%‘““‘“\N Ag Econ sxes
/‘ RESEARCH IN AGRICUITURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu

aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.

No endorsement of AgEcon Search or its fundraising activities by the author(s) of the following work or their
employer(s) is intended or implied.


https://shorturl.at/nIvhR
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/







I.

The term "Enterpriscec Cost Study” is now in general use
amongst Agricultural Economists to describe those investigations
which attempt to pick out from the total economy and financial
accounts of mixed farms the items of expense and income attribu-
table to a specific product, which may be a particular crop, a

- particular class of livestock, a particular livestock product,
or a particular set of opcrations. Provincial Agricultural
Economists and their staffs have carricd out a largc number of
cnterprise cost studics in reccent ycars; many morc arc in pro-
gresss and the resulting rceports now comprisc a considerable
volumec of litcraturc, which may bc cxpcected to incrcasc.

These studics scrve two main purposcs.s First, they
provide matcrial to assist the Pricc Revicws which arc now an
accepted part of the statutory machincry for the administration
of national agricultural policy. Sccondly thcy providc informa-
tion for farmecrs and gencral rcaders who arc intcrecsted in vari-
ous aspccts of farm cofficicncy and other fcaturcs of the farming
cconony. :

This rcport prcscents the results of an cnterprisc cost
study, the special object of which was to ascertain, if possible,
the cost of rcaring lambs from first-cross cwes. If thc rosults
arc to bc correctly appraised and uscfully applicd it is import-
ant that the scopc of the ingquiry and the methods of accounting
which have becen uscd should be fully graspcd. Printced figurcs
too casily takec on thec air of auvthority and cxactncss. The sup-
porting text may contain all sorts of warnings and qualifying
phrascs to protcct the rcadcer against being misled but oxpori-
cnce somectimes suggests that the morc wearnings arc given, the
morc recadily the rcader takcs the casy road of assuming that
sincc all possiblc snags havc apparcntly been allowed for, the
tabulatcd figurcs may be uscd forthwith for any and cvery pur-
posc to which they mey sccem to be rclevent., If rcaders will be-
have like this, we caunot prcvent them., We shall continuc to
sound the warnings, howecver, and do our best to signpost the
road to corrcct understanding.

IT.

Most cntcrprisc cost studics arc made on thc basis of
a sclected samplc of the cnterpriscs to be studicd and it is
uscful thercforc to outline the gencral background and setting
of the sclccted cnterprisc with which this rcport dcals,

Onc of thc acceptcd canons of shecp husbandry is that
the shcep and the system of management should be fitted to
their cenvironment. Conscquently there arc many breeds of sheep
and many weys. of farming them. Thc county of Northumberland,
in which this study was madc, has a widc range of soils, topo-
graphy and climatc. Its total agricultural arca of necarly
1,100,000 acrcs includecs, at the onc cxtrome, half a million
acrcs of rough (hill) grazings, and, at thc other, some of the
most fertilce lowland in the country.

In thc sheep husbeondry of the county, taking broad
lincs of classification, it is possible to distinguish three
levels or stages. On the higher hill grazings therc is purec
brceding of the hill brecds proper, i.c., Scotch Blackfacec,
Cheviot and Swalcdalc. As altitude falls, and land fertility
and climatic conditions become more favourablc, thc usc of
Leicester rams (Border or Hexham type) on cwes of the hill
breeds marks what may be callcd the first crossing stage, pro-
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ducing Mule, Half-bred and Greyface ewes® from Blackface, Cheviot
and Swaledale ewes respectively. Under good lowland conditions,
these first cross ewes are crossed with Down rams, Oxford and
Suffolk principally, and this may be regarded as the second cros-

sing stage. The successive stages are marked by increasing pro-
lificacy and size of sheep as the environment improves. ‘

The demarcation lines between these crossing stages
cannot be drawn between farm and farm since many farms combine
two or even all three stages. On some hill farms, for example,
purc breeding is confined to the younger ages of ewes, while the
older ewes arc crossed by thc Leiccster type of ram. Where con-
ditions arc favourablc a proportion of the first cross ewes thus
produced may be further crosscd with thc Oxford or Suffolk tup.

Moreover, most flockmastcrs endcavour to avoid the un-
certainties and gencrally lower prices of storc markets by fat-
tening as big a proportion of their lambs and cast cwes as the
conditions of the farm permit. :

Throughout the threc crossing stages the necd for main-
taining typec calls for continuing rcliancc upon the basic hill
breceds and so cstablishes their rccognised function of founda-
tion stock. The connccting links betwecen the successive stages
arc the transfers of maturc cwecs - the draft cwes - or of cwe
lambs and shecarling cwes from the poorcr to thc better con-
ditions, to scrve as flock replacemcnts. At thc samc time, sur-
plus wether lambs which cannot be finished on the farms which
producc them arc sold in storc condition to be finished clscwhere.

