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CHAPTER 1 

I NTRODUCTION 

1.1 Summary 

This c ha p ter gives a brief outline of t h e purpose of this 

study of the Rangitaiki Plains and Galatea. The population of 

f a r ms fro m which the survey sample was taken is defin ed, and a 

th esis guide is given. 

1.2 The Purpos e of the Survey 

Prior to this survey some farmers on the Rangitaiki Plains 

a nd in Galatea were making l a r ge increases in butt erfat production 

by following a pattern of high e r stock ing rat es, a nd incre ased 

rates of a pplication of f e rtilizer, together with the r e quir e d 

co mpl e me ntary inputs. It was noticed, however, by the district 

ext ension office rs, and officials of the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy 

Compa ny tha t many othe r f a rme rs we r e remaining st a tic in prod-

uction. 

This study consisted of a survey of 37 d a iry f a rms 

s e l e ct e d fro m this district, a nd was a i me d to . firstly evalua t e , 

both p hy s ically a nd fina ncia lly, development projects on pro gr-

esGive farms, and s e condly to inv~stigate the factors which were 

hinde ring othe r f a rme rs fro m increasing production, n nd to find 
11 

ways of ove rcoming t hes e proble ms. 

1. The obj e ctive s of t h e survey a r e fully out l ine d in Se ction 4.2. 
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This study u~s re s tricted to suppliers to tho Rangita iki 

Pl::-.. i ns D:1. i ry Company which i s the only dr.iry fo.ctory ope rn. ting 

i n the H~ngitniki Pl a ins district. Included in thi s district 

the Wh2kri.b:me r:Lv c· r v::illey ;:,_nd The total a r ea i s 

spproxi mnt0ly 85 ,000 a cres of intens ive dairying l ~nd . 

Thi ,s surv0y w::1.s cora1noncr"d in November 1965, and hence 

selection of th8 s urvey f~rms w~s made fro m the 646 s upplie r s in 

the 1964/65 season . 
V 

Thi s s e ct i on outlines the cont ents of the remaining chap-

tcrs in t he thesis. 

Chnpter _2 gives nn ou tline of the f~ r minc environment 2nd 

s~rvicos on the Rangit2iki Pl Rins ~nd GRlat en . A r e view of the 

lit 1) ratu.r8 on f c".rm r;;urv eyr..: -'.?tnd t he ir uses i s given in Chc1pte r _ _:?.. 

Chnp t e r 4 discusses in det~il the obj~ctives of thi s sur vey, th0 

selection of the survey f~rms , Rnd the survey method. 

Ch~pter_5 discusse s fnrming on th e s urvey farms and out-

linas the mnjor types of f a r ming encounte r ed i n this survey . In 

Ch0rter G vnrious n.~Jpccts of evalua tine; the pr-ofit o.b iJ.i ty of LU'f.1 

development are di scussed ~nd 5 c3se farm studies are given to 

sho11 thG p~ofi tnbility of deve lo pment on the su rvey farms . 

2 . Tho ~cthod of sele ction of far ms is dis cussed fully i n Section 
1,-, 3, 



ThG .su1·vey r u .sul ts o_re reported in _Chnpters 7 . .'.~· 

includes diccussion oa fa~ily situ~tions nnd nttitudes rela ted to 

dev2lopnent 1 the loc~l extension officers views of needed husb­

~ndry changes for increased production , and the f~ctors which the 

~ithor considers are actually hindering increased production on 

the survey f,?. :;_~r:1s . Cl;gpter 9 gives the au tho rs recorY1.end::t tions 

for overco~ing the f~ctars which he considers the sur7ey haa 

de□onstr~te6 to be hindering increased butterfat product i on , pud 

Ch:::tpter 1_0 gives ::.i ... s12rr1r:1ary r.nd conclusion to the thesis. 
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CHAPTER 2 

FARMING OF THE RANGITAIKI PLAINS AHD IN GALATEA 

2.1 Summary 

This chapter gives an outline of the f a r ming environment 

a nd s ervic e s on the Ran F,ita iki Pla ins a nd in Ga lQtea. It shows 

the loca tion of the survey district, and discusses the history 

of t he da iry c ompa ny and farming in the area. The soils, clirn-

n t e o.nd topo gr aphy are discussed, and production st c tistics for 

the di s trict a re given. The chapt e r concludes by ne ntioning 

the exte nsion s ervic e s provided in the district, a nd the us e o f 

gr oup f c r m l abour schemes. 

2,2 Loca tion 

Figure 2.1 of the North Isla nd of Ne w Zealand shows the 

l oca tion of t he survey district. Figure 2.2 is on enla rged 

map of th e survey district showing s e ttlei:1e nts a nd the survey 

f a rr:is. 

2.3 Historic Development 

2.3.1 Histor y o f f a r ming on the Rangitaiki Pl ains 

In it s na tural sta te the Rangita iki Plains, a n ar ea of 

o.bCJut 85,000 n.cres , w;-,_s l a r ge ly swnnp. Ver y l i ttle succ essful 

s e ttlenent wa s nade in t he dis trict prior t o 1900. In 1902 the 

se ttlers r ealised tha t a c onc ert ed a nd compr ehensive ~ffort had 



Figure 2.1 North Island of New Zealand Showing 
the Whakatane County 
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to be made towa rds dra ina ge, a nd a Dra inage Bo n rd was formed. 

A report was prepa red which showe d that the dra inave was~ 

p robl en o f river control. Originnlly the Rangitaiki river 

appr oach ~d to wi thin a mil e o f t he sen a t Thornt o n and then 

turned b o th enst and west using the Orini a nd Awniti straaos t o 

link up with the Wh akat o.ne nnd Ta r awe r n rivers, by which it 

entere d th e se o. . Some se ttl e rs r2alised th2 t a nouth c ould be 

cut f or t he Ra nc~ taiki river fr on Thornt on t o the se n . The 

di~e c t o u t l et to t h o sea f o r the Rnngitaiki rive r wo.s conpl e t ed 

5 

in 19·14 , f o llo1ring the pn,ssing of the Lnnd Drninage Act o f 1910, 

end onnbl e d succ essful steps t o be n~ d e t owards dra ining the 

Pl o..ins. 

Do.i.ry fr1_r ming h :::ts Al wnys pl2.ye d a signific cmt r ole in 

the product i on fr o o the Rangitciki Plnins. A cheese f a cto ry 

wa s ope r a ting in 1912 on t h e Hallet Estate, and the Rangitaiki 

Pl2ins Dairy Company was est~blished in 1915 as a chee s e f 2ct-

Many early se ttlers in the nren were, however, 

eG senti~l ly b 0e f cattle ~en . Flnx f o. r n ing wn.s ::1. lso i npo rtC1.nt 

f o :c sorie ye <1rs o 

The :.Jhnkn t n. n,~ Freezing •fo rks wns opened i n 1917, but 

we nt into liquid ~tio n wi t h in ~ f ew y e ~rs , with c on siderable 

l o sse s t o the non who ho..d gunr Gn t eed it. 

Si nce this tj_ ne tho district h :cs gradunlly develope d 

int0 nn int u nsiv~ dair y ing dis trict. 
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2.3.2 Histor_y o f f a r ming in Go.l a tea 
11 

The GalRtea basin is nbout 33,000 ~cres in 2rea. Fa.r r.1-

ing commenc ed he r e about 1869 when Mr Troutbeck obtained 22,000 

c-tcre s fr om the Mo.eris on which he trie d t -J introduce English 

grns sos , nnd r eared shee9 , cattle a nd horses . This was conti-

nued by Mr Grccnt until 19 14. The river f lnts were not cob alt 

d ofici ent , nnd hen c e t he run as u who l e wns fr ee fr0 rn bush-

sicl:ness. 

The Gal a ten Run w~s to.ken ovor by th e Crown i n the 

thirti e s nnd develope d f or d ~iry f ~r ~ s ettlenent. The s outh ern 

end o f th e basin wa s set t l ed with f a rmers rehnbilit~t ed ~ft e r 

t ha first world wnr, nnd the nort he rn end settled a fter the 

socond world wo.r. Aft e r sone initia l sctbo.cks, due l o.r gely 

t o pas ture fnilure on draugh t y s 0ils, s a me 150 da iry fnrns we r e 

es t c..blished. 

2.3.3 ~istc~y of the RC!::~~~tniki Plnins Dairy Co ~po.ny 

The R2ngitaiki Plnins Dniry Co □pnny c o□□enced opernt-

i ons c..s n chee se f nctor y ~t Awnk er i in 1915. After three nnd 

n half years suc cess ful ope r nt i on it was r enlised tha t t o serve 

1. Infc r mation fo r t hi s s ection was c btnined fro ~ : Depnrt□ent 

c f Scientific nnd Inc".ustrinl .Rese a rch, 1'Soils, For estry etnd 
Agric ulture o f t he No rthern Part, Kningaro □ State Forest nnd 
the Gr-i. l -'.', t e:::. R:i.sin", Soil Bure nu Bulletin 18 , 1960, p. 18: 
o..nd 1 Vnil e , E.E., ''Pione e ring the Pu:mice 11

, ''v'hitc ombe nnd 
'fonbs Lir1it ed, Welling t on, 1939, p.41. 
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t he district's growing re0uirenents, o. cho.nge t o butter n.c..nufD.-

cture with a cren□ collection service wo.s r eouired. This cho.nge-

ove r t ook pl2c e in 1920. I n 1923 a new , nore c entral, butter 

f nct0ry wos built ~t Edgecunbe . In 1927 crea~ wa s first rec -

eivod fron Gnl ~t e~ by t he Rnngito.iki Plains Dairy Conpo.ny. 

A nu□ber o f o ther s□o.11 dniry coap□ni es we r e es tablished 

i n th e p-eriod 1912-1 925 , s on0 we21 t i :c1to liguido.ti ::, n , nnd fr o!::l 

1928 e n , the !' Gl:letining co;:1po.nies ,"c.:-.1a l go.r.1:1ted with the Ra ngito.iki 

Pl --~ins D~1-iry Co npo.ny. 

2.4 Soils 

2.4.1 Soils on the Ro.ngit o.i k i Plains 

The R□ngito.iki Plains 8~Y be: 
nregc.rded o.s dr owned dune­

l o.nds partly buried by f a ns built up by the Rangit c.. iki 
?. nd Tarawer2 rivers, and e nst o f the for :-:1e r river, 
belts o f dunes 2.r 0 separccted by 1swales o f peat. 11 ?_/ 

The pnrent nnt crial on the pla ins ca~prises fine punice 

alluviu□ , pe c.. t, a une s~nds, nnd To.rawer~ Ash. On the hills in 

t he S(, ut ll the pCt r ent m:;_teri r.l is l r:r ge l y T.:cr .:1we r o. Ash, o.nd in 

the enst 0nd wes t R c o □po sit o o f To. r nwe r n , Kahc r o o. , Taupo a nd 

Wh nkn t :-..no cishes. 

Thi s vuri~tia n in tho pRrent Qnteriul s and the nethod o f 

f or mation o f t~e soils on the Rangit ~iki Pl~ins ae~ns thnt t he re 

is n wi ~e v ~riety o f s oil types i n the district. Mn.ny o f t hese 

2. Pulla r, '.iv.A ., Vuc e tich, G.G., Hewitt, S .R., McLenn, I., 
Unpublished Report f or Soil Survey Confer ence, ~iliakntane, 1965 . 
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soil typos however , ho.ve onl y slight textuci.l differences b0twcen 

then . 

For the pur pos~s o f this survey t he only relevan t s oil 
d../ 

classificnt i on i s one based on product i ve potenti2l ~f the l and . 
!±I 2/ 

After discussion wi th Hewitt and Pullnr the nu t hor divi~ed the 

soils on the R2ngitaiki Pl~ins int o four gr oups a c cor di ng to 

productive potential . Table 2.1 gives , for ench soil gr oup, 
§/ 

tho i~cluded soil types, the t 0p pr 0duc tion obtained in t he 
'7/ 

1964/65 seaso~- and the Approxinote total ncrenge of fnr□s supp-

lying t he Hcmgitoiki PLlins Dairy Co np,:'..ny withi n th 2 gr oup. 

