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I.

The following report is the outcome of the first year
of an investigation into some aspects of the economics of store
cattle raising. It deals with the first stage of beef produc-
tion, viz., the breeding and rcearing of calves, up to wecaning.

That beef production, particularly in timecs of scar-
city, is no stercotyped process, is well known. Thus beef
storcs arc now commonly bred not only from dams of acceptced
beef or dual purposc type but also from animals oncc rcgarded
as suitablc only for dairying. Again, calves may bce rcared
cither on the pail, or, as sucklers, cithor by thc multiplec or
onc cow, onc calf systom.

The prescnt cenquiry is confined to beef cows nursing
their own calves. Nevertholess, within this definition, systcms
of breeding and recaring vary not only between farms but also
somctimes on the same farm, by rcason of brceds of cows and
bulls uscd, methods of wintering, calving dates, and thc egec and
purposec for which calves are intended to maturc.

Weancd calves thereforc, cven if they arc all of an
age, cannot be considored a homogcncous product in the same way
as milk or cven fat cattle. 1In fact they rcprescnt only a
common stage rcached in diffcrent ways in the growing of differ-
cnt products, c.g., fat or breceding cattle.

In attcempting to asscss officicncy of production, somc
wider considerations of the placce of brecoeding hords in farm
economics arc nceded. In the present cnquiry alonc, four dif-
ferent gencral policy objectives in breceding calves, can be dis-
tinguished, (i) to maintain or improve the quality of hill shocp
grazings, (ii) to obtain revenuc from poorer land on farms of
high general fertility, (iii) to rcducc cxpenditurc oun store
cattle at & time of high prices, on traditionally feeding farms,
end (iv) on arable farms, to make chcaper muck than would be
possible were all the yards filled with fceding cattle.

It is perhaps not surprising that what is only a part
of the whole cattle onterprise and that often sccondary to
shecep or corn growing, should occupy in many cases a subsidiary
place in the total farm economy. The point is made herc because
it is very striking in the face of the all too well knowm short-
age of beef supplics., In effect this means that, despite cn-
couragement from high prices and subsidies, unlecss the incentivo
is very grecat, salf-rearing will remain, at lecast on most farms
with which this rcport is concerncd, a branch of production to
. be fitted in rather than tackled as a major enterprisc.

II.

This report deals with costs obtained for 1373 breecd-
ing cows and their calves on 43 farms in Northumberland. On two
farms therc were two distinct herds. In addition, cows wintered
inside and cows outwintered have been treated separately, thus
giving a total of 51 costed herds. The farms supplying informa-
tion are situated in three districts, two in thc south and one
in the north of the county.

Fourteen farms with 19 costed herds lic within a few
miles of the Roman Wall between thc villages of Corbridge and
Groenhead. With three exceptions, these are upland or true hill
farms with few salc products other than cattle and shecep. They
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“are however, of verying quality both as to amount of cncloscd land
and altitude; some have land above 1000 feet. '

A further 15 farms supplying costs for 16 herds are situa-
ted in and about the North Tyne valley between the villages of
Simonburn and Falstone. All these are upland or truc hill farms
with less variation in type and altitude than those along the Roman
Wall. Many of thesc farms also have land above 1000 fcct.

The third district,from which 14 farms gavc details for
16 herds, is thc arca around thc market town of Wooler, in north
Northumberland (Glendalc). The farms herc show morc variation in
their production, but arc in the main highly fertilc arablc hold-
ings with strong supporting cattlc or shocp enterprises. Many of
these farms have varying acrcages of rough, or, in two cascs survey-
cd, hill grazings. Most of thec land however, is low lying and uncar-
1y all with which this cuquiry is concorned is below 600 feot.

Two main breceds of cow arc represcuted in the costs ob-
taincd, Galloway, and Abcrdecn Angus-Shorthorn Cross. The cross
cows arc mostly of Irish origin. Othcr brecds and crosses comprised
Blue Groy (Whitc Shorthorn-Gallowsey Cross) (1 herd), Shorthorn (2
herds), Hercford (1 herd) and Shorthorn-Highland Cross cows (1 nerd).

Although in general tho purc Gellowey hords werc located
in the first two districts and the Cross cows in Glondale, the costs
havc been analyscd by breed rather than district. Rosults arc
thercfore prescnted for two groups: A. Purc Gelloway Herds, and
B. Cross-brecd and other Hords.

The following tables give further details of the types of
farms on which the herds in the two groups arc kept.

TABLE 1. LAND USE ON FARMS SUPPLYING COSTS

GROUP A GROUP B
(Galloway Herds) (Cross Herds)
Average of 24 Farms | Average of 19 Farms

i AcTrcs ACTCs
Tillage eooe.o 16 181
Rotation Hay . 14 47
Meadow Hay ... 3% 12
Young Pasturc. 126
0ld Pasture .. 64 117
Rough Grazings 622 : 254

Wastc “evooeo. 3 )
Total Acres .. 760 740

are— wemare——r

Rent per Acro | 10/1d. é 22/10d.

TABLE 2. SUBSIDIES TRAWN BY FARMS SUPPLYING COSTS

. GROUP A GROUP B
Number of farms drawing:- (out of 25 farms) (out of 20 farms)

Hill Cattle SUDSIAY ........... | 24 | 7
Hill Sheep Subsidy at full rate 18 2
Hill Sheep Subsidy at half rate 3 1




TABLE 3, ELEVATION OF FARMS SUPPLYING COSTS.

Number of farms with highest land: GROUP A GROUP B

1000 feet or over 1
‘800 999 feet

600 - 799 @

400 - 599

200 - 399 ¢

Notes- 1In addition to the 24 farms averaged to show land use in
Group A, one other farm provided cost information but is exclud-
ed from this calculation because of stint rights on common
grazing.

In Group B, 20 farms supplied herd costs but acrecage
detail was obtained for 19 only.

Two farms furnished both Galloway and Cross hcrd costs
and are therefore averaged in both groups.

III.