ITI.

Against this general background thc prescnt cost study
requires to be focussed. Beforc dealing with the flocks brought
under review, however, it will be advisablc to refer to the ac-
countancy aspcct of the investigation. _

Shecp providec one of the commonest cxamples quoted in
cconomic text books of what is called "joint production®, i.e.,
the production of two or more scparatc products from a single
set of opecrations. The text books usually refer to mutton and
woel only as the joint products of sheep farming but, as the
profit and loss accounts given later in this repert show (Tables
12 and 14) six separatc products of the flock may distinguished,
namely, draft ewes, fat cwes (including culled ewcs), rams, store
lambs, fat lambs, and wool. These products differ, of coursc, in
their rclative importance as sources of iuncome. :

In the management of the flock as a producing unit, a
large part of the operations, and conscquently, the cxpenses are
common to all products. The accountant, callcd upon to ascertain
the cost of production of one of the products, must thercforc de-
cide upon some method for allocating thesc items of ccmmon expen-
diture between the sclected nroduct and the others. Where the
selected product is demonstrably of outstanding economic import-
ance, contributing the major share of the total income earned by
the flock, it is an accepted principle to charge the wholc flock
costs against that product in thce first place, calling them
"Gross Cost?, and to offset against this Gross Cost, the income
from the less important products, to arrive at a Net Cost for the
selccted major product. This is the genecral method adopted for
this inguiry and its effects arc summarised in the following para-
graphs. v

% On the central and south Peunines a more common pracﬁiée is to
usc the Wensleydale ram on the Swalcdalc cwe to produce the
Masham at thc first crossing stagce.
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Averaging the 36 flocks concerned, the year began with
a flock of ewes and rams valued at £1312. It ended with a flock
of ewes, rams and retained lambs valued at £1864, an increase
of £552. Add to this the sales of sheep and wool during the
'year which amounted to £1032, and total output was £1584,

The cost of producing this composite output was £1117,
leaving a profit of £467.

. In the total output (£1584), lambs, taken altogether

" accounted for £1214 (76%). They constituted the major product,
though they comprised three categories, store lambs (sold or re-
tained for finishing), fat lambs sold, and cwe lambs retained
for flock maintenance. The balancc of incom2, £370, treated as
sales of by-products, would reduce the Gross Cost (£1117) to
£747, this last figure being then taken as the net cost of pro-
ducing 252 lambs, which was the avcrage numbsr reared per flock,
The net cost per lamb according to this calculasion was there-
£2., 19. 3. The significaencc of this final figure depcnds on the
methods uscl for arriving at the charges mede for the various
items of cost. TFull details of thc methods are given as an ap-
pendix on page 15.

Certain other questions of gencral principle can be
dealt with to advantagc herec.

(1) The costs charged erc the costs appropriatc to the year's
production only, i.c., thec costs of maintaining thc cwe
flock itself and of handling thc 1947 Zamb crop. The
point here is that when the ycar began in November 1946,
most farms would still be carrying substantial numbers of
lambs from thce 1946 crop, in proccss of finishing. In
this study, thc costs incurred during 1946-47 in finish-
ing thesc carried-over lambs and the rcturns from thelr
disposal have been cxcluded. The cwe lambs rctaincd from
the 1946 crop as flock replaccments have, of cdoursc, been
charged as part of the cost of flock maintcnance in

1946/47 .,

The calculation of the depreciation of the cewe flock it-
self is given in detail in Tablec 4. The amount of depre-
ciation obviously decpends on (a) the valuations-placed upon
the ewes and rams carricd over, (b) the cost of cwes, ‘
gimmers, cwc lambs and rams bought and the valucs placcd on
home rearcd rcplaccments brought into the flock and (¢) the
prices rcceived for draft cwes, fat and culled cwes, and
rams. In the table, the returns from wool sales have also
been brought in to offset the gross depreciation of the
flock. This has been donc partly as a matter of conven-
ience, but also in accordance with the principle of treat-
ing "minor" items of output as by-products. All these
"variables” affect the amount of flock depreciation and,
conscquently, the cost of recaring lambs.