2.4 . 2 Seil s in Galntea 

The f ornotion of the soils of the Galate2 basin has been 

des crib ed as follows: 
nKahrtron c.sh deposits f er D. the 3oils 

on high t erraces and portiohs of the f a ns while sedi­
□ents of nixed origin forM soils on outwash f ans and 
on flood plains . The l atter s cdinents include vary-
ing c~ounts of greywacke grovel, sand and silt, weath­
ered ~sh free old ~sh beds and Kaharon and Taupo a shes~ 
The prop 0 rt _;_ ,~ 8 of the soils vo.ry nccordingl y . 11§_/ 

3 . For cor:E:10nts on aggr egation see: Heady , E . 0 . , c:2:co nonics of 
~gricul turul ?reduct i on and Resource Uso 11 , Pr entice- Hall Inc., 
New Jersey, 1951 , ChRpter 10. 

4 . Hewitt, S . R., F~rn Advisory Officer , Depart~1ont of Agriculture, 
,Jhakat 1;1.11e . 

5 . Pullar, 1,J.A ., So i l Bureau , D.S .I. R., Whak"-tane . 

6. Soil typeB nre 2.ccording to Pullnr , W. A., et.al., .9..:e.~cit._, or 
fr om Pe~-:• cornl_ . with Pullar, Vi . A •• 

7. Top production fi~ures for each soil gr oup are acco r ding to 
Pullar, W. A., et.e.4 , Qp;-cit •• 

8 . Department o f Scientific and Industrial Researc h , Op .cit., p .31. 



Table 2 . 1 Groupin~ of t he Soils on the Rangitaiki 
Plains According to Productive Pot ential 

.Soil Group! So il types included 
number I 
I I ! 
1 1 !Orin i Sund 

I l 
.

1

1 2 I Tar2..Fe r n g r a vel 
1omohu ~andy l oarn 

Top production 
1964/65 

lb butterfa t/n c. 

240 

320 

Ap:9roximate 
t o t nl 
ncreage 

9,000 

17,000 L_ __ ! Aw~~~~~l J.oamy sand 0~1e r j 

' I !!-------.--! 3 j Awakeri lonrny so.nd on I I 
1 I peGt phase 

I i
Fongeknwn snndy p ent 
Mntata loan I 

I Pnroa silt -lon□ on 
!Paroa s il t loan on I 

4 

{opouriac silt lonm 
Pnro,::,. l oo.n 
Opour i no g rey l one 

.P~ron ne ttled s ilt 

sand 

pent I 
I 
" 

390 9,000 

,, 

' 

485 28,000 

lot:u::il 
---------------------------L---------11--------

Tabl e 2 . 2 cives a classific a tio n o f the so ils i n the 

Gnlntcn bnsin a c cording to productiv e p ~tentia l ns □entione d 

9_1 
c.,bove. 

9 

9 . .Soil typc,s o. r e ncco r ding t o the Soil Bureau, Ibid, pp . 31-34. 



To.ble 2.2 

Soil Group 
nunber 

I 
1 

2 

3 

Grouping o f the Soils in the Gnln.tea 
Basin Acccrding to Productive P~tential 

.S0il types includ1.~d Top Production 
1964/65 

lb, butterf::t t/-,c. 

Gc1lo.te0s so.nd 240 
Gn.lc;teet snnd sloping 
ph2.se 
GalBte0 nottlcd so.nd 

Horc nC'..ng::-, sr.cndy l oo.ri 320 
I-:Ioron0sngn. snnd 

Rn.ngi t::i.iki f3nric1Jr l onn 
390 .:end silt loc1m 

10 

Appr oxinate 
tote.l 

ncreage 

'16,000 

5,000 

1,000 

10/ 
2.4.3 Discussion o f the oain s oil characteristics in each soil group-

2.4.3,1 Soil Group 1 

These s oils ~re light and ~roughty. Th e draughty prop-

ertics a r e pr oduced by a layer o f l oose pu~ice gr a ve l underlying the 

thin t .)psc il. The t op~oil is poorly suppli ed with plant nutrients . 

The contour is goner~lly fl .:i.t , and the pr odornin~nt use of these soils 

is fer d:.1.irying. On the west of the Gnlntea b ~sin however, th ere 

2r e exotic f or ests , po.rticul~rly where the contour starts t a slope. 

The dr aughty n~ture of these soils De~ns thn.t it is difficult to 

establish g0 ~d rjegrass-clove r pns turea, ~nd f~r□o rs l enn heC'..vily 

on luc e r nc stnnds t o naintain milk producticn. 

10. The inf0 r□ation f or this section h~s been g~thered fr on Pullar, 
W. l . , et.al., Qp.cit., 02d t he Soil Burenu, Op.cit. 
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2.4.3,2 Soil Group 2 

The topsoil of the Horo□anga soil& has Q c ontent of fine 

silt nnd clay p orticles in addit ion t o s a nd, and henc e h a s n better 

developed structure than the Gnlnte n s a nd. Mois ture is Gl so bett e r 

ret n ined in t hese soils due t o the gr eater tot a l thicknes s of snndy 

loa□ a nd sands over the draughty pumice grave l. The chen ical 

properties of the se soils s how highe r levels for calciun , n o.gnesiun , 

and potnsh, but the pho s phate status is l ow. A l ayer of high 

f &rtility can b e built u p o n the s e so ils. This means that t he ir 

tendcrncy t o d r ought ine ss c:-tn be ov .:; rc ono by n vigo r ous sward which 

prevents t he l oss of no isture throu gh e v apo r a tion from the s o il 

surfa c e and over-henting o f the s oil. 

but sone is hunnJ cky. 

Most of this l ~nd is fl ~ t, 

2.4.3,3 Soil Gr ou p 3 

The soils i n this g r oup nre o f n ediua to hig h fertility. 

Al tho u gh they r..w.y h2.ve s owe t endenc y t o draughtiness they gener:..lly 

ne e d ope n drains t o keep t he winter wnter t a bl e down . 

this is dcne, pugging is no t n proble□ o n the se soils. 

is fl a t nnd is used □ainly f or d~irying . 

2.4.3,4 Soil Gro up 4 

Provided 

This lo.nd 

Most o f the s oils in this group were forned by fl ood l ayers 

int orc ~lculnted with pe a t l 2yers . These so ilG ~re generally o f 

f a irly high n~turnl f e rtiJ.ity, und with n de ou a t e draining nr e cap-

Rble o f v e ry h igh pr oduction. Mo st o f this l u nd is fl a t a nd l ow 
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lying and conseq u ently hns t o hnvc surplus groun~ w~ter punped o ff. 

The □ni n us nge is f or dnirying. 

2.5 Clir.10.te 

The following T,.bles, 2.3, 2.4, nnd 2.5 show the □ain clia -
2.1/ 

atolosicnl inforna tion for t he d i st rict f or t he l nst 5 years. 

The r a infall is ge neral l y fnirly •~ell spread throughout the 

ycnr although the sumncr r nin is often inadeouate to keep p~s tures 

growinr i n Gnlntea . In this a r e n f r couent rain is r equired becnuse 

o f the free dr ~ini ng nut~re o f the soil. 

Tnble 2.3 To t n l hnnual Rainfall - Inches 

I I. i 
Rccc,rding sto.t i c n 196;:.i 1 1963 1964 1965 1966 5 ye':'.r mean 

I 
--I 

I Wh,.kn t nne 76 .73 1 38.81 54.48 47.92 53.84 54.36 

I i 
I 

I 
I 1·fo i r.10.nci. 57 .69 73,20 65. 11 81.98 76 .17 I 102. 89 : I ! -i I I 44 . 27 J 

! 

' 1 G;;:i_l2tec. 73.11 48. 63 I 54.14 57,26 55.48 I l I 

I I 

I n t he eo.rly nu tur:,n o f 1964 , 1965, a nd 1967 t he re w.:cs na j or 

fl oo ding on the R1.ngit ,.iki Plains and in the Wh '."l.kntnnc and Wnil'.!letno. 

river vnllcys. These fl oods c~used consi de r a ble dn□age to pastures 

and fences, but s t ock losses we r e light . The he 2viest t otnl l oss 

11. Inforrw.tion for these t r:.bles was obti:.ine d fr om nExtracts fr or.1 
New Zenl nnd Gnzctte 11

, nnd by Pers.conn. with the New Ze a l a nd 
Mete or ological Service, We l l ingt on. 
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of dairy stock was 53 y e~rlings nro und Tnnentua in tha 1967 flood. 

The Bny of Plenty Cntchacnt Comnission studied the fl ooding 

pro ble□ , and designed n schene to pr ovi de security to the Borough 

o f 1Vhttk::'.tn.ne c.nd ,soi:1e 20,000 of the r,m,st vulnernble '.lcres o f the 
~/ 

Rnngitniki Plains, fr on floods up to 100 yenr freouency, The 

buildinc o f this scheee wns in pr ogr ess during the tine of this survey. 

Annu2.l Tenpe~..:'"'-t)-lrcs fer 1'i!haknt2-ne in 
De ~reos F~hrenheit 

I 
I 
!•-­
) 
1 Me nn 

Te111pe"!'t1. ture I 1962 

I 
49.1 o f nininun 1:1onth j 

I i 1964 I I 1963 I 

i 
48.4 I ,, 49,2 

I I I 

1-M-e-n~n-o_f_□-. o-.x-J-~1-~u-r-~-□--o-n_t_h~l~-6-9-.-3~-6-7-.-9~j!r 66.3 

____________ ___;[ 

196.5 

46.3 

! 5 yeo.r I 1966 

-~ 
47,9 N.A. 

I 58.8 57 .4 1 
!----·----------'- ________ __,_ __ _ 

Annual nean 56 .1 1 56 .1 57. 1j 
I 

IN. l\. . I µ I 
~. - -·· ·-- --- ------ ·- ··-·- --- - - ---- ----- -- - .. 

in~ic ,tes 'no t n~plicnble' 

--- -- -- ---· ---- - -------·----
____ _ _J 

Table 2.5 Total Bri~ht Sunshine Hours 

I I 
1963 I 1966 5 yeo.r 

Re cording .§lt,".tion I 1962 I 1964 1965 I I ma nn 
I I 

! Whnk~1 tane 
I 

221+3 I 2310 2302 2447 2494 2359 
I I I 

12. Bew o f Pl enty Cntch1n.ent Com1:1:;..s.slon, "'i:JhD.ko.tnne River Mo.jar 
Scheme", Un1Jublishecl Re port. 
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The Rnngitaik i Plnins is slightly hummocky. About 12,000 

acres are Q little below sen l evel. Proceeding from th e c~~st 

s ~uthwn rd, there is a g r ndu ~l rise in attitude to eight faet ab o ve 

sea l e vel ~ t Edgecumbe, thirty fe e t nt Te Teko, and fifty feet nt 

Awc:.kori. The Gnlntea bas in has an eas t-west fnll from 700 feet t o 

500 fee~ n nd Murupnrn is situ~ted at 600 feet above sea l evel . In 

scnaral the e ntir e are~ of fnrLls in the survey nr en cnn be cultiv-

a t ed by whe e l tractor, a nd f o r f nrms with an a dequat e outlet , d r n in-

RSO does not present n ~ r o blem. 

?-7 Gener~l ~a rrn!ng Stn tistics 

In the 1965/66 season th e re were 684 suppliers to th e Rnng-

itaiki Plains Dairy Company . These were s p read over nn n r ea o f 

ap~r oxinn tcly 85,000 ac res, and ailked a~prox i nately 66,000 cows. 

These cows ~rotuced 19,296,483 lb butterfat o f which 15,415,227 lb. 

was supplied ~s whole milk and 3,881,256 lb was supplied ns creaa . 

This r cvre sented a 5 per cent incrense nver the previou~ yenrs 

prcducticn o f 18,343,278 lb . butterf ~t o f which 10, 539,392 lb wns 

suppl i e ~ ~s whole milk and 7 1 303, 886 l b.· . as cream. 

2,8 Ex tension Services 

The ex t e nsion servic es o n the R~ngit a i k i Plains nnd in 

Galn tca at the ti~ c o f this survey were provided by Depart□ent of 

Asriculture Fara Adviso ry Of f ic c r a, n Da i r y Board Consulting Officer, 
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nnd Fnrm ImproveBent Club Advisory Officers. These extension off-

icers provided nn ~d.visory service which included the use of 

individual cont~ct, group medin, nnd mnss media. 

There nre two Depnrt~ent of Agriculture Fnro Advisory 

Officers st,,tioned in Whnk,'J.tjne who serve the R,,.,__ngitniki Plnins 

nnd surrounding districts. There nre nlso two Department of Agri-

culture Ferm Advisory Officers stntioned at Rotoruo. who serve that 

district nnd Galo.ten. 

There is one Dairy Board Consulting Officer stationed in 

"vv'hnkntane who serves r-..11 the suppliers to the Rangi tniki Plnins 

Do.iry Co1:1pany ns well as the surrounding districts. 