Mention has alrcady becn made of the various ways in
which the calf recaring conterprisc differcd among the herds re-
viewed in this report. The two groups distinguished in Tables
1-3 also present significant diffcrcnces in rcspect of size of
herds, and brced of bulls used. Herds in Group A were in
general much smallcr than in Group B, avcraging 19 cows per farm
in the former case and 49 in the latter. Whilc this differcnce
is incidental to the brecd of cow, the differcnt bulls uscd arc

of coursc closecly conncctced with it. In Group A on the Galloway
cows clther a Galloway or Whitc Shorthorn was gecnerally used.

In Group B, with few cxccptions, thc Abordeen Angus was prefer-
red.

This usce of bulls demonstratcs a further factor in
store production. Whercas the Angus and Whitc Shorthorn bulls
arc used to stamp quality and size respecctively on fceding
cattle, the Galloway, though alsc a quality producing sirc,
lacks size for mating with its own breed to produce becf for any
but a luxury itrade. In consequencec it is used to produce
breeding heifers rather than fecding stores. Often indced
Galloway and Shorthorn bulls are used in thc samc herd to pro-
vide both stores and herd replacements.

TABIE 4.,
A, BULLS USED ON GALLOWAY COWS

Number of herds using: Galloways eoeeceo
White Shorthorns
Red Shorthorns
Galloways & Whitc Shorthorns
Galloways and Abcrdcen Angus

B, BULLS USED ON CROSS COWS

Number of herds using: Aberdeen Angus
Hercfords eecooceeo
Galloways oceoceceso
Red Shorthorns .ceecece .
Aberdcen Angus and Hcrefords




The Galloway and White Shorthorn bulls are usually of
local origin, certain strains of white bulls being particularly
sought after. Several of the Aberdeen Angus and Hereford bulls
had been bought at sales as far afield as Perth and Hercford
itself.

It follows from the use of cows and buils alrcady de-
scribed, that the calves in Group A wecre mostly cither pure
Galloway, or Bluc Grey, while thosc in Group B wecrc in the main
Abcrdeen Angus cross. In both groups they werc dropped through-
out thec costing period from lst November 1948 to 31st October
1949, 1Isolated calves which wcre born latc in 1949 and would
continue suckling until the spring of 1950 have been excluded from
the ycar's production. A corresponding adjustment has been made
to bring into the ycar's production thosc calves born shortly be-
forc Iovember 1lst 1948. By far the greater part of the calves,
however, werce born in the spring, calvings being on the wholc about
a month later in the Galloway than in the Cross hords.

TABLE 5. CALVING DATZS

Fcb Apr i May

Galloway Cows ' % | %

Wintered In 4 13 - 33 114
Wintered Out _ 44 128
Total Galloway 38 {20

Cross Cows
Wintcred In 125 122 28 116
Wintecred Out 20 |26 136 |12

Total Cross - 22 124 133 |14 4

In cach group calves were produccd both for salc as
wcancd calves, and for recaring. In Group A thc calves retained
will be sold cither as strong stores, bulling or calving hecifers
or, in a fow cases, as fat beasts. In Group B the calves kept
will wostly be finished on the same farm, with a few going away as
forward stores. In Group A just over a quarter of the calves
rearcd were sold as calves. Fourtcen farms retaincd all their
calves. In Group B slightly morc than half the calves wore sold at
weanir g. Five farms disposcd of their euntirc crop.

The decision whether a herd is to be wintercd indoors or
run out must compromisc between many conflicting rcasons. It is
not surprisiag thercfore, that there was no very marked diffcrcuce
betwecn the two groups in thc proportions treated cither way, nor
that the scparatc results for herds in- and out-wintored show no
very positive differences in results. Aport from such considera-~
tions as making muck, protecting carly calves from inclement
weather, and the hope of lengthening thc cow's useful life, some
others are actually contradictory. For example, it has been sug-
gested on the one hand that in-wintered cows become lazy and will
not forage for themselves when turned out through the day. On the
other nand, it was held that, by giving the cows warmth and shelter
at nights from Jenuery to April, thc neccsity of hand fceding is
reducecd to & minimum. Thercfore, although thc system of wintering
adoptcd in individual cascs may well have somc c¢ffcct both on the
cow and her calf, no general verdict can be given in this report.




5.

Of the Galloway herds, 16 were wintered inside, and run
out through the day, and 12 stayed out all winter. Among the
cross herds, 9 were wintered in. -Two of these spent at least part
of the winter inside entirely. Fourtecn other herds remaincd out
all the time. It should be noted, howover, that fow of the hords
wore brought in carlier than December, and some cven latcr.

Though most werc turned out through the day, this might be at onec
extreme mercly for oxercisc, or at the othor, to forage for thom-
sclves a considerable part of their food requircment.

The forcgoing should give an idca of the salicnt dif-
ferences beotween the two groups. It remeins only to attempt to
completc the picture by showing how calf rcaring fits into the
cconomy of thcsc farms. On the whole, the enterprisc is more
specialised and less subsidiary on the farms in Group B than in
Group A. Thus, barren cows or cows calving out of turn srec in
Group B normally culled, whilc in Group A this is not always thc
case. For this recason, and particularly of latec ycars following
the storm of 1947, the percentage of calves rcarcd from the avail-
able breeding cows can be expected to be higher in Group B than
Group A.

In Group A, on 15 farms shcep provided more revenuc
then cattle. On 10 farms cattlec provided morc revenue than sheop.
Actually the differences between revenucs from cattle and shecp,
including subsidies, were scldom very wide. Diffcerences in
revenuc, morcover, do not reveal the far grcatcr margin of profit
left by thc sheep enterprisc in all casces, despite the high
cattlc sales. Furthermore, whercas the turnover in shecp would
be mostly from lambs bred on the farms, that in cattlec was raiscd
in many cascs by purchascs of twelve to cightcon months old storc
beasts.,

In Group B, corn was the main sourcc of revenuc on 8
farms, followed by shcep or cattle; on 4 farms sheep followed by
cattle; on 4 farms cattle followed by sheep and corn; on onc farm
cattle followed by shcep; on one ferm milk followcd by cattle and
corn; and shcep followed by corn and cattle on one other farm,
The farms in this group arc in foct less uniform in type than
those in Group A. Nevertheless of the 19 farms from which infor-
mation was obtained on this point, all but four showed corn among
their principal sales.