It should be clear that the morc important the "minor' pro-
ducts becomc, the more arbitrary becomes this method of
calculgting flock deprecciation and charging the whole of it
against the lamb output. It is arguable, ior example, that
the draft ewc is as important an objective of production as
the storec lamb and that the cconomics of flock management
arc prescnted in a distorted way when the draft cwe is
treated merely as a by-product of lamb production.. This
argument would have much greater force when applied to hill
flocks proper. For thc typc of flock dzalt with in this
study, as the Profit and Teoss Statcments show in Tablcs 12
and 14, thec dominancc of the lamb output as the major
sourcc of incomc justifics the accounting method adoptced.




The final product which this study attempts to identify is
the "reared lamb®., Strictly speaking this should mean the

* reared store lamb., From the circumstances of the case,
however, fine distinction between rearing and flnlshlng is
impossible. Many lambs fatten as they grow and it is
largely the extent to which they do so which determines
whether they are sold through the grading centre or the
store ring, subject lect it be said, to the prospective
prices by either outlet. Comparisouns between the sub-
groups of farms will indicatc that widc variations are pos-
siblc in the proportlons of lambs fattcncd within the ycar.

. The general conclusion is then that the term "per lamb
rcarcd" must bc intcerpreotcd with latitudec.

The mcthods uscd for arriving at thc charges for particular
items of cost ncecd carcful noticec. TFor cxamplc, whether
foods fed to stock should be charged at cost of production,
or fceding valuc, or market valuc is onc of the percnnial
decbating points in farm cost accounting. Thc basis on which
grazing costs arc calculatcd and distributcd between diffor-
cnt catcgorics of stock is another point on which opinions
may diffcor. Thc samc applics to the trcatment of overhecads
and genecral farm cxpcnscs. The choicc of mcthod for dcaling
with these matters must nccessarily be somcwhat arbitrary
and rcadcrs arc spccially rcferred to the Appendix, in which
dctails arc given of the mecthods uscd in this study.

IV.

The study concerns 36 flocks disposcd in threcc cqual
groups in differcnt parts of Northumberland. With thc exception
of onc mixed flock, all thc flocks counsistcd of first cross cwes,
mostly Half-brecd (Cheviot x Bordcr ILciccster) though here and
thore some mules werce included. The tups uscd for lamb produc-
tion were mostly Suffolks, thc rcest being Oxfords.

The first group is locatcd in the south of the county on
the higher land._adjoining thc castcrn slopes of the Pennines.
Elcvation is between 300 and 700 fcet above sca level and the
farms arc rather large. (Table 1). As a rcsult of the war, til-
lage occupics about 22% of the arca of the farms, but the main
farming cnterprisc continucs to be summer feeding of beef cattle
with thc sheceop flock as an important subsidiary. Thc extension of
the tillage area caused some rcduction in the cwe flocks. Geogra-
phically the arca is disposed around and to the west of the vils
lage of Matfen and this group of farms is conveniently described
as the Matfen group.

The second group is located some twenty miles north of
Matfen and north-west of the small market town, Rothbury. Herc
clevation is similar to that of the Matfen group but the arca is
more tightly bounded by hills and the contours arc stecper. Til-
lage, in about the same proportions of farm arca as in the first
group, is mainly devoted to fodder cropping. In this group, re-
ferred to as the Rothbury group, shecp take prcccdence over cattle,
though fairly large numbers of the latter arc rcared and somec fat-
tening is carried on. /

.The third group, referred to as thc Twcedside group, is
scattered over the northern cornor of the county between Wooler,
Berwick-on-Twced and Coldstrcam. Soil types in this arca arc morc
variable but most arc light or loamy and thc farming is moro mixcd.
Arablc crops arc a strong feature, tillage amounting to 43% of
arca on thc farms covered by this study and the livestock enter-
prises arc closcly intcgrated with the cropplng to sustain fertil-
ity. Thec high proportion of tcmporary lcys is notable.
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Under pre-war conditions the half-bred flock could almost
be regarded as the centrepiece in the farming economy. Lambs were
partly sold fat off grass and partly finished as medium weight
hoggs off roots and other arable crops. In addition beef cattle,
both grass fed, and yard fed, were handled on some scale.

The war has shifted the emphasis more strongly to the
arable cash crops; yard fed cattle are now counsidered uneconomic
and though ewe flocks have been reduced, they still occupy an
important part in the farm economy of the area. The balance of
prices favours the heavier lamb.

Details of the average farm in each group, thce flocks
and the turnover in sheep and lambs arc given in Tables 1, 2, 3,
and 7. The largest flocks studied werce in the Rothbury group and
the smallcst in the Matfen group. Some indication of the rclative
importance of the sheep flock in the gencral farm cconomy is given
by the fact that in thc Rothbury group thc cwe flock averaged 52
per 100 acrcs of farm and in cach of the other groups, 34.