Tnble 2.6 gives nn outline of the avniljble extension ser­

vices fron F:,.rn Adviso13r Officers of the Department of Agriculture, 

nnd the Consulting Officer of the Dniry Bonrd tc suppliers to the 

Rnngitniki Plains Dniry Conpany. 

Table 2.6 Available Extension Services to Suzpliers 
to the Rangitaiki Plains Dairr Compan~ 

Extension t Totnl holding£ Farms 81.pp- % of totnl Nunber of 
service to service lying R.P. holdings extension 

f Dairy Sheep D.C. in supplying officers 
district R.P.D.C. 

Dairy Bonrd 2000 Nil 680 34 1 

Dept. Agric. 900 400 530 40 2 
WhD-kntctne 

Dept. L.gric. 510 510 150 12 2 
Rotorua 

Totul 

Extension 1 
units to spenc 
with sUpJ1lier1: 

to R.P.D.C. 

0.34 
0.80 

0.29 

1.43 

1Extension unit defined ::l.S 1 officer working a 40-hour week. 



Assuning nn even Jro~ortionin~ o f the extension c ffic e r s 

tiuc Q□cngs t nll f ~r ne rs in their districts, Table 2.6 s hows thnt 

there is nn equiv~lent o f 1.43 ex t ension of f ic ers o.v~j l ab l e t o supp­

liers o f the Rnnritniki Pl nins Dniry Company frcn go ve rnnent nnd 

i ndus try s ~urces. 

The D2i1r,rtr.1ent o f AGri cu1 ture Fci.rn Advisory Offic e rs ,'.'. re, 

how0ver , res·.Jonsible fer r.10.ny c1u ties other tho.n direct on the f o.. r n 

Thus, the nuthor woulJ est i c~ te t t~ t the totcl tine 

nvai l ~ble fron Dair y Bonrd and Depnrtnent o f Agric~lture extens i on 

offic ers to suppliers t o the Rangitniki Pl ains Dniry ConJ~ny , f o r 

ndvi so ry work, is nbout cne full tine ext ensi on offic er. 

The Whakntnne Fnro I npr ovenent Club, which hns 80 nenbers, 

c~pl oys tw0 ndvisory of ficers. The r e nr e 57 suppliers t c the Rans-

ituiki Plnins Dai r y Conpany in the Furn I mpr ovonent Club. 

Thus, for i ndividua l contncts with extension offic ers 57 

sup;li0rs t c tbe Rnn ~it~iki Plnins Dniry Ccrnpnny Qre using 1, 5 

ex~e n31on offic ers in the f orm of F~r□ InproveQcnt Club A~visor s, 

ns well as using s one s urvices fr o~ the Departnent of Agriculture 

Fur rr ~dvi so ry Officers nnd t he D~iry Bonrd Consulting Offi cer . Tho 

remaini ng 588 s upplie r s in 1965/66 hnd nbout o n e extens i on off ic e r 

c-.v·,_il.-::bl e tc the,.1 fr;r :-'.l l f ,:: rns of cxt0n.sion. 

Spo ci.:--.lisod i n f c,rmat i.:, n i s o.vctilnb l e on drrti i1.'J.!.1:C fr 0~ the 

Dcp~rtr1ent o f Lgriculture Fnr~ Enginecrin~ Offic er stntioned in 

Hr.,;:.ri. l t on , 

The Rnngit~iki Flo.ins De□onst rntion Fnrn, establi shed by th e 

Rengit~iki Plains Da iry Conpnny in 1965, ) TOvide s n croup extension 
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se rvic e . M~nt hl y fi e l d dnys hnve been he l d during the 1966/67 

s~ason c.. t which ~bcut 50 f nr ncr s have ntt en~od . Infor ;Pntion o n 

pro gr ess 'l.nd f u ture pl~ns on the Deno ns trntion Fur n is supplied t o 

nll SUJ pliers t o t he Rnngitni ki Pl 'l. ins Dairy Conpany by neans o f a 

no nt h1y news l e tt er. 

Mass ned i a used f o r extension pur pos es in the Rangi tni k i 

Pl .s.ins c' i st ri c t i nc ludes weekl y a rti c l es i n the Whnkn t etne Be~co n; 

~rtic1 oc i n the New Zenland Hernl d ; F~r ~i ng J ou r nals such ns S t rni-

gh t Furr ow, The l'Te w Zenl nri.d Expc r te r, '11he Hew ZGnlo.nd F2.r□e r, c-,nd 

The New Ze nl nnd J ourna l o f J gr i culture . Ther e 'l. r e r ~d i o f~r□ing 

br o.~.cl. c r,s t s dc..ily :-,. t 12. 30 p . r.1 . fr c:n t hG ne:.t ional st ::i. t i cns , ancl two 

1,r o;T,'l.rxr.es Wt,ekl y f r ou 1- :::i . D. Tnt1.ro.ngn . 'Country Cnl endar' on c e 

a weak on t e l evis i on pro vides a nothe r ex t ensi ~n servic e . Fn.r r,e r 

conferGnc cs , s uc h a s t he nnnua l Ru2kur n Fnr ne r s Con f er ence , and t he 

l ess r e gul nr l o c ~l con f e r en ce s i n ~h~kat anc and Gnl n t e n , nl s o 

pr ovi de .a nc~ns f or 0x t cns i on. 

2.9 Gr oup Fa r m Lab our 

Dur inG the Jnst twenty yenr s the r e h~v~ b0en nt l e ~s t s ix 

c r ou2 far ~ l nbc ur s c heme s wc r ki nr on the RnnGi tni ki Fl o.i ns . To 

the author' s knowl ed ge onl y one ~r oup w2s wo r k i n~ durin1 the tine 

o f t hi s s urvey . This c r oup c ~nsisting o f 26 f o.r□ors ~n d 1 l nbour e r, 

i s situo. t od a t Thorn t on. The l abour i s bnllot cd twic e n yonr, ho w-

e ver, h 2rves tinJ nee<ls t ~kc pr ecedenc e ov er ev~rythi ng else . Gr ou p 

f:-ir 1;1 l r,bour a chenes h·we not pr oved po. rt i cul nrly .succ essful in t his 

district. 

13. For o. de scri~) tion o f thi s f a r m see : "Ro.ngitoi k i Pl o.i ns De 1 10 nstro.­
tion F:--.. r n" , The New Zcnl nnd Fnr r.1cr, Ju l y 15, 1965, pp . 10-11. 
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CHLPT.ER 3 

F !.RM SURVEYS 

? o 1 Surnr:1,::.ry 

This ch~] t or briefly r eviews the lit erature on f a r m surv eys . 

It sumno..rizes t he deve l opment of f ~r D surveys, o..nd discusses tho 

va rious type s of surve~used t od~y . The us es o..nd limit~tions o f 

f a r n survoys e re nent i oned , particul a rly with r esrect t o their use 

in r eae~rch o..nd po licy-□nki ng. 

3.2 Introduction 

Fnr:·; surveys involve th e coll ec tion and &n.::i.lysis o f do.to. 

f:::- nn f nr D.s . Thi s infor~ntia n nny th e n be u sed f or farn r e cor ding 

studi es , pr o j e ct evalua tion, evalu2tion of new far ning t echnol osy, 

or the study of factors hindering increa sed pr cduction . 

Ce .. nc1ler hC'.s er:1ph0.s ize c-:. t he L:1po rto..nce of f ,::,_r r:·1 surveys when 

h e st nt ed: 
11 F2.rn stn"teys nrw be tho be st , indeed tho -o nly wo..y 

o f colle c t i ng infor□~tion ori the succ ess of new 
:,r :-1ct i ces n t the- f 0cr n l eve l. 11 

~/ 

.2_.~t of Fci.rn Surveys 

2_/ 
Wesney h ns ndequnt e l y 1e~lt with the hist ory o f the de ve -

l op□ent o f f nrn surveys which is essentially n phenone110n o f the 

1. C1:mdlc_r, 1,,7. V., 11 Pr oduct i on EconorJi cs 2cnc~ Probl ens o f 1~11i nal 
:?r cductionn I Pr oceodinr·s of t h2 I''.ew Zenl nncl Soc i e t y o f Aniri.n.l 
Production , 22, 1962, l~-142 . 

2. :Jesney, D, , Hfi. Study of the Fin.:-rnci:-,__l Returns t o Pro cess Pen 
Gr owers in Ho.wke 's Bay", Unpublished M. Ar,;r. Sc . Th e .s i s, Mo..ssey 
University of M~nRw~tu , 1964, Ch2pter 2. 
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twe nti e th century. 

In sum□nry , fnrn surveys de ve l oped fr om i nte r est in the 

prir:w.ry ciuestion, " Who.t nr e the prnctices followed by successful 

fn.rnor ,s? 11 This question could onl y be fully answered by tho f n r n -

ers thecse lves ond rave ri s e t o three mo. j a r develop□e nts: 

( . ) l, The Cornell Cost Stud i es, t h e first :-i f which 

WO.S publishe d in 1902. 

(ii) 'l'he Mir,n2 s c to. Co s t - r 0u t o Studi e s which st o.rt ed 

t o ,(::tin po pul c..rj_ty in 1906. 

The use o f f u r n acc cunt bo~ks whic h be c n~e 

i□port ~nt ~bout 1916. 

The ~bove studi e s emphasize d the nn::i.lysis o f individunl 

/' tr0nd nw::.y fr nr.i. this develope d with Wc,rre n 's work ,--::. t 

Co r ne ll in whic h the r e wns ~n e ff ~rt t o r educe the ca st o f cbt ~ining 

infe r□:, tion. 

In 191 L~ W::i.rren published n j"r:ricul turnl Surveys 11 c-.nd f e r n -

ul~te~ t he basic i dec s o f s urveys . 

I n 1917 the British publi sh ed their first cost stud i e s . 

Fron 19 20 omic',rds f o.r'.:., surveys 1;.:1 ined populc,.ri t y in the 

Uni ted Stntes 5 but coat -routes o.nd fnr D acc ount b0oks were still 

used. The 1.Ynitecl Sto.t8s on:)h:~ r:; i s Wt' S directed t c w,~_rdG de ternin-

During the thirt i e s the British fe vc l opc~ the syst c~ c f 

fr·,rrn rec ord collcctic;1 by f.:crn surveys, which, aft e r 1945 g tJ.Ve wt:>.y 

t o t he d 2 vclop□o nt of the f nr ~ st~ndc r d s a? pr oach . 
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3.4 FQrn Survey Methods in Current Use 

Farm record surveys nnd int0rview surveys 11re the two main 

ty~es of farn surveys in current use. 

3.4.1 Fn.rr.i record surveys 

Farn record surveys have a purely nescriptive aim. 

~ay be collected to describe so~e nspect of fnrming (sQy the distr­

ibution of fl:'.rm wages) or hopefully, to describe successful farming. 

The records may be collected by interview, by ~ail, or by telephone. 

The authors of the survey feel thnt they need nore inform-

ntion nbout n particulnr topic without nny very clear idel;. ns to whz, 

will use this r.dditional infornation, or for whc,t purpose it will 

be used. 

nThere is no hypothesis to be tested, nor are there 
any very clen.r guide lines ::ts tc what infornntion 
should be gnthered, or how t½.e infornntion once 
s~therod should be nrrnnged. J/ Y 

As there is no hypoth0sis, there is no wny of telling which 

infor;;tr:_tiGn is pertinent. The people responsible for the survey 

should, hcwever, check to ensure that the survey is in fnct necess­

::>.ry, and they 1:mst beo.r in nind that the infornntion is useless 

unless it is used by someone. 

3. Candler, W. V., "The Role of Farm Mnna;tenent Surveys·1
, Discussion 

Paper No.39, Departoent cf Agricultural• Econonics nnd F~rn Mana­
[;ement, Mnssey University of Manawa.tu, 1965, p.4. 