It is difficult to assess the size of a cattle raising
cnterprise which is arbitrarily teken as finishing at the weaned
stage, and where only part of the production is sold. 1In Group
A however, sales of calves per farm amounted to £99 and the
valuc of the calves retained was £234, or a total annual gross
production of £333 per farm from the breeding herds.

In Group B equivalent per form figures were Calves
Sgid, £698; Calves Retained, £473; Total Annual Gross Production
£1171.




To compute the
certain conventions have
no common point at which

IV.

cost figures included in this report
been adopted. First, there is of course
the rearing of one calf ends and the

gestation period for the next begins. The cows normally suckled
their calves until carly October or latc November but would have
been bulled again beforec this from about April to July. The aim
is to produce onc calf every ycar. TFor this rcason a cost poeriod
of one ycar is takon from November 1lst 1948 to October 31st 1949
to cover the cost of both breeding and rcaring the wcancd calves.
All the cxpenscs in maintaining the herd at the same strcngth,

providing bulls, fcecding and grazing, labour and the like during

this period arce charged against the calves then produccd.

The following notes cxplain the methods uscd in account-
ing the itcoms of cost.

(1) Herd Maintcnance. Opecning valuations werc bascd on
ori%inal cost deprcciated to the datec of valuation, November lst
1948, :

Cows bought include cows and first calving hcifers
bought during the cost pcriod or during 1948, They have bcon
charged into the herd at their original purchasc pricc plus an
allowance for kecp uwp to October 31st 1949, unlcss bought in calf,
when they have beon brought into the herd at the date of purchasc
at their purchasc pricc. Appropriate decductions from cost have
becn made for the rcaring of calves brought on to the form with
their dams in rcspect of cows not cntering the herd before Octo-
ber 31st 1949, Similarly hill cattle subsidy rccecived for cows
and hecifers not cntering the herd before that date has been treat-
cd as a decduction from their cost as rcplaccments. '

Heifers transferred into the herd arc home-bred heifers
or hecifers bought as calves and arc cuntcorcd at cstimetced cost of
production. -

Cows transferrcd out arc those transferrcd out of the
herd for fceding.

Constant valucs have been usced in arriving at the
closing valuation oxcept where the size of herd has increased,
when additional cows have becen valued at cost.

(2) Bull Cost includes depreciation, fceding, and grazing,
but labour is included in total labour.

(3) TFeeding. Bought foods have been charged at actual
cost delivered. The following cost of production figures based
on average fodder crop costs obtained by this department have
been used in calculating the cost of home-grown foods,

Hay 3/9d. per cwt. 2/~
Straw 1/6d, * 2/ -
Turnips 1/84., @ 6/3
. Mangels 1/10d4. » 11/6
11/

Arable Silagc
Grass Silage
Pea & Oat Hay
Long Oats
Oats

per cwt.
Hi il
i i
il it
i i

(4) Graging includcs Reut, Manuring, ZEstablishment of Leys,

Cultivations and Thistle Cutting. One-third of all hay acreage
has bcen treated as grazing. In order to arrive at a sharc of
total grazing costs chargeable to the cows and calves, the fol-
lowing conversion factors have been uscd.

Cattlec over 2 years =
Cattle 1-2 years =
Cattle under 1 year =

Ewes & hogg
Lambs '
Horses

/10th
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(5) Labour, All paid manual labour has been charged at
actual cost including perquisites; unpaid labour, including
occupier's, at cost of equivalent hired labour.

(6) Miscellaneous Costs include cost of horses or tractors
carting food (horses charged at 1/2d. per hour, tractors at 3/-
excluding driver), Veterinary expenses, Haulagc of cows to or
from market and auctionecr's commission for cows only.

(7) Total Herd Costs arc thosc involved with the cows and
bulls only.

(8) Total Costs include also cxpensces incurrcd solely in
respeet of calves, c.g., replaccments of calves, and sclling
cxpcnsces. '

(9) Overhcads. Total overheud costs other than thosc di-
rcctly applicable to particular cntcrpriscs werc obtainced on 16
farms with Galloway herds, and 11 farms with Cross herds. A
sharc of thesc has been charged according to the proportion of
total labour involved in the calf-rcaring cnterprisc. In other
casces the average cost per £1 labour of overhcads on the farms
providing information has been charged per £1 labour involved
in thc calf centerprises. Average overheads thus charged were
calculatcd separatcly for Galloway and Cross herds.

Pcrhaps the mein point of principle in accounting
methods which calls for comment is concerned with the usc of
uniform rates of charge for fodder crops and horsc and tractor
work. ‘Home-grown fecds, as shown later, arc the largest single
item of cost. Economy in food production and in the usc of
horse or tractor powecr arc two of the chicf dircctions in which
the farmer can prove his cfficicncy. The flat ratcs of charge
uscd in this study give no indication whether, in fact, the
farmers concerncd arc producing their fodders economically. Nor
is it possible to say whether the work they get out of horse or
tractors results in operating costs lower or higher than the
flat reates charged herec.

To provide actual costs for foddecrs, and for horse and
tractor work farm by ferm would have rcquircd Tull costing of
these items on cach farm, This additicnel work could not be
undcrtaken, and the simple device of uniform ratc is the alter-
native, :

Thc comparative gquantitics of foods fed are of course,
reflected by the differences in thc money figures for the
various farms,

V.,

The total number of cows in Group A which might have
had calves during the period was 462. Of thesc, 461 were on the
farms at November lst 1948 and one was bought in calf during the
year. In Group B there werc 890 cows at the start of the period,
to which were added later 21 in-caelvers, meking a total of 91l.

The 462 cows in Group A produyced 369 weancd calves,
whilc the 911 cows in Group B rcarcd 864 calves. Table 6 sets
out thesc figurcs as percentages of the total numbers of breed-

ing cows.




