres respeciively, In some cases also the crop was used as a ‘'nurse!
for seeds, - : '

Table I (Appendix 1) gives the average stocking and land utilisation on
these farms, In one or %wo cages the area of rough grazing on mountsin was not
determinable, so that the actual area of rough grazing was in cxcess of the
figure shown, There was, howecver, over one acrec of land per sheep kept,

On the whole, cattle assumed rclatively little importance on thc farms
in the samplo, althoush in some .individual cascs ihey probably accounted for a
greater part of the farm output than did shceope Only three of the farms werc
without any cattle at all, ' ' :

Weather conditions were particularly bad for the 4946 hay harvest on
hill farms, and although thosec in the sample had, on average, prepared about 26
acres each for hay, very little of this was harvested as such. In many cases
cattlc were turned in to grazo what was vbgy‘poor‘and over-matured hay,

There was very littlé'rcsoftﬁﬁo Hénd—féeding of "shecp during the wintexr
of 194.5-6, The purchased nuts and the bulk of the hay consumed were used on six
of the farms where an apprcciablc number of lsmbs and wethors wera graded,

In Table II (Appendix I) there is shown a gencral statement of account
for the sheep cnterprisc of all tho 48 flocks in the sample. It will be noticed
that Hill Sheep Subsidy payments have been included as a receipte. It may be argued
that this item should not appear in the sheep account at all, particularly as :
such payments arc, to somec cxtent, intcnded to promote improvements that would
render the hill land more productive, On the other hand, no allowance has been
. 'made in grazing and.other costs for 'such re-imburscments, :

The margin or gross profit shown is not nccessarily the true net profit
accruing to the farmers, No account has becn taken of ‘miscollancous overhead
expenscs attributable to the famm organisationas awhelo, nor. has any intercst
been allowed on capital investments It will be sccn that over half this margin is
attributable to Hill Sheep Subsidy payments. The highest individual farm margin
was £.516 - with an average ewe flock sizc of 2581 - while the worsh rosult was
a loss of about £28 on a flock of 94 cwes, ‘Indidentally these flocks were tho
largest and smallest, respectively, in the: sample. With Hill Shecp Subsidy pey-
ments included as rcceipts, only “thé onc farm shows a loss; if,” however, the
payments were cxcluded, nine farms would. ba showing an adversc margin, and another
five would chow a favourable margin of only a few pounds, An investigation carried
out in the East of Scotland-in 49456 on 26 hill sheep farms indicated that such
farms wcrc_vcry,largc;y dependont on.dircct subsidics, and that the Hill Sheep

N.B. Costihgs;mothqu;ﬁﬁa ﬁfinciplcs adop&ed_are’d;sdribd&:in Appendix IT of
. this Reports . - -« ~n e
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Subsidy alonc accountcd for D4 por cent of their net profits?

Tnsufficient accommodation for wintering of cwes and cwe lambs has
involved the hill farmers-in heavy cxpenditurc on agistment, Such expenditure
for the group as whole has bcen almost as much as the costs incurred on all
their own grazing lands, and has in many caScs cxocaded thems In terms of per
100 ewes this charge appears to be heavier with the larger flocks than with the
smallor onas. This might be taken to indicatc that it is among the larger hill
sheep farms that recorganisation is ncedod - that is, reorganisation to adjust
grazing resources soO that the total sheep cerricd can be accommodated both in
summer -and winter without rosort to “expensive" agisting ground. Although the
smaller units, on the whole, appear to be morc sclf-contained, the relative
extonsive nature of production does not allow them to provide a sufficient
total return for the labour involveds o .