4. Note this np1}ror,ch conflicts with Wnrren' s st~tenent of the 
importance af definin0 the purpose 0f a farm survey: Warren, G.F., 
!1.Agricultura.l Surveys", Cornell Agricultural Ex:)erinent Sta.ticn 
Bulletin 344, 1914. 
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The us e cf de scriJ tive survey d nt~ f or □n~lyti cnl pur JGse s 

f or whic~ i t is no t designed is like l y t o be difficult, nntl a~y ba 

ni s l e,:cding . A J~s □ ib lc axn~Dl e cf t his wo uld be t o col l e ct ~cscr-

iptive ~n. tn on fe rtil i zer us~~e ~nd butt erfa t protlucti ~n . Su ch 

fi ~ur 2c , i f ~ssenbl ad in t he for~ of n two wn.y t nb l e , nny shaw t hn t 

s : r~c f-::rns :yt high l 2vels o f ;Jr oduction use onl y , , l ow r ,'."'.tG o f 

fartiliz0r n,~lic ntion . If , fr om such r esults, n r ecn:1.,--.en,1 2 tion 

i.s : 1.~_c1c to fc,r ; 1or s thn. t hi.f'.'h levels of fe r tilizer "re no t rec,uir oc~ 

for hie;h level s c f :.~r c)(t.1.ction, this C· )ul c1 be vory nisleD.d i ng . Such 

e c~nc l usion ankes ~l l ownnce f o r the l nr G& nunber of o ther VC•.ri::-

l) l os which :-:ffect the level of :;:iroductic n , .'.lnd curre nt 11 hi G"h" l cvcl s 

of pr 0tluction ~i~ht be cnJ2ble of bein~ exce eded with high fertilize r 

Si ~,10 rec or d cc llec tion is like l y t 0 i ~ply ~n a l ros t t c tnl 

<"'. isr0go.rd f or the r esear ch w, rker ' s te chnicnl kno1,'-Jl ed ,o:e cf n[<:ri.c-

ulture. 

Occasion~lly such r e cord s ~re used ns n bnsis for 11 guides t o 

suc cess ful f;--_rr1i nr:;" in the ::- r e.:1 . This ~ssuoes tha t r e cords fro n , 

s~y 50 far ras in a n nr en , c nn indic~t e the wny t o s ucc essful fnr ninr; 

in tho r e~ion, even thou~h no knowl edfle c f ~~ricul ture i s r 0guircd 

to collect , nnnlyse , or int 2r pr et th e dn t n . 

The use of f~rm r e c or ds f : r nnnl ysis wi t hout refe r ence t o 

the f~r□ nn which t hey were collected hns been criticisert by Ca ndl -
y _§/ 

or ,'.ln,1. Du,::no.n . For□ r eco r d surveys c ~n, howeve r, be useful i n 

5. Cnnc~l er, '.·J . V. , "Pro c1.u c ti'.·. n Ecunnr.1ics nnd Pr 0bl ens of Ani nn.l Prod ­
uction", On. cit_,_, l'L 142. 

6. DudnD.n , R., "Th0 Methodolop:y of Reses.rch in Ar;ricul tur.::i.l Ec ':lncnics n , 
J ourn-:c l o f f.p:r icultur:11 Ec ono::1ics, 15, 4, 1963, p .572. 
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It ho.s be0n s o.i d that f.:::i. r :·1 r ecor:1 surveys inv :; lve fi ndin1 out 

the next typo c f survey, the i ntervi ew survey , 

hos been described , in contr~s t, as endeavourinf t o fi nd out f a cts 
§/ 

f r on f :, r r:w r s . 

) . 4.2 I nte r vi ew surveys 

F~r□ rec ord sur vey s nay s r □ny not i nvo lve studyi ng the whol e 

I n i nterview s urveys, the surve y wcrker i s c a ncer-

i1ecl t :::, st11,ly the whc-l e · f ,'). r r.1 ,"-Ld c c ns-.:: quently be rb l e to see t he 

v~rious r cs~urc e int er ncticns. I nf o r !X'. ti r) n i r:; col lect ed ·m bo th 

qu~ntitntivo and sub jective a~ t a . 

S:--..1 tar h ,, s nuc h t c s::iy i n !'1.Gkinc; t he nl e .-. f o r who l e f ,, r n 

He sta t e s t hnt the i ndividu nl ~ttribut es o f 2 fnr□ ~r e 

nn t i ra~o rtnnt i n t hemse lves but onl y i n s o fnr ~s t he ir conb i n~tio n 

Hi t hin tho Hbo l-:, unit ho l :,s tc cx:::l cin the l::oho.vi c ur 0 f it . He 

cc nt i nu os: 
11 Th e 1:1-'.)s t c o1:,uon pr r:c eclur e u s,::d i n rur r l socL--..1 stuc"'. i es 

i s t o s urmn.rise o. n .-:--.s ,s o f f i e l d s chedul e s h :r n cross­
s e ction~l pr e cess of describins f irst cne nttribut e nnd 
t hen ano the r , e r ?erhnps n c ou~l e of a ttribut es n t a ti□e, 
~s these ~re f - und ~no ng a ll t ho schedul es or ~cont l ~r Gc 
~ ~ri0 ri irc u~s of s chedul es. The most vulner~b]e aspe ct 
of this cross-soctionnl pr ocedure is thnt it do f l octs the 
line o f p2 rc epti~~ o f th e r2se~rch wc rk2r ~way fr c n the 
c-so or ,c ti c n unft ,,11<1. t onds to n- ko it ir.t:::,o ,s,si½lo f ) r 
hin e: r his a th~ i once to 580 t he patte r n c f l:.H.:hnvj_ ,)ur Fhic h 

7. --l::.'..r c1 , ·1.. B. , "The Use o f the Telephone ::i.s n Survey Me t ho ~l . 
Sane Pr e li:-.1i n,~_ ry Rosu l ts 11 , Discussi r:-n Paper No .45, De;_Y'.rtuen t 
o f A~riculturnl Ec c ncnic s n nd Fa r ~ Man~ge7ent , M,ssey Uni ver­
sity , 1967 . 

8 . Cnnd l or , '.~· .v., "The Rol e o f Fo.rD M.:_::,_nn<;,)r,ent Surveys" , 0,) .cit ., 
J) .11. 
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he i s SU}1:')o.sod t o be r cve"1.ling . " 

Wher e the survey wc rker is tryinr; t o l e~ rn fr or.1 fn.rners he 

is f r eq uently concerned t o find the innc vnting f r r ne r ~nd t o study 
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unusunl f e::. tur e s o f the fnrn. In this c~se the a vernping o f l n r ge 

s amvl es, ~s Wnrr en fid , wou l d be t ~tnlly innp,r opri nte. 

Int ervi ew surveys nor mally involve a free- fo r□ intervi0w . 

It shc ul d s tnrt with a walk over the f nr 0 , nnd nnturnl ly tGkes u uch 
10/ 

l on ~;er than nost ouectionna ire t ype int e rviews. The nunb er o f 

f ,::t r ns whi ch c ::.n be r cas or:.e,'1.lJ l y h.,nc'.lec1 is l initccl t o , sc1.y, 40 f ,:,_r r.1.s. 

This l i~it a tion any be due t o the ti□c nvail nb l e f or the 

:::; urvoy , e r t,-_, the nunber o f f.-,_r::1s th ~, rese ':'.rch worker c nn hoi)e t o 

visunlizc cl cnrly whc~ interp r e tin~ his r esults. This l nte r ~r gu-

2cnt f e r a small snnpl o i s the aos t i npo rtant ns the r esearch worker 

nu ,s t be a l) l e to visu::lize t he f ;,rm ;1.nd f_.-,r.'1e:r whe n cxnninina: the 

r e cords 0f th e intervi ew , possibly □onths l"ter, when he is ih a 

be t te r position t 0 n~~re ci~te the si~nificnnce o f com~cnt s □~de by 

I t i s impr nct icat l o f nr t he r e t o be narc th~n one survey 

worke r in nn int~rvi cw s urvey ha c ~u se su b j ective CQrrections h~vc 

t o 1Je ma r1.e by tho survey work(,r t o t he dat e. obt .:: i n0,l. These corr-

ecti,.-:n.s wou l c~ involve t oo rmch tine co :'11nring be tvreen survey Hr) rkors, 

if mere thnn one ,ro rker w~s i nv0lved . 

(\' 
/ . Snl t er , L. A. , ricr0ss-S s:, ctionnl ond C::l s Ec -Gr :,ui,i nr.; Procedures in 

R,::scc,rc h Ann.J.ysis" , J our no.l of Fn.rm Eccnomics, 21+, 194-2, p .792. 

10. One day pe r f~r□ is typic~l. 
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The intensive type of interviewing· involved meuns thD.t it is 

essentinl thD.t the interviewer be n properly trnined n~riculturnlist 

f.::i.r.1ilinr with the mr::.n2ge1"lent of the type of fnro being surveyed. 

It is up to hin to notice o..ny exceptional cor,1 ents i:mde by the 

farner, or exceptional practices used on the far~, antl in ouestion­

inIT to follow up these leads. 

Selection of farms for interview surveys should be bused on 

a?propriute criterin to ensure fnrns nre selected which CQn provide 

the required information. 

There "re three mo.in types cf interview surveys which na.y be 

consirl.ered. Th0se ~re reseurch or pre-rele~se surveys, post-

rele0se or e~rly adoption surveys, and non-adoption or bcheviourist 

surveys. 

3.4.2,1 Research or pre-release surveys 

Pre-release surveys ~re designed tc see whether there is n 

11 mc.rket 11 for ::t new product or management practice. The survey 

worker ho.s a (!efini te chnnr-e in fnrnin<:{ prnctice in nind, but l".S 

yet no body h'.J.9.f:1n.c1e the cho.nl_Te. In the survey the resenrch worker 

woul.cl study existing mo.nD..i:::e:nent systens, nnd then nttenpt to oynth­

esise n picture of the D..ppropri~te nanngerncnt system or extension 

services required for the suggested chnnp:e in farn :r-irnctice. 

A pre-relense survey on practices which would involve sub­

sta.ntinl fnrm investment. for ndo:;::ition is likely to give n. high return 

on the invcst~ent in the survey, by making possible ccnsidernble 



ir.iprovcnent in f-'1rr:1ors' investnent decisic ,ns. 
11/ 

Pre-rele~se surveys have been m2de by Fr~□pton- nnd 
12/ -· irJillio.ns . 

3.4.2,2 Post-rolense er e~rly-o.dcpti0n surveys 

The ni□ c f nn eprly ado pticn survey is to study fnrners 1 

expe rienc e with n new prnctice . 

the n2w prnc tice, bu t b~ f ore t ho bulk of fo.r□c rs hGvc marte the 
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Tho timing of thi s ty~e a f survey is i ~Jort~nt. It cc..n 

only be conducted nfter some fnrners hcve hnd pr ncticnl experience 

which c nn be dr ~wn e n, but if the findin2s nre to be useful, it is 

necoss~ry th~t □nny fnrnors still have t c ~c cid e whe the r t o nd c pt 

the new prnctice. 

The t e c hnique is sinply t a <Jsk f :: rr1e rs :,bout their ex:;_)e ri G•n c e 

with t he now pr cct ico. 

The o.ira o f tho research w0rkc r i n 2 post-relnse survey is 

r7.cscribecl by Grc1.h~.'.<! ns: 
nThc r e set1.rch worker ~.i1:1s to find n 

well pr oven nnn~~e~ent systen i ~carpo rntin~ the new 
t rcchno lo ,=:y ~, ;-id tc 2v;:,.lu,...,te this ,sys ta;·;t in _;,hysic ::,l 
and fina~cinl t or Bs . At tho s~ne tine the rasa~rch 

-----------------------------------
11. Fro.r.1pton , ,~. ; rrThc Econr)nics of Growinr,; Sur:c.r Bee:t e n F,,.r i:113 in 

Snuth Ot2~0 11 , Un~ublished M. Agr . Sc . Thesi s , Massey Uni~ersity 
o f M.::.nc1wctu, 196L~ . 

12 . Willines, D.B., P- 0.rish , R., ,:,_nd Bollen, A.G., 11 Attitudes n.nd 
EJ~pectations of 1r!hen.t Grr-:wers in New South Wc1l esH , Review o f 
M,rkctinIT n.nc~ Agricultu r'11 Econ : t:1. ic s, ~' 1, 1953, ::;i.7 . 



wc rker c1.ttenpt,,3 t 0 define exact ly wh nt nr e the pr e ­
condi tions necessar y f or succ ess , and whnt assoc i a ted 
no.no.gonent c h<J.nses c.r e ne cesso..ry . r; 13/ 
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'r,'ho re the r osenr ch wo r ke r is c (infident tha t the survey find-

j_ngs show tho new pr nctice under inve s tiG:O:.ti:6n. t o be pr ofi t <":tb le, 

the survs::y can be f0llowed up by extension services. Hhere the 

validl ty of the survey findings is questionable , smc.11 far□ ex;or-

i□ ents or subsidised fnrner experinenta tion n~y be necessary before 

extension rec ,'nncnd:-i.ti :::ins cnn be nc1tle . 
14/ 

Early ado~t i on surveys have been ~nde by Cnn~ler , 
· 15/ .J.§./ 

ancl Gr r.1.han. 

3.4.2,3 Non-adopt i on or ½ehavi ourist surveys . 