A,

TABIE 6

W v g v

CALVES REARTD IN GALLOWAY HERDS

Opening Valuation Cows
Brceding Cows added ,,

TOTAL BPREZDING CO¥WS ..

Calves born alive ....
Calves sct O soccooaw

Calvecs died c.eovoscos

Wintcrcd
INSIDE

Wintored
QUTSIDE

¢ Total
. GALLOWAYS
a’

No, %
248 10

No. %
213 100
1 -

NOQ /0
461 | 100

248 100

214 100

206 83
3 1

1690 75
1 -

1

TOTAL CALVES REARED ..

209 84

160 75

B, CALVES

REARED IN CROSS HIRDS

Opcuning Valuation Cows
Breeding Cows added

TOTAL BREEDING COWS

° o

Calves born alive
Calves set on .

Calves dicd ...

Wintered
INSIDE

Wintecred
OUTSIDE

TOTAL CROSS

No. %
313 95
19 5

No.

/0
572 92

No. %

890 9
21 2

328 100

583

911

307 94
4 1

548 | 94
s 1

859
11

2

2

TOTAL CALVES REARED

309 94

555 | 95

864

After allowing for credits and overheads, the total
cost of breoding and rcaring the 369 calves in Group A wes £6562
and the total value of the calves £8363, leoaving a mergin of £1801.

Corresponding figurcs for the 864 calves in Group B worc:
Valuc of calves £23,423;

£14,610;

Mergin £8813.,

Cost
In addition,

hill cattle subsidy for the breecding cows amountcd to £1656 in
Group A and £920 in Group B.

These costs and returns can morc casily be comprchend-
ed and comparecd when expressed per brecding cow or per calf as

followss -~

GROUP A

GLLLOWAY HERDS

Per Cow

Je)

SV}

... 18, 2.

Value of Calves
Total Cost
Mergin

® 0 o 0

Hill Cottle Subsidy 3.11.

do c€o ao
0. 22.23.

0. 17.15.
0. 4.17.
8. 4. 9.

Se

Per Calf

GROUP B

CROSS _HIRDS

d.
30
7.

8.
9.

£Q
25,14

16, 0
9.13
1. 0

Per Cow
s, d.
. 9. 16.18.

. 6, 10. 4.
< 20 1ﬂ l.

Per Calf
£. s. d.
30 27. 20 2'

2.
Oﬂ
3

The mein differcnces in costs and rcturns betwcen the

two groups are apparent from thc above figurecs.

The Gollowey

nerds, being run morc cheaply, produced fewer calves and calves of

‘lower valuc than the Cross herds.
items of cost is given in Tables 7 and 8,

figurcs have becun cxtracted,

A morc detailed picturc of the
from which thc above
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AVERALGE COSTS AND RETURNS OF C.iLF REARING PrR BRIEDING COW

GALLOWAY HERDS

IN on
248 Cows

Winterod

Wintercd
OUT on
214 Cowrs

Total
on 462
Galloway
Cows

CROSS HERDS

Wintcred

IN on
328 Cows

Wintered
OUT on
583 Cows

HERD_COSTS
Herd
Ieintcenance.

Bull Cost ...

Fcedings
Bought .....
ifome-grown..

Grazing ceeo.
Labour o.eews

Miscellancous
TOTLL
HIRD COST
4DD_Costs
on Celves
Replacerents

Seclling
IExpenses

TOTAI COST
PER COW

TOTLL CLLVES

Mergin

ADD Credits
sundry

Hill Cattle
Subsidy

GROSS MARGIN

Less
Overheads

NZET MARGIN
(PROFIT)
PIR COW

£. s. d.

1,19, 4
13. 8,

10.
4,13,

3. 1.

Z!T'

2
2
2.10. 4.
9
9

0 *

£. SB (J"

1,16. 9
3. 7.

. 17-
3.14.

£ S

v e

d.

1. 0. 4
16, 8.

£, 8. do &

1, 3. 0
18. 9.

2

13.18,

18.11.10.

4,13,10

1.10

3.18, 1

10, 8.11

8.,13. 9

1. 1. 9

7.12, 0O




"TABIE 8,

Tt e et vt

AVERALGE _COSTS AND RETURNS OF CALF REARING PER CALF RELRED

GALLOWAY HIERDS

i Wintered

IN
on 209
Calves

Vintered
ouT
on 160
Calves

TOTAL
on 369
Calves
GROUP A

CROSS

HERDS

Wintered
IN

on 309

Calves

Wintered
OouT
on 555

Calves

A T e vt et

TOTAL
on 864
Calves
CROUP B

HERD COSTS

M dntenance
Bull Cost ..

Feeding:
Bought
Home-grown

Grazing .
Labour ,..

Miscellaneous

TOTAL HERD
COST

ADD Costs
“on _Calves

Replacements

Selling
Expenses

TOTAL COST

- TOTAL CAILVES
Margin
ADD Credits
Sundry

Hill Cattle
Subsidy

GROSS MARGIN
- Less Overheads

NET MARGIN
(FROFIT)
PIR CALF

£9 S. d!

20 60
16,

12,

fe)

Cw v

4 &, 8, d

2.9

6.11

16.18.10
23.. 9. 0

16, 1.11
27. 29 20

6.1OQ 2

4, 6, 0

3111, 0, 3

10,16, 2

19. 6,

9.16. 8 |

In the following tables showing the range of individual

costs, herd maintenance has been excluded.

Yearly figures for this

item o= particular farms vary between very wide limits and may bear no
relation to the average annual rate of depreciation on a particular

herd

maintenance for all herds is wide of the mark.

Tables 9 and 10.