The factor of incomplete adjustment between summer and winter grazing
to meet the nceds of the permancnt flock appears, in this sample of farms at
lcast, to have off'sct some of the advantages of large-scale production, An
analysis of the results according to ewe=flock sizes - shown in Table III of
the Appendix = indicates relatively little improvement in profit margin per 100
cwes with increasing size of flock. It will be scen that, although the larger
flocks involve a much rceduced labour cost poer ewe, they have in general a
higher level of costs for wintering their ewes, One might have expected discase
or casualtics to have accounted for some of the poor results on larger flocks,
but smeller flocks on the whole suffcred more.from these causes than the larger
ones (Sece Table V)s Deaths among sheep, however, were responsible for some low
margins. . B
) An analysis of flock results according to profit margin per 100 ewes

revoals somc faotors which influehce profitability. In Table IV the results of
flocks have been arranged according %o .average profit per 100 ewes, and average
figures are shown for four groups: (2) flocks with an average profit of under
25 (b) flocks with an average profit of between £25 and £50 (c) flocks with
an average.profit of between £50 and £70 and (d) flocks with an average trofit
of over £70, This analysis indicates decreasing labour and agistment cosjs as
profits rise, and suggests that among the factors affecting profitability of
hill sheep flocks are size of flock = with its distinct bearing on economy in
the use of labowr = and the provision of ‘adcquate grazing for wintering ewcs
and ewe lambs at homes Another factor which appears to have influenced relative
profitability in the flocks of this sample is thc provision made for fattening
Sheep on green Crops, since where this exzisted the proceeds from sales show a
‘much higher return per 100 ewes, " ' : )

Lambing Results.

It was naturally impossible to say exactly how many lambs were born
in these flocks. The ncarcst cstimate is that obtairable from the number of

% East of Scotland College of Agriculture, Bulletin No. l.e Report on Financial
Results of 26 Hill Sheep Farms.
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lambs recorded in the first count, On average there were 72 lambs for evexry 100

ewes kept foy lambing, There was considerable variation between individual, farms,

the rangec being from 5 +to 103 lambs per 100 ewes for lambing., In onc case where

lambing was 53 per cent, about a quarter of the cwes had proved barrcn; where

the avorage was 103 per cent, seven scts of twin lambs werc born in a flock of

250 lambing cwes, . ’ :
, shee *

As was the casc with a group of lowland farms in Wales in 14945-6, size
of flock appears to have somc influencc on lambing percentages. In the lower
group - wherc the average ratio was 53 to 67 lambs per 100 cwes for lambing - the
average size of flock was 1094 cewes; the next group, with ratios of between 63
and 75, had an average size of 688 cwes; the groups with ratios of 76 to 83 and
8L to 103 had flocks averaging 738 and L4k cwes respeotively (Sce Table VI,
Appendix I). _

. Poor lambing yesults arc among tha main factors which account for the

" precarioys character of hill sheep farmings The variatiohs in weather conditions

haeve a profound “influence on the productivity of hill/shccps Again, to what extent
mineral deficiency in pasturc, for instence, affccts lambing results is not

" known, but therc is evidence to suggest that this factor is too often overlooked,

and that malnutrition in in-lamb cwes is far too prevalent for a reasonable

output to be cxpccted on our hill grazings, o '

, It would be difficult to measurc with any precision the influcnce of
lembing results on the productivity of flocks in this samplc, The difficulty
arises from the cxistcnce .of various combinations of factors which affect flock
profitebility, As has alrcady been pointed out, there appears to be some relation=-
ship between size of flock and lambing perccntages, smaller flocks as a rule
having higher ratios than larger flocks, Small flocks, on the other hand, tend
%o be uncconomic in the utilisation of resources, We thus have two opposing
faotors operating simultancously, both of which arc admitted to have an apprec-
iable influenoc on productivity, In Table VI the costs and returns-per 100 ewes
are shown for flocks groupcd according to lambing ratios., It appears obvious from
this analysis that lambing ratios have a profound influcnce on profitability, in
spite of the fact that the smaller flocks have a relatively high cost of labour,
end other disadvantages attending small-scale productions As would be expected,
this influcnce rcveals itself in the relative output of flocks, particularly in
sales of lambs, and in increasc in valuation resulting from a larger number of
lambs on hand, :

It is noteworthy that the onc flock which failed to show a margin of
profit ~ even after including hill shcep subsidy payments - experienced . the
heaviest rélative loss from lamb deaths, For cvery hundred cwes for lambing in
this flock, 22 lambs were lost, Many casualtics were duc, however, to ravages of
foxes and dogse T :