C.:1rt-

In ncn-~~o~tion surveys th0 survey worker is concerne~ t o 

f i nd out why s c ~e fnr~ers rofrnin fr on adopting n new pr a c t ic e . 

There a re two poGsible s 0urces of infornati0n for finding 

fnr:-i.ors r e.,.sons f e r non-ndoption: 

(i) Ask f nr c ing specialists such us oxt0nsion o fficers, 

fnrra ~cc ount nnt~ or b~nk nonngers; 

(ii) £sk tho f~r□ers involved . 

13. Gr.:1ho..1 1 , J. V. , 11 The :Sccnc ;:1i cs of High Rc. t es o f Fertiliser on 
South Tnr~nnki Dairy Fnrras; 1

, Unpublished M. Agr. Sc . Thea is, 
Massey Uni versity of ManGwn tu, 1964, p . 11 . 

14. Ccrndler, '.;L V. 1 
1'A Study c, f the- Ec cnonics o f Bul k Ho.ndlinr; of 

Whorc t on F,irns 11 , Review of 1-'Inrke tinc 1J.nd .f1.gricul turnl T:;conot:1.ics, 
~z, 2, 1959, :;::i . s1. 

15 . Cnrtwri;:ht ~ R. W. , 11 The Po tG .n tio.l f or Incr eo..sec.1 Pr oducti0n on 
Steep Fo..r:-:13 in W::i.irou County", Unpublished Ivt . fl.G r . Sc. '1'1-iesis, 
Mnssey Univers i ty , 1967 . 

16 . Grnhnn , J.V . , 11 The Ec on0.:1ics o f Hi c;h Ret t es of Fertilis e r on South 
T,.,rc-.no..ki Dairy Fnrr1s'', 0 1~~ i !_ . 
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Far□ ndvisJrs 2nd o th2r S?OCialists dG no t pr ovide u ve ry 

sc .. ti i::fo.ctcry S'J Urce of inforno. ti ,:, n concer ninr: the rens c ns f -> r 

far7ers non- ado;tion ~f new pr a ctic e s tec~use they a r e ~enerally 
.lZ/ 

no t i n ve ry cloaG c~nta ct ifith t he non-pro gr essive f3rcers. This 

naans tha t t he b0st s nutc e of e□pirical evidence on the r eo.sans fo r 

n J n-ad~?t i Jn i s interviews with the fnr□ers concernert, i.e. a f Qr r1 

Provi -'ec1 th,,·c the new p:r-nctice h::i.c bee:1 :;:ir (: ven t:J be 

(j) L~c~ of inf~r~~t i on 2bout tho new techni~ue o r 

it s Jrof~tnbility; 

(ii) 

(iii) Sntisf,ctian with the statu s quo. 

As f~ r□ers Day not be willinr to 

q-:.1e .sti:..>ns ~ l:ac. t , rapport b,;;,tween r csec:.rc li wo::·ke!' ond f :,rn2r , ::encl 

17. I n t his survey it ,,as f0unJ th~t the non- ~doptinc fnr~ers had 
lit tle r egular f irect cont~ct with ext~nsi 0n officers (se e 
Section 7.2.2,1). Account~nts 3r G nor8nlly not qunlified to 
be a ble tc ndoquntely avp~eci~te n fnr□erG technical situ3tion. 
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finQlly, an ~ttenpt t o check the consistency of nnswers received. 

ITo nntter how skilled ~nd c,reful the resecrch worker, the 

result o f non-~doption surveys ~re bound , t 0 scoe extent, t o be 

SUS:c•e ct. Nevertheless , iil the absence 0f non-adoption surveys 

nothinr w:uld be k~o wn of fnrners' reasons for non-adaJtion of new 

:i_JT0ct ices 1 :_,_w~ it vroulcl. be extre:r1e l y difficult t ,) f crrml ::, te ,my ide~.s 

as to h~w the rnte ~f ~do,, t i on or J rofitGble new pr nctic es could te 

i m:;:,roved , 

This thesis rec ords the nuthor's ex,erience i n canductin~ a 

non-:-H .. 'lopti,·, n survey . Few, if any , other non-n1option surveys have 
_1_z/ 

been na de in New Ze c lnn~ except one by McMillion. 

3 .5 .1 Fnrn surveys nnd research 

F::ri,I surveys c:. re .:, reco~ni tion of the i nnense func1 of 

infornr,t i on th:, t has ~Jeen acouired l.ly f r1ri,0r ,.::xpe rience ".nd 

18. An exnuple of the need for checkin~ the consistency of nnswers 
received was seen on 1 f~r~ where the nuthor w~s t old, nt the 
be~inni~~ of the intervi ew , that taxntion wns the rn2jor factor 
hi~derinG incre~sed prod~ct ion. Then throughout the interview 
tha f~rner nent i oned various improve□ents he woul d nnko if he 
h~d tine, ~nd finnlly he snid th~t if he hnd extrn l ab~ ur he 
would consider~t:y incre0se production . 

19. McMill~_on 1 M. B. , ,;The .Sources of Infornntion nncl Fc,ctors which 
I~flucnce FarCTers in Adopting Reconsended Practices in Two New 
Ze-':'..l2.nc1 Countiesn 1 Lincoln CoJ.Jc.,r-:e Tecbnicnl Pub1icntion, No .19, 
1960. 
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Schap~o r has suggested that the r ole o f surveys in e cono7ic 

r esearc h is t o SU?~le~ent 0~tn collec t ed nnd published because o f 

l es~l r equirenents , and to obtain da t a specificall y relnt ed t o 

resenrch ob j e ctives; no r eover ho says: 
; 1interview surveys con­

st i tute n ne thod of a chi eving an underst a nding of sutjc~ 
ctive e cononic ?heno~enn nnd it is a prereauisite for 
their De1'.sur enent . " 2(2/ 

Sch.apper nls-::o sr:.id i nte rvi ew surveys ''r:10.ke ::,1ossi b l ,:? the 

int e gratic n o f psychol ogical study ~f be haviour of i ndividu~l s int o 

?J/ 
tl1e s tudy of a s ,--:;re p.:t,.te st:::ct i st i cs . if 

C~ndler , i n discussinc the r c l e c f f nr n surveys, s t ates: 

•
1I pe r ,son:,lly h.;liev0 th.:-, t farr,1 surveys should be nuch 
norG wide l y used ~s ~n intagrnl po.rt o f t he n~tional 
o..gri cul :ru.raL r ese a r ch 0ffort thnn bns been the case in 
the pnst. Fara sur veys have three r enl advnnt n~e s ns 
n rese nrch technioue - they ~re: -

(i) Chenp - in that very significant r esults cnn be 
obt 2ine~ for less t han £2000 , 

(ii) Quick, i n t h2t r esults can be obtaine d within 
oi ghtoe~ months of inc ept i on of the J r o j ect, 
n ncl. 

(iii) Fl exible? i n th~t ~ wi de rc'.n ~e of t opic s cnn 
~G l ooked at without havin? to purchnse s pec i 2-
lisect r ese~rc h eauip□ent. 

It ~ust , of cnurse , be r e cosnised that t he results cf a 
fnr□ survey D~Y be t he r e c orn~endnt i on that certain 
lines o f t e chnic a l G~riculturnl research be pur s ued nt 
th J resonrch stntions . This should not be soon ns 

20 . Sclrn t;)er , H. P ., nuses n.nd Limi t2tinns o f Farc1 Surveys' 1
, Review 

of Mnr ketin:~ ancl A0r i culturnl Econor.1ics , .?_5-, 1-2 , 1957 , p . '53 . 

2'1. Ib i c1. p . ~3 . 



~e trncting fro □ t he survey t e chniaue. It shoul d be 
r ecocnised ns a vnlu~ble contribution in hel~ing orient 
the work o f res e.:1. rch st ,'.l.tions t ownrd f a r i;-iers' reCtl 
nee,~s. l! 22/ 

3.5.2 ForQ Surveys nnd po licr 
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Scha pper he s st n ted the i ~port anc e o f f nr□ surveys in policy 

de cisinns a s fol lows: 
11 In policy f o rr:mtion the s e surveys cnn show 

the J r c;ortion o f the ,opulntion fav ouring nnd opposing 
~ ~nrticul~r policy, provide eviJ ence on wh nt Jn licy is 
desired end needed , diffe rentin te between thos e who f avo ur 
one po licy and not nnc ther, ob t nin dat n 0n levels of 
undci r standin~s o f vorious s e ctions o f the public on part-
ic ul ~r i ssues , and s a on . They can show l egi s l a t ors 'the 
real desire s and wishes o f the pu blic, he l p t o disnr n 
specicl J re ssur e ~r oups, nnd show where there is a need 
f or ~r a2ter public infor02 tion .' In servin ~ a ll th e se 
functi 0ns, survey results should tc us ed as gui~ es t o the 
deliber at i ons a nd judgen ents of the legisla t 8r in nuch 
t he s:;.ne wo.y n.s o t he r f :,ctuo.l do.t ,'.1 o. r e us ed . "23/ 

F~ r a full e r ~escription of the r c l a tic n o f f nr n □nnagccent 
24/ 

surveys t o pol icy naki n~ see Scott.-

--------------· ------
22 . C:-tncllor, \·J.V ., :'The Role of Fnrn Mann":e□ent Survcysi1 , Op.cit., 

1) . 14. 

23 . .S chnpi)ur , H. P ., · nus os o.nd Limit a tions o f Fnr m .Survey s", 0;_) .cit., 
I1~7 • 53-54. 

24 . Sco tt, J., ·The 2 cononic Implic ntions o f Re -Combine d Milk f or 
Town :Milk F.:tr ncrs in the Hc:mn.',,a tu", Unpublished M. Agr. Sc . The sis , 
M.:1,:::;scy Uni varsity, Forthccning . 
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Cl:L1.PTER 4 

Thi e ch,:::t;_, t0r c -:.n:10nc0s tli t h o. (~iscussio n c f the o t j e cti ves 

o f this survey nn tl c c ntinues with~ rtos cri, tion of fnr□ selection , 

it c o ncluch, s u i t h n c:escri~)tio n o f the survey nethoc1 . 

4.2 Obj_1c: ctiv0s o f t he Survey 

4 .2.1 Th e situ{l ticn i, ri o r t o the survey 

1/ 
I n 1963 Gr[\ hn11-· repor-tec. :the firn~iw,s o f o sttrvey in South 

Tnrnnnki showing thn t d o.iry f a r ~e rs c oul d e n rn 20 ~e r cent, nfter 

tnx, o n cc1ditio nnl c apit~l used t o incren s e ~r odu ct i on . The ~:ic_s ic 

pntt e rn for increas ing p r ofit was Do re c ows ~n c. no re fertiliser. 

The t e chno l ocy f o r hi r), dniry p r o c:uc tio n ho.d been kno,m f o r sor:1e 

ye o.rs, h1 t ;Jrior t o Gr nha.1'::'! ' s survey, there was littl e c~n t .·t o.vnilnt le 

on vrofitnLility. In spite o f t h is, p r o~ressive f nrraers in n est 

dniry d istri c t s o f t he No rt h Isl~nd of New Ze a l a n d h ~d st~rt ed 

i1-x;7l ementinr; the techno losy re crnir ecl f o r h i r,h ~lr oduction. 

1. Gro.h2.m, · J. V., o.ncl Candler, ~'1 . V.; 11 Cows, Fer tiliser, Production , 
Profit 11 , Dep o. rtnen t of ~gricultural Econonics a n d Farm Manage­
ment, Nc..ssey University Coll ep;e of Mc,nawatu, 1963. 
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?.I 
Acco r ding t o McMeekan the i mpo rtance of higher stocking 

rates f or hi gher production was realised in the 1930's, No experi-

nentcl work was do ne on this, however, until the mid 1940 's. 
3/ 

McMe eko.n- pointed out i n 1959 t hc..t the three basic fc..ctors 

a ffectin r hi ffb ? r oduct i on are: 

(i) The n~o unt o f feed grown; 

(ii) The pro portion o f th e feed c rown tha t is a ctu8lly 

hnrvested by the aniryal; 

eiii) The efficiency with which the ~nim~l uses the food 

cons1.:::1ed . 

At farmers' conferences during the earl y 1960's, speake r s 
~/ 2/ ~/ 

such as Scott nnd McMeekan pl a ced a l ~r ge emrhasis on the 

importance of stockinr rate and its e ffect on utilising the gr ass 

[trown , 

I n stressins the full utilisation of pas ture , emphasis was 

~iven t o winterinf systens cnd spring feeding patterns. 