This should not mean, however, that the average cost of herd

Overheads and credits
are also excluded from the individual costs shown in the ranges in




TABLE 2. RANGZ OF HERD DIRECT COSTS_PIR BRIEEDING COW

B
(s

GROUP A GALLOWAY HERDS

Lowest Cost £5. 19. 3. Highest Cost £17. 14, 1.
Average Cost £11. 4. 8, ‘

No. of herds with Under Detween Over
herd cost per cow! £8 10-12:12-14:14-16116-1818-20i£20

Wintered 11 1 5 4 | 2
Wintered OUT 2 4 2 3 -

Total Galloway Vi 7 2

GROUP B CROSS H7RDS

Towest Cost £7. 17. O. Highest Cost £20. 4. 4.
Lverage Cost £13, 12, 3.

-

No. of herds with |Under Between ‘
herd cost per cow! £8 10-12{12-14{14-16 16-18

Wintered IN -1
Wintered OUT 1 3 |

Total Cross

RANGE OF TOTAL NIRECT COSTS PR CALF

e~ m———

GROUP A, GALLOWAY HIRDS
Lowest Cost £6. 10, 11. - Highest Cost £23., 0. 7.
Average Cost £14. 6. 0.

No., of herds with Under Between
total cost per calf! £10 {10-12!12-14114-16116-18,18-20

.

Wintered IN . 1 4 3 1
Wintered OUT _2 2
Total Galloway 3 -6

GROUP B. CROSS HIRDS

o Highest Cost £21. 9. 3,
Average Cost £14. 15, 4,

Lowest Cost £3. 3. 1

“irme e 0 YT Y e ¢ e Sl

No., of herds with |Under Between Over
total cost per calf| £10 12-14114-16116-18:18-20120=-22 ig22

Wintered IN 2 1 -
Wintered OUT 2 . ; 2
Total Cross 4 3 .5 2 2

Note:- 1In all the above tables cost per breeding cow is calculated
on the maximum number of breeding cows as shown at the head of
Section V.,




" Cows trans-

It is a feature of this report that much of the statisti-
- cal material is inconclusive in showing relative efficiency. This
might be expected when two groups of herds so widely different are
compared. The following further analys1s of the different itewms of
cost may help, however, in assessing the s1gn111cance of 1ad1v1dua1
results°

VI.
(A) HERD MAINTENANCE.

The cows in the Galloway herds were in general appreciab-
ly older than the Cross.herds. This was due on the one hand to the
inherent long life of the Galloway breed, extended perhaps by none
too rigorous insistence on a calf from each cow every year. On the
other hand, some of the Cross herds were ncewly established or in-
creascd in recent years, whereas most Galloxay herds were of long
stending. Table 11 shows the relative ages of cows at the start of
the costing period.

TABLE 11. AGE OF COWS IN OPENING V.LUATION

lst-3rd 4th-6th 7th-9th 10th-12th
Calvers Calvers Calvers Calvers

7 7 7 7
Galloway herds 33 36 21 9

Cross Herds 46 38 15 -

Table 12, however, shows that the cost of herd mainten-
ance was higher for the Galloway than the Cross herds, despite the
longevity of the former cows.

TABIE 12, COST OF HERD MAINTENANCE

GROUP A - GALLOWAYS GROUP B - CROSS

TOTAL FOR Per Cow TOTAL FOR iPer Cow
28 HERDS on 462 53 HIRDS on 911
Cows i Cows

2. £, s.d. ] £, 8. d.ii £. s.

Opening :
Valuation 14187, 30.14.2. 26043, 0. 0.:28.11.
Cows Bought 890. 7. 1.18.7. 9788.19, 1.:10.14,11
Heifers
Transferred 1517, . 3.5,8. 96. 0. O. 2.

Total | 16594, . 1 35.18.5. 35927 19 1. 39 3 9

o & AR AV ] WYL MNP S s e

. Cows Sold 23 . . 1. 4.1, 1111,19011~ 1, 4, 50

ferrecd out 10 . O. 12.0 505. 0 O. 11. 1.
Cows died 16 . 2, 15. 0. '

Closing
Valuation 473 ) 32, 4.0, 3 1 33161. 0. O.

Total 522 3. 0.0. 1 34. 0.3. 34778,14.11.

O

Cost of Herd
Maintenance 1,18,2. . 1149. 4. 2,
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It will be seen that the proportion of the total herds
turned over was greater in Group A than B. Some 10% of the
Galloway cows left the herds during the year against 7% of the
Cross cows. This, despite the higher cost of all replacements
at £43 per head in the Cross Herds against £39, 10. 0. for the
Galloways, together with the lower average price of culls from
herds in Group A, accounts for the higher cost of herd main-
tenance in the latter group.

A difference in method of replacement is apparent in
the above table which shows that more than two-thirds of the in-
coming cows in the Galloway herds were home-reared against prac-
tically none for the srass herds. This may be partly accounted
for by the higher prices prevailing for Galloway calving heifers,
The average cost per head of bought cows at £52. 7. 6. for the
herds costed only partly shows this, as many of these were
bought as bulling heifers at a figure far less than that now
asked for down calvers. This might be between £560 and £80.
Nevertheless home rearing of replacements is an established
vractice in these herds; indeed the high prices quoted above
appear less excessive in the face of an old local dictum that it
takes two good calves to pay for one cow, and so their influence
on cow replacement practice can, to some extent, be discounted.

The wide range in individual expenses of herd main-
tenance calculated on one year's experience has very limited
significance. It is perhaps of interest, however, that this
varied from a credit of 17/- to a debit of £8. 16. 8. per breed-
ing cow.

(B) BULIL COST.

In some individwval cases bulls kept principally for
the breeding herd were also used to serve additional cows.
The average bull costs do not thereforec derive exactly from
total costs of keeping bulls, but arc appropriatc shares based
on the proporFion of breeding to total cows served. This. how-
ever, does not seriously influence the fact, apparcnt from
Tables 7 and 8, that bull costs werec higher in Group B than in
Group A. Tablc 13 shows that this was duc to a higher deprecia-
tion figure. The lower grazing cost in Group A also affected
the result.

TABLE 13. BULL COST PER BULL

GALLOWAY HZRDS CROSS HERDS

. S. d, £ S.

Depreciation ., . 3. %. 14.
Feeding . . 10. 11. . 5.
Grazing . 17, 8. 7.