.As a rule between 30 and 40 lambs per 100 cwes arc retained for cwe-
flock replaccment each ycar, Where provision is made for fattening lambs, a
proportion of the rcmainder arc graded, For this sample, the average disposal of
lambs_(pex 100 cwes) was as followsi=_ . et e e e+ et
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" “Kept for ewe-flock replaccment - o 333l
Transfcrred to wether flock ‘ oMM HA2
Transferred to ram flock - '
$old as fat lambs e b
“30ld, or on hand, as store lambs L AT
Deaths during the ycar - B o

o oo TSI

Broportions would vary between farms according to roquirements for sbock rcplace=

ment and conditions for-fceding,

' : “ fhe output of the hill sheep entorprise is very largcly madc up of -store’
sheep and wool, and it must be regarded as the product of a relatively cxtensive
form of production, whether considered in torms of land arca or expcnditure of .

. lebour-and capital. As was indicated by Phillips,” in 194k a group of hill shecep
farms in Weles derived well over half their income from shecp, and the larger o
the flocks the grcater was the proportion of income so derived, Sales of sheep on
the farms in the present survey averaged.£187 per fam or about £ per 100 cwes
in flock, It is interesting to note that’sales of ewes ‘aiccounted for.a greater ,
proportion of total sheep sales than any othor group, The distribution of rcceipts
from,.&';a.}.ds:,éf sheep was as follows = '“ L e . S

Per ocnts

Lembs 3846
Wothers , 190
Bwes. . . . k0«2
Rems® ¢ . _242 -
ST 100.0 - -

Of the 38,6 per cent from sales of lambs, 15,8 por cent was derived from sales of

fat lembs, ' Many of the farms producirg fat lambs had fed them on repe, and this
appoars to have been an important “factor in raising-the. output of thesc farmss

On an average 148 lambs, 33 wothers, and 105 ewes were sold per famm
during the year, and the average prices'reallsed, per hcad, were as follows ;-

Fat Larnbs BT 24 2
Store Lanbs . {s Le
Fat Wethers: : 2418,

~ Store Wethers : 2¢ 8o
Ram Lanbs 30 To
Fat Ewes 101 5
Draft Ewes

In the casc of a group of 26 i3] shoop fayms in the East of Scoblandi over
* opes Clb, : '

sk Edinburgh and Fast of Scotland Collcge of Agricultures, Bulletin No. li-?' Report
on Financial Results of 26 Hill Shecp Farmss

. ¢
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%he same period, the revemic from sale of lambs accounted for a greater proportion
of total sheep sales, This was partly duc to a better yicld of lambs (between 85 por
cent and 90 per cent)s It is a significant featurc of thesec Scottish famms that,
for cvery hundred breeding ewes, about 54 lanbs were sold; whereas for the group of
Welsh farms’only 26 lambs werc sold for 100 breeding cwes lambing in 1946, The
Scottish farms deriVéd'56»pcr cent of their sheep sales from lamb sales, and only
25.per cent from ewe salos, - AR C

~ The "average" acrc of a Welsh farm varics considerably, and the valuc of

comparison of output in tecrms of unit land is thercby. rcduced, Therc is some )
difficulty also in determining the total arca of-land utilised: by the shcepe--It is
probably truc, however, that in the group of farms under study practically 4000
acrcs of grazing were utilised by shecp, per famms If we accept the definition of

. gross output. as the total proceeds of 'sales of shecp and wool, plus the valuation
difforence, with an adjustmont for production on agistment ground, the valuc of the
gross outpu$ on these farms is scen to be: little more than 10s. per acrc, and the
veluc of the net output only about 7se por-acre.(excluding rcceipts from Subsidy).