2. McMeeknn, C, P .; ;:'I'he Pros nnc~ Cons of Hi c;h :Stockir'lf,' RA. te n , Dairy­
f ~r□ing Annu~l, Mas s ey Agricultural College, 19G1, pp . 9-14. 

3 . McMeekan , C.P., ri Facton, .ti. ffectin .r; the Eff:i_c i ency o f Conversion 
of Pastur2s to Butterfat n , Proce ed inr,s .Rul"Jrur::,_ Ji'a rners' Conference, 
1959 , ~~ - 167-176 . 

!+ • .Scott , J.D .J·., rri,fhe.t's 1,,irong wi t h Your Pr oduction?;1
, Proceedin:;-s 

Ruakura Far~ers' Conference, 1960, pp . 127-140. 

5. McMeeknn, C. P . , 11 The Pr os nnd Cons of High Stockinfo Rate 11
, Op.cit. 

6 . McMeeknn, C. P. , 11 The Pros and Cons o f Hi gh Stocking Raten , Proc­
eedi ngs Ruakura Farmers' Conference, 196 1, pp . 184-189. 



33 

ZI 
Graham in 1963 rel~ted fertiliser level, stocking rates, 

and product i on . 

In 1964 Carr related the adjusting of cal ving date to stock 

spring feeding in order to fully feed cows a ft er calving and hence 

to incre8se production . 

These ideas on high product ion spread amonsst progressive 

fnrme rs in the early 1960 1 s. Leading farmers on the Rangitaiki 

Plains took interest in~ and action on, these id eas. 

This me2nt that during the eqrly 1966 1 s so□e farmers on t he 

Rnne;i tr'ciki Plnins were Dakini:, lar[l;e increases in bu tterfe t ::_::Jroduct-

ion. This incre~sed ~reduction was be ing found to b e bo th congen-

ial 1 And profitable, to the farmer . Incre2ses in production of 

the orrler of 20 to 30 per cent per year were not uncommon . 

Tab l e 4.1 shows the annuRl increases in production for the 

sU~)liers to the Ha ngit ~iki Plains Dairy Company over the five years 

1960/61 to 1964/65. 

Officials of the Rangi taiki Plains Dairy Company a nd the 

local extension officers considered that an increase of 10 pe r cent 

per annum was e reason2ble l eve l to expect from farmers who were 

mo.king use of moc'.ern technology . 

7. G,:-.3.harn , J. V. , .1Eeport on a 'raranaki Survey 11 , Dai ry f arming f:..nnu o.l, 
Massey University of M2n~wntu, 1964, pp . 34-40. 

8. Cc1.rr, C . E . D. , i,/.,_djust Time of C2.lving" , Dairyf':.l.rming i':.nnu::11, 
M~ssey Univer~ity of Mnnnwatu, 1964, pp. 34-40. 



Table 4 . 1 1 Rate of Production Increase Over the 
Years 1960/(,1 to 1964/65 ~/ 

Ifomber of suppliers 
Total= 575 

39 
80 

122 

125 

76 

59 

74 

Annual percentage increase in 
butterfat production 

More than 20.0 

10.0 - 20 . 0 

5 . 0 - 9.9 

2.0 - 4.9 
o.o - 1 . 9 

-2 . 0 - -0 . 1 

Less than -2 . 0 

1 
Ano ngst suppliers pro du ction more than 10,000 lb butterfat 
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9 . The production fi s ures used for c a lculating the re gression e ou a ­
tions were supplied by t h e factory. Su j sequently the a uthor 
found major tra nscription errors in the p rod uction fi gures supp­
lied . These errors were found by c h ecking t h e officia l statement 
of survey farmers fro□ t h e d a iry f a ctory , with the fi gures supp­
lied to the aut hor. It is probable that t here were errors in 
othe r unchecked c a ses (i . e. those not in the survey groups) and 
hence the perce n t age increas e in production c a lculated for each 
f a r m and shown in Table 4.1 ma y not be accurate . 

This error was t h e reaso n that Survey Farm Number 37 wa s selected 
in Survey Group B. The a nnual rate of increase in produ ction on 
t h i s f arm was less than 2% per ye a r on the fi gures used initia lly . 
Whe n c a lcula ted on t h e correct production fi gures, t h e r a te of 
incre a se in production was fouild to be '10 . 0% per ye a r . This was 
not discovered until after the interview had been completed and 
hence the farm wa s included in the survey group. 

The re gression e auations have been calculated a gain for the far ms 
visited in the survey groups where Major errors were found i n the 
production fi ~ures . The figures reported f o r rate of incrense in 
pr oduction i n Tables 4 . 2 and 4, 5 are a l l based on correct produc­
tion figures. 



It can je seen fro~ Table 4.1 that 209 fnrrners (al□ost one 
10/ 

35 

-~hirc1 of the tot.:,1 su::::;:)l i ers ___ ) were incre::i.sing :}rocluct ion o.t less 

than 2 per cent pe~ annum. 

The l a r ~e num~e r of suppliers who were not takinR advantage 

of the potenti~l fo r inc~eased production caused concern anon~st the 

directors of the Rang~taiki Plains Dniry Company and the local ex-

tension officers. They wanted to know the r easons for the s low 

progress on so m2.ny f::i.rrn.E; 1 o.:nd to fi ne~ ways of eli r.1inating the causes . 

slow incre ~1ses in f2 r ~_product ion 

There nre a li~itcd nunber of research technioues available 

to study the re2sons fer slow adoption of prGctices. The best 

nethod iG to ask the ~eople concerned. This i nvolves a survey . 

The mos t satisfactory s urvey to obto.in such information is one where 

the survey worker i s able to probe behind the initial answers given 

by the fccrrners. This me1c.i.H3 that the only srr tisf2.ctory re se,_._rch 

technicue availn~le to study the reasons for non --adoption is a free 

form non-edopt ion survey 2s outlined in Section 3 ,4.2,3 , 

By doing a norc--ado p tion .survey there W,':!S the possibility of 

raising the production en the relntively st~tic farms by, say, 5 

per cent per annum. This uo-:.ild apply to one--third of the suppliers 

10 . There were 645 suppliers in 1964/65 who had been operat i ng over 
the previous four seasons according to the list s upplied to the 
autho r ty the Rangi taiki Pletins Dairy Cornpo.ny o.t the comr;encernent 
of this survey . Of these, 70 suppliers had o.n average product ­
ion of less than 10 , 000 l b bu tterfat and were not included in 
Tc.ble 4.1. 



to th& Rn.ngi tnil;:i Pl ains Dr.dry Co r:,pnny . If this incr0~s0 t ook plnco 

the in~reRse in p roduct i on fr on tho 209 f ~rcs conc ern ed woul d be 

270 , 000 l b butterfnt per ~nnun . 

The r~sults o f n non- a doption survey could n l so haven sign-

ificnnt e ff e ct i n exposin~ f ~ctors which a r 8 hindering t he r ~ t e o f 

pro gress on f a r r.:s wh ich ~, r G .':'.dopt ing ncdern technolo gy . 

~-. 2 . 3 The _surv1:;y 

This survoy of th e Tinngit~iki Pl ains and Galatea w~s desi r ned 

(i) Ev,,l uate the i:1e thods of cleve l opic1.ent be ing us ed , 

and; 

(ii) To find fact o rs that a r e h indering increased 

but terfa t production 2nd how these n i ght be 

ove r cone . 

To a chi e v e tho first ob jective n group o f 12 farrs ( Survey 

Group A) whi c h h ~d c onside r ably increased production o v e r the pas t 

five ye~rs we re sel ec ted by the l ocal e xtension officers. 

Thes e 12 far ns we r e each visited by the author , and the 

farners int e rvi ewed . Fron these inte rviews the nethods u sed t o 

increase p r oduc tion we r e obt a ined . The ~rofit ability of deve l op0ent 

. l~/ 
was calculRt e d f o r 5 fnr ns. Thes e calcula tions showed t hat o n 4 

f a r ~s t he deve l opnent was hig h l y p rofitabl e t o t he farCTc r in the 

11. Tho r ensons for e v a lua ting the profit ability only o n 5 f ar~s a re 
g i ven i n Sec tion 6.6 . 
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_12/ 
post-t2~ situat i on . The~e farms we re on different soil types, 

and develo?Dent hc..d co;-:::-1enced froY!J different ini tio.l 1:iroduc tion 

On the fift h far ~ where developnent had been slow, and 

expendi ture had been mainly on caJital it0ns, the p ro g r anrne proved 

to be unprofit2ble to both the f a r u er and the nation, (i.e. before 

:,,nd e,ft e r t a x). The renaining f~rn e rs in Survey Group A all consid -

ered that the developnent they were doing w~s profitable and congenial. 

To neet the ,second ob jective a randon sai:1 p l e of 25 farns 

(Survey Group B) which hnd not increased production by ~ore than 2 

~1 er cent p er year over the p~st five ye [,rs (1960/61 to 1964/65), v,,ras 

selected. 

The f a rners selected in the randon sa~ple were interviewed 

and each farm was studied on a whole f a rm bas is, The author was 

nble to s et a complete overell view of the f a rms r esources, and 

far Ders manace□ent. The farners financial situation was discussed, 

and where possible accounts were studied. I n addition f a rmers were 

asked about their family situetion and go a ls, a nd reasons for not 

increasing production , 

Possible ways of overcoming the f ~ctors which were preventing 

far~ers fro m increasinl production , were discussed with farn ers , and 

their reactio n to various BU ~Restions wa s noted. 

12. See Tables 6,2 and 6,3 for profitability estimates. 



4._3 __ Se lection of the Survey Farms 

The b a sic probl eD in the selection of farms for ~ny survey 

is t o use criteria such t ha t t he f a r ns selected a r e those best a t le 

to supp ly the i nformation r ea uired . 

The f a r ns in this survey we re divid e d into two ~ain groups, 

Survey Groups A and B. 'I'he:re w2.s a lso a s n all 11 pre - survey i• ·:r,rou;i . 

Considera tion had to b e given to t he size of these g roups 

be fore s election could begin. 

The pur pose o f Su rvey Group~ was to estRblish the me tho d s 

be ing us ed for development, and to t es t the hypothesis tha t increa-

s ing p ro duction was con~en i a l and profit ~b l e to th e f a r ner . This 

settion wa s done as a back~round to the main p a rt of the survey . 

Thus , Group A hnd to be a s smal l as possible while still giving n 

r easo n Able co ver~ge , an t lance a s ample of 12 f a ros was thourrht to 

be adeqm;_te . 

Survey Group B was selected to study f o ctors actually hinder­

ing i ncreused product ion. 

The ext r eme options .9.vailabl e for this 1-!0 uld b e 'e. l a r g e 

sanple' or 1 a s ~all sample 1
• In 'a lar ge sanple 1 the results could 

only be re yiorted in the fern the.t 11 x pe r cent of the 250 far me rs 

te l ephoned s a id tha t finance was hindering increased production . 11 

In 'a sme ll sample' where an intensive interview is possible, 

the 1~esul t s can be r e:::or ted a s :v--10 out of the 25 farmers int e rviewed 

sai d that finQnce was hi ndering incre?sed p roduction . However, of 

t h ese 10 farmers 6 would not be able to go ahead because of a lack 
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o f tecl,nical knowledge , even if they had the fi no. r:ce. :i This involves 

.'.1n element of Hsu') jective correct i onn by the res 02.rch worker, It 

a voids the bald and co mpletely ~isle a ding type of statement which is 

inclined to emerg e fro m 'a l a r ge sample' survey, but involve s the 

survey worke r i n judging how many of t he farmers int e rviewed h ad 

in2deouate technical knowledge . 

To be success ful this detailed reporting needs to b e done 

by sone cne tra i n ed i n agricul tur e n. ft er i ntens i ve in terviews of a 
].3-1 

'small sample ' of farners . 

Survey Group B had to be ns l arge as poss i ble whilst still 

a llowing for a very full intervi ew , 
1L~/ 

Graham interviewed 40 f armers. --

In the present study, taking a ccount of the 12 farmers in Group~, 

~nd the wide range of topics to be discussed i n the interview, it 

was fe lt that 25 farme rs would be a maxi mu m fo r Group B. 

- - ---------- - ---·--- .. --·~- ------------
13< 'The inportance of the I sme.11 sa1~1::_)le' is tha t the r esearch wo rke r 

should t e 2ble to visualise the farm and farmer to whi c h each 
set of records refers, and to be abl e to recall much of the 
intervi ew without the aid of his notes. This is necessary 
bec.::i.use at the t_.i.1"le of the i nterview he c annot know t he sig:?-i±:­
i~~.<?~..?_f the co ,.11-:ients !)eing made by t_he f armer. 