Total Cost per Bull 13, 11. 1lo. 6.

The higher prices paid for Aberdeen Angus than for
Galloway or White Shorthorn bulls, which are the cause of the
higher depreciation in Group B, are shown in Table 14.




TABIE 14. AVERAGE VALUE AND PRICE PER HIZAD
OF BULLS AT START AND BULLS BOUGHT

A WHITE ALL BULLS || ABERDEEN | ALL BULLS

Valua- ‘ Valua- Valua- Valua- Valua-
tion Bought tion Bought tion Boughts i ., Bought 45 4p Bought

£ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £

43 96 40 42 42 70 | 70 131! 66 111

Apart from this however, it may be that the average
working life of four years, assumed in calculating depreciation,
is somewhat low for the cross herds, where the question of in-
breeding does not apply, and where a heavy bull would be less of
a disadvantage.

(C) FImDING,

A lower feed requirement by the Galloway than the cross
cows on account of their smaller size and thriftinces was to be
expected. It will be seen however, from Table 16 that, weight
for weight of bulk foods at least the Galloway ration was of
higher feeding value. Concentrates were only fed to a few herds
for short periods in either group. Turuips, on the other hand,
were an exception, being almost negligible in Group A. ZEven so,
the feeding of more hay to the Galloways was protably due more to
the unavailability of cheap straw on hill farms than to any in-
tention to help the cow in the harder conditions of climate and
grazing. Indeed it is true that some of the hay made on hill
farms may be little better than good oat straw.

TABIE 15. FEEDING PER COW

A, GALIOWAY HFRDS

e —

WINTZRED IN g; WINTIFRZD OUT TOTAL GATLIOWAY
Per Cow Per Cow Per Cow

- on 248 Cows on 214 Cows on 462 Cows

Cwts., £, Ss. d. ij Cwts. | £. s. d. iCwts.

22,94 14, 6, 0.117.75 13, 6, 8. 120,55

Straw ceeceee. - 2.96 .1 3.24 4,10. § 2.09

Roots cean . 1.32 2. 13, 1.50

3.13. 9.
10.
TOTAL HOME GROWN 3 3.14, 7,

BOUGHT
Hay
Straw ...

Total

s v

Conoentrateé . 0.22
TOTAT BOUGHT .o vevocoess

TOTAL FOODS PER COW .

GRAZING: Cows
Calves

TOTAL GRAZING PER COW




TABLE 15. FEEDING PEZR COW

e

B, CROSS HIRDS

WINTERED IN WINTERED OUT TOTAL GALLOWAY

Per Cow Per Cow Per Cow
Ny on 328 Cows on 583 Cows on 911 Covs
HOME_GROWN Cwts. £. s. d. Cwts. £. s. d. | Cwts. | &£. ©

10.17 1 1.18. 2. | 9.62 i 1.16. O. | 9.82 |

12,72 19. 1. #14.59 1.11, 13.92%
32.62 {2,14,11. 23.42 0. 2. 126,73
Arable Silage. 2.26 4, 7, 2.89 .10. 2,67
Grass Silagec . - - 1.71 1.10
Pca & Oat Huay . 0.11 0.50

Long Oats .... 0. 04 . 0.03

Total o o e ¢ ¢ o 0O

Oa'tS @0 0000cC O @ ; Oolg 0003 O°O7
TOTAL HOME GROWN |

" BQUGHT

W oy St

Hay ..

Straw ...

Total .....

Concuntratos

TOTAL BOUGHT

TOTAL ¥FOODS PZR CcoOW,,..

GRAZING

3,15, 9,

Calves S S & 0 S S R 0. 12,

TOTAL GRAZING 4o 8 . § . A
FOR_COW e | - 2. 3

The Galloway cows on average wcre fed 1bngor but lcss
generously than the Cross hords. Table 16 should be rcad with
this in mind.




- TABIE 16,

AVERAGE FOODS PER COW PER DAY FEEDING

GROUP A - GALILWAY

| GROUP B - CROSS

Wintered
IN

Wintered
ouT

—
Total

Wintered

Wintered
ouT

Total

Total Hay & Straw

Arable Silage

lbs.
16.4
2\17

lbs,
14.0
4'05

1bs.
15.3
3.5

lbos,
8.9
13.4

1bs.
8.8

12,6

19.1

18.5

18.8

22,3

21.4

2.7
1.6

.Grass Silage
Total Silage

o = o
»lon

4.3

Roots ...

Pea, Oat &
Bean Hay
Long Oats

Total ...

no
~
@]

e o

»los

O 100

e o

Bough£°ConcentratE§

o |00

R

Total Concentrates

Average No. days
feeding

[
(W8]
[A®)

i

(D)

GRAZING,

The much higher cost of grazing for the cross herds is
notable, the more so since this is the direct result of rearing
on land which some would regard as too highly reunted for the
purpose., It must be remembered however, that several of the cross
herds were highly specialised undertakings, producing calves of
high cash valug. Some bullocks indeed made more than £40 per head.
Even so, this factor probably reflects a tendency to rear rather
than feed high priced in-bought stores on land of feeding quality.
At the same time, although allowance has been made for the fact
that some herds were normally run on the poorer fields of generally
‘highly rented farms, the difficulty of assessing exactly the share
of grazing chargeable to any one enterprise is well known, and may
have brought about a slight over-statement in Group B or understate-
men in Group A.

(E) LABOWR,

The charges for labour were arrived at by pricing labour
time at an hourly rate. Much of the work iuvolved in looking after
suckling herds, however, permits of considerable latitude in the
disposition of time, mnd in the intensity of effort demanded. TFor
example, the time spent in "looking® the herd depends partly on
what other farm work is going forward and partly on the lay-out of
the farm and the accessibility of the stock., Under these counditions,
the pricing of labour at & uniform rate per hour is too artificial
to provide a satisfactory measure of labour efficiency.