In all groups the accounting ycar for thc study ran from
1st November 1946 and Tables 2 and 3 indicatc thc general practice
of flock mainbtcnancc. In considering the cxteont to which flock
numbers arc maintaincd by home rcarcd cwc lambs and purchascd cwes
and gimmcrs rcspectively, two points arc to bc noted. First, home
rcarcd docs not usually mcan home bred. The flocks thomsclves be-
ing crossbred, only thosc farms which carry both a purc bred
Cheviot flock (crossing the older ewes with the Border Leicestor
ram) and a Half-brcd flock can providc their own half-bred cwe
lambs for replenishment of the Half-bred flock. Such cascs arc
comparatively fow. The majority of thc farms buy in their replace-
ments citheor as cwe hoggs or as shcarliug gimmers. Practice
varies somcwhat between the groups.

In the Rothbury group, thc arca becing csscntially a
rearing and not a finishing arca, most replaccments arc bought as
hoggs, carried for a year, and put to thc ram as shecarling gimmers,
The cwe hoggs may be bought from the higher farms in the arca,
though considerablc numbers arc imported from Scotland through the
auctions at Hawick and St. Bosweclls.

.Tweedside practice is similar, and, as Tablc 3 indicatcs,
the bulk of the replaccments in this and the Rothbury group con-
sisted of home-rcarcd (but not home-bred) cwe hoggs.

FTlockmastcrs in the Matfen group, on thce other hand, pre-
fer to buy replacements as shcarling gimmcrs rathcr than as hoggs
and such hoggs as arc bought arc usually sufficicntly well-grown
to be tupped as hoggs.

Therc arc difforcnces also in the method of disposing of
the cwes when their scrvice in the flock cnds. Scc Tables 2 and 3.
In the Rothbury and Twcecdside groups thc grcatcer part of the cwes
arc drafted as storcs for further breeding (usually to flying
flocks in other lowland arcas). In the Matfen group the tendency
is to carry the ocwes longer and fatton them beforc disposal. It
should perhaps be pointed out that the diffcrcutiation between
draft cwes and fat cwes is bascd on the markcet to which the cwes
werc consigned. Fat ewes arc those sold through a grading ccuntres
draft ewcs arc thosc sold through a storc markect. Reletive prices
between the two markets will affcct the diffcrcentiation. In the
Rothbury arca, for instence, all fit cwes arc normally consigned
to the store market but in 1947, greding prices werc frequently
10/-,a hecad or morec above storec priccs; heunce a more than usual
proportion of cwecs sold fat in this arcea in this yecar.




The second point of special interest in connection with
flock replacements is that the year 1947 was marked, and marred,
by most exceptionally severe snowstorms and frosts in the critical
season before lambing., On the basis of this one year's figures it
is difficult and may be dangerous to attempt firm conclusions
about the effects and costs of the storms. It would certainly be
wrong to use this study as a measure of the storm effects in all
areas.

The actual death rates in the cwe flocks, rccorded in
Tables 2 and 3, may not scem so high as might have becen cxpcected
and the same applics to dcaths of lambs. (Table 7). When allow-
ance is made for thc rcplaccments bought or brought in during the
yvear, thce cwe flocks in all thrcc groups werce slightly higher at
the yecar cund, than at thc beginning. The question how far the ia-
take of replaccments was above normal could be answerced with :
grecater certainty if figurcs for normal ycars wcrc available. It
would scem that, in thc Rothbury group at lcast, thc ratc of rc-
placcment this ycar was cxccptional.,

It is also to be remcmberced, in vicw of thc small
samplcs presentcd herc, that, whilc the incidence of the storms
was very uncven, it was morc scvere on the high lying farms.
Generally the flocks rceportcd upon herc arc Half-bred flocks on
farms which might be cxpcectcd to be in a somewhat better position
to copc with the cxceptional conditions. Morcover, thce Half-bred
cwe is notably prolific and a good mother, so that, cven when lamb
losscs are scverc, therc may still be a sufficicnt crop to provide
for nccessary flock reoplaccments. That lamb crops iserc sub-normal
is indicated by thc numbecrs of lembs born per 100 cwes, given at
the foot of Tablc 3. Under lowland conditions, as on Tweedside,
Half-bred cwes mey normally be cxpccted to produce average crops
of between 160 and 170 lambs per 100 cwes.

Apart from the question of flock rcplacement the storms
madc nccessary an abnormal amount of hand fccding, cspccially oats,
concentratcs and hay, i.c., thc accessiblc foods. On most farms
the opening of root clamps was impossiblce and transport of any kind
of food was coxtreomely difficult and arduous.