11+ . Gra .. harn, J .. V. , nThe ;~conor:ri. cs of High Rntes of Fertilizer on So uth 
Taranaki Dai r y Fa:;_~,7isn , 0 p ~5:_i~, p~ . 2--3, 
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4.3.1 Pre-Survey Group 

Two farms were selected by the local extension officers in 

order to f amiliarise the aut hor with the interview techniaue a nd the 
12.I 

local farning conditions prior to co mne ncing the survey proper. 

These 2 f a r u s were sel ect ed because t he farmers were progressive and 

well a ble to conmunicat e t heir ideas. 

4.3.2 Survey Group A 

Survey Group A consisted of 12 farms selected on the follow-

ing basis: 

(i) A geo graphical distribution of farns over the various soil 

types on the Rangit a iki Plains and in Galatea. 

(ii) A high level of production for their particular soil type. 

The rate of increa se in production over tte past five years 

15. The local extension officers at the time of selection of this 
sample (November 1965) were: 

Mr S. Hewitt, Farm Advisory Officer, Department of Agriculture, 
Whakatane. 

Mr M. 0 1 0onnor, l dvisory Officer, \ Thakatane Farm Improvement 
Club. 

}Ir J. Southcombe, Dairy Bol'l.rd Consulting Officer, vlliakatane. 

Mr D. Wright, Fa.rm f.dvisory Officer, Department of Agriculture, 
Whakatane. 
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(1960/61 to 1964/65) was also considered. Farms with a 

production of less than a mean of 10,000 lb butterfat were 

not coni=;idered. 

Farmers' ability to communicate. Farms were favoured where 

the farmer was k nown to be willing to be helpful, where he 

could describe clearly what he had done in developing the 

f a r m, and where he could explain current management . 

Farm ownership. Farms were selected which had been owned 

by the present owner for at least five years . 

A purposive selection by the local extension officers was 

necessary because of the restrictiveness of the above re quirements. 

Table 4.2 gives a listing of some of the most important 

p roduction characteristics of the farms selected for Survey Group A. 

This table lists the farms i n Group A in order of soil group. The 

total butterfat production for eac ~ farm in the 1964/65 season is 

eiven as well as the area of each farm (excluding run-offs). The 

butterfat production per ac re i n 1964/65 is shown and can be co mpared 

with the maximum butterfat production obtained within soil groups in 

the 1964/65 season on farms in this district. It can be seen that 

the highest producin g far ms in Group A were at the maximum level of 

production for their soil group in the 1964/65 season . The annual 

rate of increase in production over the las t five years (1960/61 to 

1964/65) is al so shown for each farm. Although t hese farms were 

generally at a high level of production, only 5 farmers had increased 

~)reduc tion by an average of more t han 10 per ce n t per annum. 



Table 4.2 

Soil Survey 
Group F'arm 

Number 

1-2 12 

2 11 

2 5' 
2 6 
2 1 

3 2 
3 9 

3 10 

4 3 

4 4 

4 7 

4 8 

Some Characteristics of 
Farms Selected for Survey Group A 

Butterfat 
Production per acre 1964/6c 

Area maximum prod-production uction for 
Production 

1964/65 acres on farm soil group 

49958 350 240 - 320 143 

35105 161 320 210 

30258 105 320 288 

35074 147 320 238 
59012 186 320 317 

48095 125 390 384 
32042 81 390 390 

52169 165 390 316 

56774 122 lt80 465 
105470 327 380 352 

60410 151 480 400 

6611 8 144 480 475 

Annual rate 
of increase 
over 5 years 

15.8 

43 . 0 

22.2 

8.9 
2 .1 

6.7 
24.7 

3.2 

3.4 

8.9 
3.4 

20.3 

~ 
(\) 
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4.3 . 3 Survey Group B 

Surve y Group B consisted of 25 farms selected at rando m from 

farms averaging more than 10,000 lb butterfat, and with a production 

tending to increase at le ss than 2 per cent per annum over the seasons 
.1§.I 

1960/61 to 1964/65 . Farrr..s a lr eady at a nh i gh 11 l evel of production 

were exc lud ed, as were f arms whic h had changed ownership in the last 

171 
five years . 

At the commencement of the survey the survey worker had no 

clear hypothesis as to what were the factors hindering i nc recsed 

butterfat production . This meant t ha t farms could not be selected 

on more purposive criteria than those outlined above . The best that 

could be done was to meet an average group of the farmers who com­

plied with the abo ve oualific~tions, which , in turn, meant a r andom 

sample . 

16 . A high level of production was arbit rarily defined by the author 
for each soil group. The l evel taken was 70% of the maxi mum 
production obtained on the particular soil group in the 1964/65 
season . The maximum p e r acre production obtained on each soil 
gr oup i n the 1964/65 season i s r ecorded i n Table 4.2. 

17 . These criteria were checke d as care full y as possible when the 
faras were initial l y selected. In 5 cases, howe ver, an error 
was made in the c hange of ownership of the land over the past 
five years. I n 2 c ases , this transaction was from father to son 
and the management pattern remained the same . In the other 3 
cases, the farms had been purchased from outside f a r me rs three o r 
four ye2rs previousl y and the prenent farmer knew rel a tively 
litt le about the previous owner's management practices. Thi s 
error was not discovered in these cases until the interview was 
in pro gress and, accordingly , t he fa r os were included in the 
survey ,sa:.Jple. 
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Regression eouations of production over tice were calculated 

for all suppliers to the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Company to determine 

~reduction trends. 

Th e selection of the rando~ sample was done by listing in 

order, a ll the farms with a mean production of more than 10,000 lbi 

butterfa t over the last five years (1960/61 to 1964/65) and whose 

rnte of increase in productio n wa s less than 2 per cent per annum 

over thi s period. 1~ s a mpJ.e of 25 far ms was then s e lected fro .!'17. these 

209 f a r ms by arbitarily picking the first f a r m e nd then t aking every 

c ~ght h far rn nfter t h is. 

The a re a s of the f e r ms initially Re lected for Survey Group B 

·we re obtained fro m the Wha b :-:. t a ne County Council. The butterfat 

production per acre was th e n calculated, so that farms at a hi g h level 

of pro duction could be rej e cted. Th e p roduction p e r acre was only 

calculat e d for f a rms initia lly selected in the survey s a mple because 

of the difficulty involved in obta ining the ure a s of a lar~e number 

of f a r ms . 

To repl a ce farms which were rejected from the survey group 

(i.e. those having too high a production level, or a recent change 

of ownership), the farm immediately a bove and then the one i moediately 

be low i n t h e listing of r a te of increase in production, we re taken. 

Out of the first 25 f 3 r ns selecte d , 14 were a cceptable on 

production leve l. In 2 of these cases the f a rme r was unwilling to 

co-•oper 2.te. 

Ta ble 4.3 shows the significance of the rej e ction criteria 

f or farms initia lly ~~, ~c t0~ for Survey Group B. 



Rejection Criteria for Farms Initially 
Select ed f or Surve~ Group B 

I Crit eria 

--7 

Humbe r of farms I 
Far m ownership changed over the l a st five years 

Farms a lr eady at a high l eve l of p roduction 

Farmers unwilling to co-operate 

3 

8 

2 

Table 4.4 shows the s i gnificance of the rejection crit e ria 

;or all the f a r ms selected for Survey Group B. L total of 49 far n s 

were selected before a sampl e of 25 was obtained to suit the agreed 

cT i tcr i a . 

' 

B~i ection Cri ter_iet _:f.._<?,!._ 2.11 Farms 
Sel ected for Survey G~:_~u-p B 

Criterin 

j Fa r n ownership changed over the l ast f ive years 
w 

j Farms ulre~dy a t a hiGh l evel of production 

Farmers unwilling to co-operat e 

Number of fa r ms 

10 

12 

2 

One third of t he total supplie rs to the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy 

Cor:1p~ny we r e eligible for Sur vey Group B on the basis of the r a te of 

inc r ease i n p roduction. However, half of the f a r ms se lecte d for 
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Group B were unsuitable on the basis of t he other criterin . Thus, 

it c2n be seen th2 t the results of this survey 2re like l y to be direc-

tly applicable to one-sixth of the su~pliers to the Ran git a iki PlRins 
1~_/ 

Dairy Company. 

Table 4,5 sbows some of the main characteristics of the f2rns 

final ly selected for Survey Group B. The farms Rre rankerl in order 

of so il group. The totnl p ro duction and area of esch far m is sho11m. 

The naxiw1n productio~ in the 1964/65 season on e2ch soil group i s 

shown, as well as the level of 70 per cent of the maximum above which 

fa--·ms 1vere clc:cE>sifi<2d i:..S bein,'.s at a high l eve l of production. From 

·i'o..ble ~-,,5 it cnn be seen that the per acre p:::-oduction on many fe.rms 

i n Group B was considerahly below 70 per cent of the maximum produc-

tion obtained within each soil group . Fourteen out of the 25 farms 

in Group B were actu~lly decr~nsing production over the five yenrs 

18. It is of interest to note that 20% of the static farms initi2lly 
selected had been sold in the past five years. This mav suggest 
a trend for st~tic farmers to get off their properties, thus 
openi ng the Hay for new owners to develop them. 

19 . ~lthough the results 2re_only directly applicable to one-sixth of 
the suppliers to the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Company it can be 
Qr gued that they will be actually cpplicable to CTost farmers 
increasing production at less than 5¼ per annum (over half the 
suppliers) and will have a si gnificcnt effect on many farme rs 
increasing production at a mo re rapid r a te. 



'!1able 4.5.. 

f ' 
'Butterfat· Soil 1Survey 

Group Parm :production 
llfumbe-r· 1964/65 

1 20 21215 
; 1 21 22301 
: 1· 22 18597 
: 1 25 11730 
; 1 36 18048 
. 1 37 20341' 

2 18 33720 
2. 19 2.8349 
2 24 18252 
2 30 11480 

: 2 31 18601 
2 35 17489 

3 , 13 21126 
3 • 16 18273 
3 27 21194 
3 32 35507· 
3 34 34799 

4 14 23515 
: 4 15 19897 . 4 17 19677 

4 23 28376 
4 26 27167 
4 28 29047 
4 29 39671· 
4 33 51100 

Some Characteristics of 
F'arms Selected for Survei Gr,011,2,,!. 

Production lb butterfat per· acre 1964/65 Area maximum production ·70% of top :Production acres for soil, group production on farm 

140 240 167 152 
1L~2 2L!-O 167 157 
175 2LrO 167 106 
135 240 167 87 
150 240 167 120 
195 240 167 104 

150 320· 224 224 
156 320 ' 224 182 
120 320 I 224 1 
1'.l6 320 224 99 
14'1' 320 224 132 
1 320 224 92 

Bo 390 272 264 
70 390 272 261 

110 390 272 193 
167 390 272 212 

';io9 390 272 166 

85 480 340 276 
94 480 340 212 
88 480 340 224 

155 480 340 183 
97 480 340 280 

112 480 340 260 
221 480 340 180 
200 480 340 : 256 

} 

: 

: 

' 

Annual rah: 
of increase 
oyer 5 years 

-t~:5 
1.8 
1.J 

-7.9 
0.5 

10~0 

0 .. 9 
0.2 
1.2 

-6. 
-1.9 
-2.,1 

1''. 
-0 .. 

2 
o.J+ 
O;O 

-3.~9 
-0~.1· 

1~5' 
-0~5 
-1·.1 
-0.2 
-5•3 
-4.2 ,t:- . 

-.J 
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4.4 Survey Method 

4.4.1 C,uestionnaire 

Prior to commencing the survey th e author prepared a che ck 

list to sec that every ma jc r topic was covered before completing each 

. t . 
111. -crv18,,i . This list of topics was also helpful to him if there was 

a pnus e in the f Qrrno~•s description of the farm a nd farming operations. 

No fixed quosticnn~ire was used as any set pat t ern would tend 

to overlook □any intangible, nn~ unfo rsecn factors, which may be 

brought out by pcrmittins tho far□er to talk fre e l y about the far m 

:•.ncl tbc- p:i.0 obler:.1s nc;socio.tod ,-Jj_th it. 

T½is f~ec fora type of interview ~eant that the survey wo r ker 

The ch ock list used by th~ author i s given in Appendix~-

Th o cethod of iriitiu l c0nt ~ct with tho farmer v~ried betwe en 

the survey groups . 