The higher labour charge per cow among the Galloway herds
might be expected for small units, but it is by no means certain
that this is the reason. Too much depends on the factors mentioned
above, ;
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There is also the accounting difficulty of splitting
off from the total time spent on cattle or even both sheep and
cattle, the due proportion applicable only to the cows. In any
case, since the heaviest call by the cows on the farm staff is
in winter, when other enterprises are less exacting, the chief
factor the farmer has to comnsider is the availability of indi-
vidual workers rather than the number of hours spent oun any one
enterprise.

(F) MISCELLANEOUS COSTS.

Miscellaneous Costs are affected iun the same way as
labour by the accessibility of the herds. Thus outwintered
herds, those on hill farms in particular, show higher costs
under this heading owing to more horse or tractor work being
involved.,

(G) COSTS OW CALVES.

In a few cases where the home-bred calf died at an
early stage, another was bought for the cow to rear. These are
included as replacements. Calf selling cxpenses, including com-
mission, are included here, so that prices where they appear
.are gross,

VII.

As already stated, calves were produced both for sale
and to retain on the farm. The calves sold went through four
principal special sales at St. Boswells, Wooler, Bellingham and
Haltwhistle. The last two served the farms in South Northumber-
land. Most calves were sold with the subsidy still to collect,
which should therefore be covered by the prices shown. Vhere
the calves had already been ear-punched an adjustment has been
made to include the subsidy in the sale price. Valuations of
calvcs remaining on the farm at the end of the period have been
made on the same basis.

Table 17 shows the disposal of total weaned calves
produced. The item Calves Transferred includes those calves
which, for one reason or another, were taken off their dams and
put on the pail at their estimated value at the time of transfer.

TABI® 17.  DISPOSAL OF CAIVES

_ GROUP A ; GROUP B
GALLOWAY HERDS CROSS HERDS
CALVES SOLD N % £. s.d.d P % £, s.d.
Bullocks ) i15,2 11296, 5.0 i1 25.1 ¢ 7393.17. 2
Heifers 14,3 :1173,10.0 il 29,91 6562.19. 9

Total Sold 29.512469,15.0C 55,0 i13956,16,11

CALVES RETAINED
Bullocks 3
Heifers 37

Total Retained 69,

.01i2802.10.,0 23.3 1 5424 0.0
21.6

IR\
~J(0

3042. 0.0 4027.10.0
5844.,10.0 44.,9 9451.

W i

1
1

N
O

CALVES TRANSKFERRED
Bullocks 511,41 49, 0.0
Heifers - - - -

TOTAL TRANSFERRED 5 1.4! 49. 0.0. 15,

) A
TO%%&&%%L]ES 369, 100,8363. 5.0. | 0 123423,

Average age of Months ' Months
calves sold and 6.3 7 4
retalned
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Average prices and values of calves sold and retained
were as follows:-

Galloway Herds Cross Herds

£. s, d.
34, 1, 0.
25. 9. 0.

29. 8. 0.

27. 0 0.
21.11. 0.

Bullocks
Heifers

Total Sold -

Bullocks
Heifers

Retaineds:

Total Retained 22,18, 0. 24, 7. 0.

As both Blue Grey and pure Galloway calves made up most
of the total production in Group A, and as there were a few other
crosses in this group, and in Group B, where Aberdeen Angus cross
calves were the rule, the foregoing analysis is, in respect of
breed, incomplete. 1In fact the figures do not disclose the very
different prices obtainable for a Galloway against a Blue Grey
bullock, or the difference between these and Aberdeen Angus calves.
Tables 18 and 19 attempt to make good this deficiency. Two points
should however be remembered, viz., the small number of calves
making up the averages for some breeds, and the naturc of the calf
sales. Thesc, with the exception of St, Boswells, arc influenced
very much by the bids of individuals who come year after year to
a particular sale with calves of a definite type or even off a
particular farm in view. This is not to say any more than that
what happens in the ring is governed to some extent by chance, ex-
cept perhaps that calf sales are more liable to such hazards than
some others.,

TABLE 18

e et s S et e ooy

AVERAGE BRZED PRICE PER HEAD OF CAIVES SOLD

ABERDEEN ANGUS CROSS
BULLOC HEIFERS

PURE GALLOWAY BLUE GREY

BULLOCKS

brg=)]

A

BULLOCKS
Average of
18 Calves

HEIFZRS
Average of
7 Calves

Average of
22 Calves

HBIFER
Average of
36 Calves

Averagec of
212 Calves

Average of
255 Calves

£, s. d,.
15.19' O.

£. s. d.

20.14. 0. |

580

s. d,
26‘150 O.

-p. sl dO

ow

£. s. d.
34, 8. 0.

£. S, Q,

cL e

23, 1. 0, 25.10. 0.

§

-,

TABLE 19. RANGE OF PRICES BY BREED OF CALVES SOLD

A, BULLOCKS

Under
£15

' Betwececn
15-2o§ 20-25 | 25-30 | 30-35
{

2 -
7 11
36

No. Calves Sold

35-40

-

10
34

Galloway

Blue Grey

Abefdean Angus X

t weecn )
25-30 ¢ 30=35

1

1
2

' No,Calves Sold

11

.Galloway
Blue Grey ;
Aberdeen Angus X
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Tables 18 and 19 do not, of course, refer to the total
production given in Table 17, from which it can be seen that 70%
of all the calves weaned were retained at a valuation in Group A
and 45% in Group B. The addition of these, the few calves trans-
ferred out, and other cross calves sold gives the final average
returns per calf shown in Table 8 of £22. 13. 0. for the Galloway
and £27., 2. 0., for the Cross herds, made up of Bullocks at
£23. 3. 0. and Heifers at £22. 4. 0. in Group A and Bullocks at
£30. 13. 0, and Heifers at £23, 16. 0, in Group B.

VIII.

It will have been noticed that Hill Cattle Subsidy re-
ceived in respect of the cows in the herds has been included in
Tables 7 and G as a credit. This is for convenience only. as it
might well have been treated as a ceduction from grazing costs
when it is a condition of its payment that a part (of the order
of 60%) must be used in manuring and other improvements. It is
worth noting, however, that in the past farmers have been given
some freedom in the way they used this grant, manuring of hay
ground rather than hill grazings often being allowed.