.- The nct output in this context is taken as the value of. the gross output less
- expenditure on foods and grazing, oL : '

In view of the possible alternatives for cmployment. of labour and 9api?al
rosources, it might be of. interest to oxamine the results of this investigation in
order to dctermine what rcturns accruc to thesc factors in conncction with thg
hill shecp cnterprisc., In Teble VII the average returns are shown for flocks in the
four sizc-groups, alongside those for the whole samples The valuc of capita:!. taken
is that invested in pexrmancnt flocks, and for this purposc averages of opening and
closing valuations are, used, ‘

- It may be argued that rcceipts from the Hill Sheep Subsidy shoul@ hot be
... -Tegarded as a component -of the oytpuy; if this subsidy, however, is.:ggardcd'ggia
. ~Support for shéep prices, tHen it dcs éhter into, the value of the ousput and should
. therefore be included, In Table VII averages are shown which include-and exclude
subsidy payments, :

B The margin is ﬁhe~gﬁbuni remaining to cover iﬁtqresf on capital and
managerial earnings,

It is evident.thét the return on labour is affected by size of flocke For
every £00 spent on labpur, = directly in attending to sheep, and indirectly in the
production of pasture ahd feeding crops .forithem - the value of gross and net )
output incrcases with size of flock. Excluding receipts from the Hill Sheep Subsidy,
the value of gross out ;ut per £ 00 labour from the group of largest flocks is aboud
37 per cent morc than from the group of smallest flocks, and the value of nct out-
put ncarly 30 per cent jorcs ’ ‘. ’

_ .. The -return per unit of capital inyestment, on the othe?.han@:gﬁbows
relatively 1ittle var.ation between the flock size groups, and there is Ho correl-
ation between output per unit of capital and flock sizce Of morc-significance is
the relation batwoen flogk: siza and the maygin por unit of capitel investment,

. . ST . AR

R
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Although here again the variation is very small, it does show slightly increcasing
returns with increasing size of flock. If capital werc regarded as the residual
claimant on the margin from these flocks, it is probable that a rcturn of something
like 15 per cent would accruc to it., But if we took the actual margin, - excluding
. subsidy payments, - capital, as a rcsidual claimant would receive probably no more
than 6 per cent, which,'in view of the tremendous risks involved, can hardly be
regarded as sufficicnt. '

In the group of Scottish hill shecp famms under study at the same period:
the total faym profit for distribution to capital and management was between £ 2
and 83 per £00 capital investments On these farms about 75 per cent of the
capital was invested in shecp,

, The data availeble from this survey does not permit an accurate measure
of the quantum of output in shcep-meat. Some estimatc, however, is possibles The
data have provided weights of shcop passing through the grading centres, and-in
some cascs cstimates have boen made of weight of store shecp which normally leave
the farms, Where information was available the average weights werce as follows:-

, _Avcra"»éov" Liveweight Average Deadwo ight
Class, - - .. " per hcad, per head.

Fat Lembs . L | . 26%

Fat Wethers , y .39
Fat Bwes . 73 . 36
Store Lanbs L2 - -

Store Wethers 6. -

. The estipated average" numbers of sheep sold and available for sale per <
faym of the 48 farms in this sample wexc as follows:- '

Draft Bwes - 10k
Fat Bwes 1
Store Wethers . 3
Mt Wethers - 13
Store Lambs . 97
Fat Lambs -3

If we assume that cach of the store lambs contributes 16 lb¢ and each
of the store wethers and ewes 25 1b, decadweight of meat of the ultimate producti i
from these sheep, we might estimate the total output of meat from a hill flocl;
in terms of per 1000 breeding ewes, as follows:- - -




Average Total
Numbers' pers product per
1000 Ewes, 3 1000 fwes,
T Mo, b,
7 436,0 55400
10y 6 1,015
17:0° 663
127,0 2,032
Lo 5 1,168

Average
Deadweisht,
be
Draft Ewes 25
Fat Bvwaes 36 .0

Class. :
Store Wethers ¢ = 25

Fat Wethers 39
 Store Lambs 16
- 'Fat Lembs 261
L TGkl from
~ 7 hill flock, :

@e o0 Jee @0 00 e¢ oo @¢. b [0 ee oo

oo oo |oe oo o0 oo aa oo <o lea

8,325

A This means that, for every breeding ewe in thefflocks,}the potential supply of
dressed carcase would be just over 8 oy "Exports" in the form of breeding rams
have not been taken into consideration, but this.item would relatively be very
small, L : - - L ,

" Qost of Production of Storc Lamb,

.. The store lamb is only ohc of & number of joint products of the hill

.-shecp enterprise, Farmers would of course:be intercested to know what the cost of
production of a storc lamb is, -andy particularly, the relation between this cost
and prices of lambs offercd for sale during the autumn.