The oxccptional labour involved in snow-cutting and
associatcd tasks madc nccessary by the storms reiscd a difficulty
in accountancy, and, after full counsidcration, it sccmed advisablc
to trecat this cxceptional item, which was general to all farm
operations at the time, as part of thc general farm overhcads. As
cxpleined in the appendix on methods, gencral farm overhceds (other
than rent) have been cxcluded from the charges brought in against
the sheep flocks in this study and the net margins arrived at nced
to be interpreted in the light of this decision.

Tablc 6 gives.dctails of the kinds, cost and quantitics
of foods fecd in cach group. A4is statecd carlicr, foods arc charged
at average cost of production, as ascertained from independent
studics, subjcct to adjustment when necessary, to allow for currcnt
wage and price levels,

<




ARFA and CROPPING OF FARIS

Matfeon

Rothbury

Twcedside

A1l Groups

No. of farms 12

Cropping
Tillage
Leys 1-3 years
Permancnt Grass
Rough Grazing
Woods and Wastc

Total

Avecrage Farm Rcent

12

12

125

17
g

7

36

1%?

per acre

TABLE 2,

NUMBERS OF EWES IN COSTED FLOCKS

Mt

No. of Flocks 1

fen

§ Rothbury
2 i

12

f'Tweedsid_o
12

A1l Groups

Per
Farm

Per

FarmiTotal

Per

Total  Farm

Total

Ewes at Nov. 1, 1946
Home-rearcd ewe lambs

addecd
Gimmers bought

91

Twes & 172

94

Q
Q

278

69
21

3339

826
255

2337

505
125

195

42
10

6805

1422
552

1392

4420

368

2967

8779

Draft cwes sold
Fat R i
Deaths

37
82
115

456
282
213

38
23
18

284
138

164 14

24§
11}

777
502
192

234

951 79

586 49

771

Ewes at Nov. 1, 1947

1158

96 3469,

289

2381

198,

7008_

OPENING FLOCK

FLOCK MAINTENANCE AS % OF

Matfen [ Rothbury

Twcedside

A1l Groups

Bwe Flock at commencement
Home-reared lambs added
Ewes & Gimmers bought

Draft
Fat
Decaths

cwes sold .
i

Ewce Flock at cnd of ycar.

100.0%
24'07

100.0%
8.1
15.2

3.3
7.3
10.1

102.6

100.0%
21.6

5.3
12.2
5
7

101

-9
.0
.0

0

"~ Lambs born per 100 ewes

135

-




RANGE IN SIZE OF.CPENING EWE FLOCKS.

350-
400

200~
250

100~
150

150-
200

250-

- | 300~
300

50-100 225

Metfon 6 1
Rothbury

Tweedside

3

3

1
4
6

All Groups

4
y
8

DEPRECIATION ON BREEDING FILOCK PER

100 EWES.,

| Matfon

;Rothbury

Twecedside

All Groups

Opening Valn. Bwes & Rams ..
Purchases of Fwes & Gimmers
Ewe lambs transferred in ..

Purchases of Rams

Draft ocwes sold
Fat i
Rams sold ..

Closing Valn. Zwcs & Rams ..

d.
8.

£
632,

13.
115.11.7.
49. 0.2.

24, 0.0.

£. s.d.
704, 2,8,

55.18.6.
165,12.7.

10l18.o.

£. s. d,
709.10.

4. 4,
148,12,

1694, 2. 5.

£. s. d

58, 7. 2.
140, 8.10.

15.15, 0.

821. 5.5.

936,11.,9.

18,14,
911. O.

908.13. 5.

20. 9.7.
38. 3,5.
2. 2.2,

668.18.3.

83. 8.7.
5. 9.4,
1.17.9.
717, 14,0,

72,
34,
1.

69. 2,
40. 9.
1.13.

717, 0,

729.13.5.

848. 9.8,

847,

823, 5.

Gross Depn.on Breeding Flock

Less Salecs of Wool

91,12.0.
53. 9.4,

88, 2.1.
6l, 2.6,

64.
65.

8o. 8.
61, 4.

Depn. on Breeding Flock less

Wool Sales

38. 2.8,

26.19.7€Ap.1.

19. 3.




TABLE 6. COST OF FEEDING EWES PIR 100 EWES

latfen Rothbury . Tweedside All

Cwis| &£. s. diCwts| &£. s. djCwts, £, s. d

H
i H
¢

88.10. 9. | 71.19. 1} 5114.17° 8.