Other credits, which in the averages ore not great
enough to be significant, arise from two herds where some of the
cows nursed an extra calf for a short period, and represent the
estimated quantity of milk consumed in this way at estimated cost
of production,

Allowing for these items and also for overheads,
Tables 20 and 21 give the ranges in net margin or profit on the
ca1f8rearing enterprise to compare with the averages in Tables 7
and d. )

TABIE 20, RANGE OF NET MARGIN (PROFIT) PIR COW

Lowest Margin Galloway .. = 26, 4. 7. (Loss)
+ £1.10. 7.

Highest Margin Galloway . £18,14,10.
" Cross £17.19. 7.

Herds with . Betwecen
net margin £0-3 | 3-6 | 6-9 | 9-12112-15

Galloway Herds - 7 9 3 4 1
Cross Herds f 1 4 1 8 4 5

TABLE 21. RANGE OF NET MARGIN (PROFIT) PER CALF

Towest Margin Galloway .. - £10,13. 7. (Loss)
£ 1,12, 0.

Highest Margin Galloway ... + £18.19, 2.
: Cross ...... + £18. 0. 2,

Herds with -£11 & O Between
net margin (Loss) | £0-3 | 3-6 | 6-9 | 9-12{12-15

Galloway Herds 3 - 3 7 6 | 6

i

Cross Herds - - 1 3 2 6 | 5




Finally it may be of interest to counsider the average
net margins or profits in relation to the capital investment re-
presented by the cows and bulls.

TABLE 22. PFR CENT ., RETURN ON CAPITAL IN COUS_AND BULLS

GALLOVAY

Kea)
U

Average of Opening and 01051ng Valuation, Cows 14,532
i a i i Bulls 1,116

Total Capital (Cows and Bulls) .....ceoceveeces 15,648
Ne.t mrgin v 0 0 ¢ 0 I 0 ¢ U O O L U O ¢C 0 O e 0 LU OO VOO L UL OO U Ve 394-57
Net Margin % of Capital ....eeevoceonnansosons 22 31

These figures compare very favourably with what is known
about cattlc feeding; for example, a return before charging over-
heads of 15% was shown for some store wintered grass finished
cattle in Northumberland in 1947-48,

The emphasis to-day however is on increased beef produc-
tion from home sources and this means either more or larger herds,
or the rearing of more calves per cow. If additional cows had to
be bought however, the probable return would be approciably lower
than the percentages quoted above, which have bcen calculated on
herds valued as goilng concerns., By substituting average valua-
tions based on the same number of cows, but valued at the cost of
cows bought on whes: farms during the cost period, i.e. £52 per
head for the Galloways and £43 for the Cross herds, the figurcs
in Tablec 23 can be acdjusted to give the probable results from
newly established herds of in-bought cows as follows:-

Galloway Cross

Total Capital Cows and Bulls £25,400  £43,908
Net Margin (as Table 22) ... 3,457 9,733
Net Mergin % Capital ....... ' 14 22

There are of course certain objections to assuming the
same profit from a herd of younger cows, but the figures none the
less make the point that the inceutive for increase in this type
of production is not so great as might at first be thought.
Further, on hill farms at least, ncw herds or additional cows
might well rcpresent new capital rather than transference from
another enterprise. The provision of new capital, however, would
not end with additional cows and bulls. Though Galloway herds are
often described as ‘“no trouble’ or “looking after themsclves+, the
period between weaning and 18 months is another matter, and many
farms would need tec consider provision of extra calf pens, assum-
ing that thvlr avalilable hay and other fodders would allow them to
contommlatc such additional investment.

IX.

Menticn has aiready been made of the difficulty of
assessing relative officiency of production betwecen the groups,
and the same is true between farms in the same group. No apology
is made therefore that Table 23, which attempts to spotlight
factors affecting profitability, is in many respects inconclusive.




TABLE 23, FACTORS AFFECTING PROTIT

A, GALLOWAY HERDS

OUT OF 13 HIRDS WITH A NET MARGIN ABOVE AVERAGE, WHICH WAS £9.7.5.
PER CALF,

8 Reargddmore than the average NUMBER OF CALVES per cow, which
was 00/

11 Had total HERD COSTS per cow below average, which was
£l3 02.100

Had HERD MAINTENANCE COSTS per cow below average, which was
£1.18.2,

Had FEZDING COSTS per cow below average, which was £4.18.0.
Fed SOME CONCLWIRATE,*
Had GRAZING COSTS per cow beclow average, which was £2.9.9.
Had LABOUR COSTS per cow below average, which was £2.11.6.
Were Wintered INSIDE.

- Produced PURE GALLOWAY CALVES.
Prcduced BLUE GREY CALVES.

Had RETURNS FROM CALVES above average, which was £22,13.3.

-

:Bn

OUT OF 11 HERDS WITH A NZT MARGIN ADOVE AVIRAGE, WHICH WAS
£11.5.3. PZR CALF,

~

7 Reared more than the average NUMBER OF CALVES per cow,
which was 95%.

Had TOTAL HZRD COSTS per cow below average, which was
£14,17.6,

Had HERD MAINTENANCE COSTS per cow below average, which
was £1.5.3,

Had FEEDING COSTS per cow below average, which was £6.2.0.
Fed SOME CONCENTRATE.¥

Had GRAZING COSTS per cow below average, which was £4.3.0.

O Had LABOUR COSTS per cow below average, which was £1.14,9.
4 Were Wintered INSIDE,

4 Had RETURNS FROM CATVES above average, which was £27.2.2.

¥ In Group A, Concentrates were fed in only these 4 herds,

B, , o W i 8 herds only.




Vi BmD MAKE U™ OF INDIVIDUAL HERD DIRECT cosTS PER Cow

GRALLOWAY HERDS
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RANGE AND ™MAKE UP OF INDIVIDUAL HERD DIRECT CQSTS PER Cow

CRROSS HERDS
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