Problems of allocation of costs between different classes of shecp make
it difficult to meke any accurate cstimate of the cost of production of any one
typecs Even the store lamb itsclf is a vardsble product and nceds definitions We
might consider costing the lamb crop as & whole, attributing to it all the costs
incurred in a full ycar with the brecding flock and the lambs whilc on the farms,
That proce.ure implics crediting any profit on fat lamb and fat ewe production
against storc lamb costs; therc is,morcover, the question of allocating costs
to the associated wether flock, Not all farms kccp wethers, however, and in cases
where wethers are absent one may justifiably procced t¢ cost the storc lambe There
aro only cleven flocks in this. category, and any estimate of cost must therefore
bé -regarded as a. crude one, In Table VIII costs incurred on these eleven flocks
are expressed in terms of each lamb produced, The cost of eweflock replacement
is lower than might normally be expected, because -these farms sold out a relatively
large number of ewes, many in a fat condition, On the other hand, costs of keeping
all ewses are included in the total attributed to lamb productions The total '
number of lambs produced, used as the divisor, includes a number that were graded
fat, ) . ) ‘

In the total sample of 48 flocks, there were 37 which included wethers,
and the cost of producing a larb ower “the whole sample can only be estimated by
arbitrary methods, One method which-hay give an approximate net cost, but which
does not provide a costk stmgohure, is"to adjust total costs incurrcd by making
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allowance for a possibtle margin on wether production, For the whole sheep enterpriss
the margin (excluding subsidy) is just about 30 per cent of the gross outputs. The
gross output of wethers can be determined; and, on the assumption that the margin
from them will represcnt a similer proportion (ises 30 per cent) to that cxisting in
the whole enterprise, an estimate of that margin can be made, If from the total
net costs of the 48 flocks (adjusted for value of wool from breeding flock and
lembs), we then deduct the cestimated margin o wethers, the average net cost per
lamb produced will be Jjust under £, which is practically the samc as that determ-
ined on the flocks without wethers, It must be cmphasiscd, however, that this figurec
is based on a very arbitrary method of calculation, and should be used merely as a
guide, : C ' '

By ﬁﬁjusbﬁhg”%he total costs with the margin on wether production, we are
only crediting a main process with profit from a subsidiary once

If we isolate wether production as a scparate process, we should decuct,
from the total costs of the whole sheep flock; costs likely to have been incurred
on the wether flock, Taking costs as the differchnce between gross output and margin
on wethers, and deducting this sum from the total ccsts, we have an average net
cost per lamb of about 18s,

One might be tempted to conclude that by meintaining a wether flock on the
hills the farmer cconomiscs on his expenditure, It is, of course, conceivable that
an addition of a certain number of wethers to a hill flock, will not centail addit-
ional expenditurc of labour, and that the production in weth.rs will have been
obtained at very little costs This mey be true, but the data available from the
farms in this survey do not prove such a contention conclusively, notwithstanding
the fact that, among flocks including wethers, the cost of producing a lamb does
appear to be somewhat lcsse

The Structure of Grazing Costs.

In Table IZ of the Appendix, costs involved on grazing ground have been
analysed into their primary constituents. The grass crops grazed included rough
grazing, other permanent and temporary pasturc, and aftermath, It will be noticed
that rent accounts for approximately half the total costs Cost of manual labour
includes charges for labour expended on establishment work on fields utilised by
sheep. 5 ’ : . e o .

| Bt
othér grazing crops, such as rapc and turnips, occupied an area of 4189
acres, and the net cost to sheep, after allowing for residucs and unconsumcd crops,
averaged just under £5 per acrce The total cost of production, however (after allow=
ing for residues carricd forward) was about £6 per acre. In a fow cases the crop
acted as a nursc crop for seeds, and in those circumstances costs were suitably
allocated between the two crops.