- Grazing

i
3

VFco@
HEY wvooonas 117 20.18. L 22,15,11 508, 7, 0f

Roots ...... 227 13,17.11 54, 3, 611238 71.13. 4
Oats & Deans 841 63, 5, 2. 1 75.2.5.101 - 69.16.10

Cake vooo..o 17 10.17. 1 10,16, 7 13.16.11

Tobal vouuo. 197. 9. Of 235.10.11 278.11. 9

i

TABLE 7. DISPOSAL, OF LANBS

e e Wb

MAT FEN ROTHBRURY % TVW#EDSIDE | ALL GROUPS
No. % No. 7% i No, % No. %

——— - - R e T Te—

Toibe Dorn .....eoee. (1520 .0 1 4526:100.0 | 32531100.0 § 9299{100.0

T

Store lambs sold ....! 252 3150 69.6: 2 10.7 # 37491 40.3
Tat i I 294 621: 13.7 25.5 18.8
DEwbS vovnnrn vesee 36 1030 2.3 2.2 2 2.3

Retained for BreedingK 37 251: 5.5 3.4 03 4.3

b " TFeeding 401, 8.9 58.2 5' 34.3

et e s e -

4526 - 100.0 100.0

COST OF REARING TAMBS PER TFLRM

P

Matfen Rothbury: Tweedside A1l Groups

- ” ' F.T5. 4l £. s.d £77s77d
Devreciation on Twe Flock{ 35.17. 6i 75. 1.4
Focd & Crezing, Hwe Flock(185.15. 41 655. 8.1 . 542,
Grosing (Lambs) .....e....! 23. 8, 51 42,13,1.
Additional Food (Tambs) .. 1. 5.11; 21.13.7
LaDOUT wuaeoneuueoonnaeeel 71.18, 0 245,18,4

Dip, Vaccines, 2tc...cc...i 16. 5.10

o~
o o

> Ula

o
°
L)

N
OO~ (W

}.J
N

3

]
\J
=
1

[Ge)

©

Transpezt & Migsellaneous 3.1, 3

e

(OolNNe oINS y RN
=]
O
~J 0 N0 N3N0 -

Total COSt wovovevovooses 337.12, 3

Number of. Lambs Reared ..

——— Mt Yo - e e




RANGE IN

NUMBER OF TAMBS REARED PER 100 EWES

TABLE 9.

110-120

120-130

130-140

140-150

150-160

Matfen
Rothbury

Tweedside

3
6
4

A1l Farms

3
1
2
6

13

TABLE 10.

COST OF REARING LAMBS PER TLANB

Matfen

Rothbury

Tweedside

All Groups

Depreciation on HEwe Flock
Food & Grazing, Bwe I'lock
Grazing (Lambs)
Additional Food (Lambs)
Labour .....

Dip, Vaccines, etc
Haulage & Miscellaneous .
Cost per Lamb Reared so oo

Average Return per Lamb .

Profit per Lamb .

£. s,

5.1
lllO.

3.1

11,

2,

d.! £. s. d.

0. 4, 1,
1.15. 7.

2, 4.

O.
0.
3.
7.
7.
6.

10 20
13. 7.
2. 1.

11.

£, s. d.
App. 2.

2. 0.11,
5o 50

£. s, d.

20100
1.16, 7.

3.

2,14,
5. 4.1

2,10,

2.19. 9.
4. 7. 8.

7.
1.

4. 1. 7.11.

- TABLE 11.

LAMB

RANGE IN COST OF REARING PER

£2.10.,0
to
£3. 0.0

£2.0.0.
to
2,10.0

£3. 0.0
to
£3,10.0

£3.10.0
to
24, 0,0

£4.

£4,10.0

0.0
to

£5.

£4,10,0
to
0.0

£5,10,0

Ietfen 5 2
2

3

Rothbury

Tweedside

4

5
2

1

1

4
4
0

A;l Farms




TABLE 12. PROFIT & LOSS ACCOUNT ON SHEEP (per Farm)

Matfen

Rothbury

Tweedside

EXPENSES

Opening Valuation of
Ewes and Rams

Twe Lambs transferred in

Food
Grazing - Ewes

i

Other TFoods - Twes

i i - TLambs

Dip, Vaccines, etc

Haulage & Miscellaneous

Profit on Flock

£, s. d,

595. 5. O.

108.14.10.
22,11, 8.
46, 2. 0.

83. 5.10.
23. 8. 5.
102. 9. 6.
1. 5.11.
71.18. o.
16. 5.10,
3. 1. 3.
310,18, 9,

1959. 5, O.