Conclusion,

This survey, it must be rcalised, was carried out dwring the year 1945-6,
and the lamb crop involved was that of 1946, It was what may be regarded as a normal
year on the hills, exccpt that conditions were extremely poor for the hay harvests
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The hills were subjecizd to a severe storm last winter, and a survey for 1916=7
(which has just been sompleted) will show a totally differcnt picture,

In interpreting the results of the 1945-6 survey, therefore, one must be
conscious of the risks involved.in hill sheep farming practice, and make allowance
for possible losses ncw and again,

Hill shecp farmers do not benefit directly from the existing procedure

of fixing agriculturel prices, and prices of store sheep are still conditioned by
- the supply and demari position. They do, *nowever, get a price-support in the fomm

of a subsidy on bre.ding ewes, and, as the rcsults of this survey show, this

subsidy contributes very substantially to any mergin of profit accruing to the

- flock-owners. An arwificial price-support, however, does not induce confildence;
 and, although the Hill Farming Act will guarantec.a limited flow of capital to the
hills over the next few years, many who have cxperienced a lifetime in such areas,
doubt whether it will rehabilitate the land to such an extent as will enable it

to achicve anything approaching its potential produgtive capaclty. The possible
alternative utilisation, and increasing income~ga.ning capacity, of lowland
pastures is likely to intensify ‘the problem of farmers who have to "tack! their
ewes in winter, and we can only expect the alrcady crippling costs per head to
increasc commensurately with the income-carning capacity from the other productive
uses to which lowland arcas can be put. :

Unfortunately hill shecp farming prosperity is ticd up with emergency
situations; it is at & time when every effort neceds to be made to grow more of our
food from our own soil that there is 2 market for the product of the hill shep-
herd!s efforts. Hill land and stock are not so amensble to constitutional improve-
ment as are lowland pasturcs and stock, No onc is more conscious of this fact
 than the hill shepherd and flockmaster, and the problems of improving the prod-

_uctive capacity of the hills needs to be approached with great cares The hill
farmer is already meking "a good job of it", and what he most needs is a guqranteé
that his efforts will be adequately recompensed,

The solution of the economic problem of increasing output per man from
hill farms might very well create a social problem - possibly one of re-allocation -

1 ‘.Of 1and and re~distribution of rural poﬁhlation. The administratcry on the one

hand, and the scienvist, on the other, must provide sufficient posiiive and con-
clusive evidence to ; uide the future course of land utilisation on our highlandse
Sir George Stapledon has asked the pertinent question - "Can this country afford
not to maintain a vizile hill population; can we afford to deny ourselves that
Teservoir of human genius, capacity, enterprise and endeavour that, like the silt
in mountain streams, forever flows down to invigovate and strengthen the low-
1ands " Whatever evidence the scientist or the cconomist may provide, the
social and cultural aspect merits due consideratiocns -




APPENDIX I,

Average Stccking and Land Utilisat;on per Farm,

General Statement of Account for 48 Flocls.

Costs and Returns per 100 Ewes - in Flock Size Groups.

Costs and Returns per 4100 Ewes = in Profit Margin Groups.
Analysis of Losses in Sheep = Deaths per 100 Ewes.

Lambing Results and Relation with Profitability of Flocks
Output o Flocks (Value) = Size Group Gomparisdﬁs.

Avefage Cost per Lamb Produced - on 14 Flocks without Wethers..

Structure of Grazing Costs,

Average Stocking and Iand Ubilisation per Farm,

Land Ubilisation,

Stocking,
+ Acres,

Rough Grazing‘: Horses

. pasture Cows in Milk and In Calf

ee o2 o0 @e o+ we oo

. Hay Other Cattle over 2 years

ee @e 9o eo ee eo os oo fve oo

Tillage ‘ : Cattle 41 - 2 years old

.
.
.
.
[y
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
°

Calves’

5
Pigs 1 to 2

Poultry 25 to 30

e¢ 0o e« we @we %o e oo oo

* This includes 3 farms where areaof mountain was indeterminable,

bl
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Table IIe -

CGene:al Stateniant of Account for 48 Flocks,

Lo Se d ‘ ) £ Se d L _‘ £y Se
Cpening Valuation - 80,84ks 1410 & Sales of Sheep - 24 394941 ki
Surchases of Shecep " 51 T7s 96 O : '
Foods s~ \,
Hay, Sheep Nut etc. 2hhaA T b : .
Grazing ¥ 55561 30 T ©: Hill Sheep Subsidy 10,131e12s
Repe, Turnips etce 857:14410 _ : : :
Agistment ' 5,007¢ 0s 9 14 ;6704164 6 1 Closing Valuation 8Ls0N s 8o
Labour ‘ . B’LI-2-8011 11 :
Tpansport & Marketing - 396,18. 3
Vet,, Medicines etcs - 716+ 8410
Margin ) 19,59 e1ke 2

: Sales of Wool 53963¢ 5

5122,1360 00 6t | £122,136s 0O

Table IITe

Cost and Returns per 100 Ewes, (In Flock Size Groups)s

: Size Groups. .

d e : 24 A : Lo
400 Ewes : L401=550 ¢ 531 -850 : Over 850
or 1ess. i  Hwese 1 BEwes, :  BEwes.
Eo Be d Ea Se d : £¢ Se H £ Sa d

enditure:- : .
Opening Valuatbion : : 221¢47s O i 220 0410 @ 2254 Le
Purchascs of sSheep o 2415 2 1 0315 4 1 20 ke
Hey, Sheep Nuts etcs i Os 5610 ¢ O¢ 24 3 ¢ 0412
Grazing : s 20641410 ¢ 484 5u11 164 5
Rape, Turnips etc. ¢ Ba12410 t 24 3 3415,
Agistment ot 98 3¢ 3t 166470 51 A7 O
Labour : s 28, 64-0 : 28¢ L i 26415
_ Pransport and Marketing : 0e 9¢ 8 ¢t 0s13. 21 14 64
Vet and Medicines citca _ s 4417 6 3 141 6. s 2. 5
‘ Total . 269419« 1 : 288418 . 295, 9,

: 218, 8410
0e19 4
0e1 710
12418410
1e 6410

H )12' 1; 3
1‘9. Oo 6
1e 3¢ 3

s 1e17s 2
H 268.130"0

57 8¢ 5

Income s = : :
Sales of Sheep : 5he 9410 i 57¢19 i 6747,
Sales of Wool 4 : 16, 0 8 ¢ 184 3¢ 6 ¢ 184 O 14415410

. Hill Sheep Subsidy s 27 50 61 264 14 4 1 26413 28, 94 2
Closing Valuation s 202Ake 4 1 236e1ke 8 3 23he17e1d : 2230 24 1

Total : 3404100 1 ¢ 338018s L : 3h(a1Bs 2 & 323415 6

Difference between Income & Expenditure: : . :

. ard Valuation Change, (= lMargin) ¢ 50e11e O : 504 0. O 3 524 9¢ O :

Number of Flocks : 12 : 410 : 13

Average Size of Flock (Ewes) _ : 277 1,80 : %88

oo pEvFVOoOwWoONE R

Average Margin per Flock T U P 2 ¢ £369
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Table IV,

Qost end Returns according to Profit Mergins (Per

100 Eves)s

1

Upto£25'£‘25-950.:

Profit Mergin

Groups,

2

3
£50 - £7O

Lo

Over £70

Exncrdlture - R
Opening Valuation
Purchasces of Sheep
Hay, Shcecp Nuts etce
Grazing
Rape and Turnips ctc.
Agistment -
Labour
Transport and Marketing :
Vet and Mecdicines

Se

24
Oe

1D
2e

Q.
1e

27.11.
1e 9_-
H 10114-0

: 2204 0410

a :

8 .
6 :

3.10 :
: _Ll-o 0 :
i 22416410

Lo S¢ A ¢

: 1994164 1

Ostle 8
1e Do 2
13419, 1

14.180 8

204166 7

1e 514

2.1 6). 9 :

: 223- O.

i 15 9
1415610 ¢

ES-N

10120’
O.