155.12. 2.}

30. 6. 8.

460,17. 3.1

200, 4. 4,
42,13, 0.
455, 3.10.
21.13. 7.
249,18, 4,

39. 1. 3,
16.13. 9.

515.11.11,

1381.15. oO.

66,12, 2.
36. 8. 4.
289, 8.11.

223,14, 9.
71. 5. 3.
318,16, 1.
3.17.11,
153,18, 4,
28.13. 4.
7. 2,11,

574. 2. 7,

§1385. 7.

4147, 1. 1.

3155.15. 7.

INCOMR

Draft Ewes
Fat Ewes

Store Lambs
Fat Lambs

9

Closing Valuation,
‘FEwes and Rams

Closing ValuationgLambs_

19. 5.
35.18,
1.19, -
115.10.
144, 7.
50. 6.

629, 6.
388,13.

232, 2. 9.
126.10. 3.
5. 5.
1123.,18.
237. 4.
170. 1.

1997. O.
254,18,

140.11. 8.
67. 0. 5.
2. 3. 5.

122, 6. 7.

375.10.11.

126.17. 7.

1439.15. 0.
881.10. O.

1385. 7. 0.

4147. 1.

3155.15. 7.

TABLE 13, RANGE IN PROFITS ON SHTEP PER FARM

O-
£100

100~
200

20
3

300-
400

O-!
00

400
500

500-
700

- 500-
600

700- 800~

Matfen
Rothbury

- 2

1
1

Tweedside p)

1
1

800 900

1
1
1

1

All Farms

1
1
2

1
3
4




TABLE 14. PROFIT & LOSS ACCOUNTS PER 100 EWVES

—

Matfen § Rothbury ! Tweedside All Groups

EXPENSES £.s.4d. £ s.d.i £ s.d.

S e——— vt ot e et

Opening Valuation of
Ewes & Rams 632.13, 8, 704, 2, 8, 709.10. 694. 2. 5.

Purchases
Ewes and Gimmers .... 115.11. 7. 55.18. 6.1 34. 4, 58. 7. 2.

conn 24. 0. 0. 10.18. 0.} 18,14, 15.15. 0.
Ewe lambs transferred 49, 0. 2, 165,12, 7, 148.12. 6. 140. 8.10.

Food , B S
Grazing - Fwes 88.10. 8.} 71.19. 1.i 114,17. 8.! 89. 9. o.

" - Tambs ....... 24,17.10.1 15. 6. 7.0 36.11.10.| 24. 4. 4.
Other Foods - Ewes .... 108,18. 3.! 163.11.10.: 163.14. 0, 154,11. 2.
“ % - Lambs ... 1. 7.7.. 7.15.10.' 2. 0.0.| 4.14. 9.
Labour 76. 8. 5.1 89.16. 4., 79. 0..8.| 83.17.10.
Dip, Vaccines, etc..... 17. 6. 4.1 14. 0. 9. 14, 14. 5; 14.16. 4.
Haulage & Miscellaneous 3. 4.11. 5.19.11, 3.13. 4. 4,14.10,

Profit on Flock . 330,10, 1. 185. 6, 0. 294,16, 1.} 247..0 O.
1472, 9. 6.1490. 8. 1. 1620. 8. 6, /1532. 1. 8.

INCOME

e e

Sales : : '
Draft EWes cvsococvcess 20. 9. 7. 83, 8. 7. 72. 3. 69. 2.

-

Fat Bwes voceovooon 38. 3. 5.1 45. 9, 4, - 34, 8, 40. 9.

Rams .o..... 2. 2, 2, 1.17. 9. 1. 2, - 1.13.
Store Lambs . 122,15, 5. 403.18. 7. 62,16, 240, 2.
Fat Lambs coov.o. we 15309, 1.7 85, 5. 1. 192.16. 133.10.

WoOl tevevcoconoconna 53. 9. 5. 61. 2. 6. 65. 3. 61. 4.

Closing Valuation, ' :
Ewes and Rams ..., 668.18. 3. 717.14, 0. 739. 5. £ 717. O.

Closing Valn, Tambs ... 413, 2. 2. 91,12, 3, 452.12, 7 ? 268.18.
1472, 9. 6. 1490. 8. 1. 1620. 8, 6. 1532, 1.

TABLE 15. RANGE IN PROFIT PER.100 EWES

- £50- /100~ 150~ [200- 1250- 1300- 350
100 ;. 150 200 250 '300 ' 350 | 400

Matfen - - 1 3 3 3
Rothbury 1 v 3 1
Tweeuside 1 ' - 1
‘All Farms . | 2. 5

1
2 2
6
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The foregoing discussions of management systems and
methods of accounting should, it is hoped, make detailed commentary
on the various tables unnecessary. In a general summing-up, the
following points might be stressed.

(1) While the primary purpose of this inquiry was to arrive
at a cost of rearing lambs the primary objective of the enterprises
studied was presumably to make the best overall profit from the
flocks. Overall profits, per flock and per 100 ewcs, are shown in
Tables 12 and 1.- respectively. Taking all groups together, they
averaged £467 por flock, and ncarly 50/- per cwe. They werc higher
in the two fecding groups, Matfen and Tweedside (66/- and 59/- per
cwe respectively) and lower in the store producing Rothbury group

(37/- per ewec).

The term profit, as used herc, has not quitc thc same
meaning as in normal accountancy practice. The main points arc
(a) the costs and returns arc rcelated only to the 1947 output from
the ewe flocks and not to all transactions in shecp falling within
the accounting year and (b) no allocation of farm overhcads (apart
from rcent charged through grazing and fodder crops) has becen made.
Attontion is drawn to thosc tables which sct out the range of varia-
tion between farm and farm in rcspect of profit margins, lamb rcar-
ing cost, lamb crops and so oun. Thc overall avecrage rcsults from
this study, in common with similar averages in other cost studics,
give no indication by themsclves of the oxtent to which farms can
differ in their cost/return rclationships.

(2) Thesc diffcrences in reclative profitability arc the
cffcct of a combination of factors. Thc compositc character of the
flock output, and the prices obtainable for the scparatc catcgorics
of sheep sold arc of major importancc. They arc also intcerdcpend-
“cnt and changcs in the demand/supply relationship for any onc of
the catcogorics may be expected to produce rcactions on the demand/
supply rclatiouships of the others, - with couscquential rcactions
on prices all round. The cnd priccs fixed for the various classcs,
gradcs and weights of shcep, with their scasonal variations, pro-
vide the ceilings under which individual flockmasters opcratc, but
the interactions of fat and store prices upon cach other and upon
the prices of draft cwes and recplaccment stocks cannot bc pro-
determined or reduccd to a simple formula, which would also have to
allow for changes in items of cost, such as labour and fceds.

" Somc simplc approximations might be made to illustrate
this point, by assuming a changc in one of the factors affecting
profit, and assuming that other factors rcmaincd unchanged = &
state of affairs which would be altogether unlikely in practicc.

Thus, on thec figures precscnted, an overall increasc cof
10% in lamb prices (other prices and costs remaining as they werc)
would have raisecd profits by morc than 25%. Such an increasc, of
course, would in fact rcact in the oppositc dircction on the cost
of cwe hocgs and gimmers bought as replaccments.

Similarly, an increase of 10% in the priccs realiscd for
draft and fat ewes would havc raised profits by only 43% (essuming
no other price changes). ‘

A 10% increasc in the pricce of wool would have raisecd
- profits by no more than 2+%.

10% increase in the cost of foods, bought and home-grown,
and oxcluding grazing, would have rcduccd profits by about 67. A
similar increasc in shepherds' wages would have reduced profits by
35%. The cffcct of a general increase in all farm wages on grazing
and home-grown food costs is a much morc complicatcd problem and
the precisc offect cannot be stated.




Calculations of this kind, approximations as they are,
merely emphasise the interrelations between the many factors by
which the final profit is determined. They provide factual
illustrations of the difficulties of analysis associated with
enterprises in joint production.

They illustrate also why it is that economists, who are
analysts only and who take no direct part in the buying and sell-
ing of sheep or the management of flocks - the operations by which
prices are determined - are so often compelled to express them-
selves in such terms as, "It depends .. 1, "provided that
coces’ and so on,

(3) Despite substantial differences betwecen the groups
studied in methods of flock maintenance, the total costs of rearing
lambs in each group were comparatively uniform. The Matfen and
Tweedside groups had some advantage over the Rothbury group in be-
ing able to market bigger proportions of fat lambs, The advantage
follows from soils and situation rather than from better manage-
ment., The figurcs however, do not attempt to follow the whole
lamb output to the grading stage, this study being counfined to the
recaring aspect. TFor this reason, the costings wecre taken to the
30th October 1947. Such fat lambs as have figured in the accounts
are those finished within thc costings yecar, i.ec., thosc finished
mainly off grass, and they arc brought in because therc is no
satisfactory method of accountancy by which rcaring and finishing
can be scparated in thce casc of such lambs.

This restriction in the scope of the study was stresscd
in the introductory section of the report and is again strcsscd at
the closc.