1e 8'
1M1 5-

25013.10 H

0e18¢ 1

2. 6. 9 1

d :

5 '2520 1e

1
907:

9

5

L

£ S

14164
Os 64
1611
Lol 7o
9e1 7e
19, 24
015
2. 2,

O~ O0OWwWwWwWO

‘ TOtal 307-10011

1293 3 : ?56. 2011 3 2824 Le 3 ¢

7.‘0 H

Income s=

Sales of ohﬁby RS :
Sales of Wool L :
Hill Sheep Subsidy = iy
Closing Valuation 32164 8.
. Total 3.309e 2.
Difference between Income and Expend- -

iturc & Valuation Change (= Margin)

: L}-}s\J\Ss 3 . 695 75316'1 2
'150'”—}-011 H 16. 6. 9 H 17:14010
28¢ 2410 5 27. 8 )+ H 27-100 )-I-

: 2404 0s 4t 228443+ 9 : 2714184 O

: 297e13e L 3 3444164 8 1 392419¢ Lk
; 59412+ 5 85¢ 84 5
13 : 11

957
:09570.1.5. 0 :£581.13.11

g . Je
141 7o
H 26;1 3.

150190
_ Number of Flocks o o : 9

41610e 5 ;

15

196
2 £79 24

Average Size of Flock (Ewzs) 830 670

- Average Margin per Flock 7 :£34e 8410

Table V.

Analysis of Losses in Shecp, Deaths per 100 fwes,

: ‘ Profit largin Groups. (Per
: ‘ Flock Sizc Groupss ~ 100 Ewes).

. 1400 Bwes: 401-550: 551-850:0ver 850 Up to
Glass of Sheep. ;01 Lcss.. Ewes, Iwes, : EwcsSe £25

7s5
149

—r—

Over
£704

© £05-£501 £50-E70
VS

.
.

2
H ‘1231«}-
6.2

8.0
Le5

Ewes 1243

9.0
301

9e2
242

746

Wethers & Rams 1.6

241
146

241

Lambs 2.8

Bl 1 242

25,0

249 2.8

343

All Shecp 1240

19.0 153 1346 1240
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Table VI,

Lamblng Results and Relation with Profitability of Flocks,
Costs and Returns per 100 BEwes, :

Number of Lambs born per 100 Ewes o :

for lambing, L 5367 1 68 =75 16 - 85

* Average Size of Ewe Fléck : ' ;' 109k ; 688 : 738 s L),

Number of Flocks . oy M2 s 15 : 14 : 10

Expenditure:- a SR Lo Se ¢ £y s 4t £ Se d,' Le Se

Opening Valuation =~ . Tt 2444466 7 ¢ 205012410 1 2324116 5 1 29Le15s D
Purchascs of Sheep o Tl Oy 8¢ 16120 5 ¢ Z¢11e 8 -
‘Hay, Sheep- Nuts etcs ' ~t .0418¢ 9 3 Oy ke Outlett 3 0ui7s L

" Grazing : , Pt 414100 7 8 112, 166120 9 1 194164 1
Rape, Turnips. etO. _ i e 6 1¢1 9 24150 t 5415 1
Agistment . . - £ 150 60 35 9s Be 2 3 Aka12e 58 19 be D
Labour S T 16y bttt 25017 68 274494 4t 30e 9410
Transport and Marketlng S Dot 4y beutis o 0419 1¢ 5 : 0416411
Vets and Melicines etce R 1.12. 0 ¢+ 1.11. 298¢ k3 24 9L

low o O uW:

-t

Total L 261.14. 8 : 263410, 1 : 301. 1 ;576.16, 9

| Income ;- :
sales of Sheep . . {7504 3¢ 5t 52¢ 9e 6 : ' s T7e130
Sales of Wool : ~ 14448¢ O : 1letts 6 ¢ . : 21416,

- Hill Sheep Subsidy . 1, 28412¢ 2 1 274 3 « 5t 2911,
Closing Valuation ‘ T 3. 246419, 8 ¢ 213011 3 ¢ . 1 327418

Total ‘ . ;_5100130 : 30701 50 ' e | : 2—!-56n19o

lefcrcnce between Incomc and Expend- ) . ‘ .
iture and Valuation Change (= Margin): 48.18. + Ly B i 624 ' 80¢ 24

. K