Tt 2 j_ni ti~:i. contctct with far :·wrs in the Pre-survey s.-1.n:,;;l (~ c:nd 

~ t this tine n suitable day 

Nas □ rranged fer the fo.r~ visit . Most of the faraers in th0se groups 

kn~w ell ~bout the project, as they were nen who renerally kept well 

up-to - dnte wi~h local events. The telephone contact wns nnde by 0110 

of the senior nen a t the dairy factory - gener::.J.ly the tro.1.csport ::10..n:-,-

3e~ . Thi~ me ent that the farner WQB we ll aware of the link between the 

survey and hia dairy fact ory. 
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In Survey Group A the a uthor's first c ontact with the farne r 

wns when he nrrived a t the farn . 

The fnr raers in Survey Group B were initially c ontnct e d by a 

l e tt e r which explained the purpose of the survey and that it wns 

being dcne f o r the Rangitniki Plnins Dairy Co npnny. 'rhe o.uthor 

t e lephoned the f nr o ers shortly nfter the lett e r wa s se n t. Prc vided 

the f n r ac r w~s willin~ t o co-operate, Q date was then arranged for 

the fr.rn visit. 
20/ 

Wright - f ound it wns r.1u.ch better t o nppro::,ch the f nrne: r 

first by letter as this gnv e hi□ ti□e t c think about the survey a nd 

not b e taken uncwar e s when ~ele pho ned. The inmcdinte renction of 

s ome f n r aers t o g iving up a full dny n nd supplying nll the info r□-

ntian nb ~ut t heir f nrns trould be negntive. However, nf t or thinking 

~bout the ide2, the ir replie s were ~enera lly in the a ffirnntive. 

Indedd only 2 fnrnors r ~fused to c o - o,arnte in the survey. Undoubt-

odly th e sponsarshi 11 o f the survey by the Dairy Co:.ilpnny wees nn 

cn c ourcgement to f nr~e rs t o c o - cpurntc. 

4.4.3 I n t e rview techni que 

I nte rvi ~w t e chnique vnriad c ons ide r ~bly, but on ~11 ~xcep t 

3 farms, nn inspe ction of t he ? r operty w~s the first step. This 

enc.bled the survey worker t o g::cin ,':\ clenr picture o f t he fnrn. The 

zo. ;·.fri cht, A., 11 ':rhe De v e lo pment of Unplcughnble Hill Countryrr, 
Unpublishe d M. agr. Sc. Thesis, Mnssey Universi ty o f Mnnuwutu, 
1963 , p.21. 
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~3no.geaent practices could then be discussed and relnted t o the far~ 

si tu::1.tion. In the o ther 3 c 2ses the forae r was core interested in 

records (stock and pr oduction fi gures) or fin~ncia l infornnti0n, nnd 

ns he produced t hes e t o be gin with they were denlt with first. 

H~ving nc fixed questionnaire oeant that the interview could 

be v ur y flexible and or g::rnissd s o ::i.s t o suit the personality of the 

indivictual f a r oer ccncerned. Before l eaving the f a r n the author 

consult ed his c he ck list t a see that all nn j or t opic s h~d been 

cove r ed . 

Verious f~rmin z practices were d i scussed during the f a r m walk, 

o.nd '.J utline notes were taken . ~s t his survey a lso involved collect-

ing infor ;-,n tion on f2.rner 1 ,s personcl ::·.ffnirs o.nd goals note-b:Jcing 

waN curta iled on these itens, until a fter the i n terview, if it 

bec2.;:1e nppo.ren t thr::t the f o.rr;ie r c.ppe:.cred ,se lf conscious and was 

cutting his responses short because o f this. Wilke ning a lso f ound 

th n t this WAS the best Dethod o f c~nducting a free f or n type inter-
0 

view. 

Stock numb ers, nanure apvlication r a tes, production o.nd 

financ i nl info r□ntion were inspected and rec orded a t the house. 

The wclk e r ound th e f nr m nnd discussion o f practic es during 

it, generally l ~s ted a ll no rning . Most of t he a fternoo n was s pent 

21 . Wilkening , E . A., i!JI. SociopsychologiccJ_ i\.p:;_)ro nch t o the Study of 
the I'..cceptnnce of Innovations in Fa r ming 11

, Rur 0_l Sociology, ..12, 
4 , 1950, p .352 . 
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in tal k ing about t h e f nrm nnd future possib l e de v e l opment. Inter-

v i ews b egan n t 9 a . m. i n t he s umme r -autunn p eriod , bu t i n wi nter 

t h e y d i d not c cnrnenc e u n til 10 a . m •. Th e lat e r wi nte r st a rt was 

bec a u se a t t ha t s t age the a u t ho r was □ainly vis iting one - nan f n r a s, 

where t he fn r me r r ec uired tine f o r feed i n g ou t befo r e t he inte rvi ew 

bego.n . 

The ho s p i tality ext e nded by far□ers t o the ~u t ho r was v ery 

nuc h o.p:, r e cic. t ed , bo t h f ron t h e vi ew""'.1:-)o i nt of ~ssist c,n c e in t he s urvey 

2.nd s ocia lly . Tal k i ng nbo ut far mi n g i n t h e f i st ri c t i n a r e l a xe d 

n t oosph e r e he l ped t o g i ve the survey worke r a go od p ic t ure o f l o c a l 

f a r ming and i ts de v e l opment , as well a s p r ov i d i ng a nu□be r of 

i nsight s i nto the f nrme r 1c; ct t ti tude to d istrict n o.n o.g e nent p r a ctic e s. 

The f a r mers' confi d ence se e □ed to be consi de r ab l y i nc r eased 

when the f a c t was ernrha s i sed tha t i n t h i s s u rvey the author wa s 

c o n c e r ned wit h r,e ttin g a full picture o f each 'who l e f a r ~ ', r a ther 

t han a few fi gures , suc h a s p r oduction per a cre , t o c o□pare with 

ne i gh bouri ng f arms ( some o f whi ch had run--o ffs). 

The e s t ablishme nt o f f a r me r s 1 c o n f i den c e wa s v e r y i nportan t 

fo r obt a i ning sa t isfacto r y i nfo r matio n . This eupha s i ses t he f a ct 

t hc1. t the survey wo r ke r n u s t be t ci.ctful, and o. trained ngriculturi s t 

familia r with t he type o f f a r n ing c onc e r ned , s o t hat a n i n t elli~ent 

p r a ctica l conv e rsa t i on c a n be held . 

The s urvey wo rke r mu s t a lso und e rs t nnd t he purpose o f the 

s urvey , a nd fe e l i t is sensibl e a nd wort hwhile , so that thi s c o nvic ­

tio n can be transfe rre d t o t he f a r me rs. 
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Some of the farners who were not developing were naturnlly 

r ::i.the r sensitive to the suggestion that they r.1ight be able t o p roduce 

more butterfat with few extra resources. It was necescar y t o be 

aware of this nnd not to J USh too hQrd , but r~ther to try nnd ge t 

info r□ntion concerning their reasons f o r l a ck of p ro gress from other 

angles . 

Some fnrmers were very open and receptive to ideas as to how 

they n i ght increase production. This type of IRrmer was mu c h eas-

ier ~o approach , and provided a mos t stinulating interview. 

Graham ha s summarised the adv0.ntages of the 'free for r,11 type 

i nte rview as used in this survey, o.s follows : 

Informat ion obteined in previous interviews can 
be incorporated into the discussion. New 
aspec ts of the origina l hypothosis can be 
considered . 

(ii) A free flow fore of int e rview a llows ouestions 
to be asked which relete directly to individual 
farms and farmers. Development □e tho~s for a 
wet soil fnrm are like ly to be great ly different 
fro m those used on a farm situated on drier 
soils . 

(iii) Greeter rapport can be established between 
interviewer 8.nd farne r.n22/ 

4 . 4.4 Contact with the farmer nfter the interview 

The e..uthor ms had cori_ tact wi th 1;iost f".rners since the farm 

inspection in order to collect extra informat ion. 

22. Graham, J . V., 11 The Economics of High RRtes o f Fertilizer on 
South Ta.ranaki Dairy Farr.1s 11

, Op._cit., p .46. 
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In July 1966 a let te r was s e nt to 18 f a rmer s i n Survey Group 

B a s k i ng if the y ,v0uld b e willing to a.llow the Fa r m Da iry Instruct o r 

to i n Gpe ct their milkin1 p l a nt a n d p r o vi d e the a uthor with a r eport 

o n th e n~o.chines. Thi s l e tt er was o nly sent t o 18 out o f the 25 

f a r me r s i n Group B be c a u se t he au t ho r had onl y visit ed 18 faros n t 

tha t stage . The t e sting of the milking □achine s hcd t o b e do n e in 

winte r be c a use it wns the o nly tine th e Da iry Ins tructo r s we r e a v a il-

nble f o r t he wo rk. With t h is l e t te r a d etacha ble r e turn f o r n was 

added f o r the f n r ve r t o return to t h e a uthor if he did n o t wan t his 

□2c hines t es t ed . No f a r n er s r e turned t he circula r. 

I n F e brua r y 196 7 a l e tt e r was se nt t o 2 fa rme r s in Gr ou p A 

nnd 8 f a r nc rs i n Gr o u p B ~s k i n ~ f o r p e r rdssi on t o vis it the ir n cc oun-

t a nt s and inspect t heir ~c c o unts . This was do na i n orde r t o o b t a in 

financ ial i n f o r na t io n f o r t he 1964/65 seas o n wh i c h h~d no t been 

avail2½ l e an t he f a r o s u t the ti2e o f the far ~ inspection b e c a u Qe 

e it he r t he a cc o unt a nt h ad ne t finis hed t heLl , o r e l se t hey h ad been 

□i slnid by t he f ~r□e r. Thi s p e r a i ss i o n s hould h n v e been obt a i ned 

n t the tine o f t hu fa r n intarvi 2w bu t w:J.s overlooked by t he a utho r. 

Of the ten lett e rs s e~ t out s eve n wo r e r e turne d . 

I n r:iny 1967 the nu tho r m::..do a t-2 l e p llono s urvey of h::1.lf t ho 

fnr□s i n Survey Gr o u ps A nnd B. On l y :J. r a n dc ~ half o f t h e fa r no r s 

in bo t h r r o u p s we r e npp r onc hed bcc nuae o f t he t i□e i nvo lve d. 

t e l ephone surve y t he &utho r s o u g h t t o find nut t he fGr□ors ' u se o f 

no n-dir e ct ext e nsio n s e rvic e s, a n d th e ir f e rtiliser us nge in t he 

1966/67 se2. s o n. Durins the f~r□ i n t e rvi e w the a utho r h nd gn t he r od 



full inforoa tion on the fnr□ers use of indivi dua l direct contact 

ex tension services, but h~d f niled to ob tain full de tail s on the 
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f2.ri:w r s use, and a tti tv.c.es towo.rds, [Jo.ss .'.end g-rou:J extens i on ,:, c:·d i o. . 

Thi s infora::i.tion wo.s i nport on t for r e cor.1r:1011ding the type of cxt ro. 

se rvic es r eauired in t he d i st rict, The telephone survey quest i on-

no.ire i.s gi ven in Ap:Jendix A. 

The nethod of conducting the telephone survey wc s very f l ex-

i bl e, 2nf wns he l d in u fri endl y , pe rson3l, conversational rannc r 

becQuse of the author' s previoua contact, o.nd friendship est ~blished 

,dth the fcraers . All f nr ~ers responded wel l to the s e ndditionnl 

qucs ti~ns , nnd wo r e ve ry willing t o co-opera t e ugnin. 

The c.uthor 2lso h c:-, d ex tra dir e ct pe rsonc\ l c -.> nto.ct with 4 

f~r□o rs i n e~ch of the s urvey groups. 

In o.cccr da nce with the i;hilos ophy of n sr.,nll s 2.nr:; l en surveys, 

eni,h ::,sis was plac ed };'ri..m-a.rily on the i nt ena iveness of the interviews 

cor,pleted, r o.th,ff than on the nunber of f r:.. r os cont::i.ct ed. 
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CH!tPTER 5 

THE SURVEY F 1\RMS 

5 • 1 Surmo.ry 

This chapter discusses the survey fares. It is d ivid8d into 

three □nin sectio ns. The first section discusses the resource 

inputs, l a nd, p ~stures, drninnge, irrigation, subdivisio n, buildin~s, 

wnt6r surply, fertilizer appli c a tio n and labour on the survey f=r□s. 

The seco nd sect i o n discus □ es the stock, prctluction ~nd nann-

ce::wnt. Inforantion is given on stock ~nd productio n levels, nninal 

h c~lth, c a lving dates, calf renring and pasture □nnnge~ent. 

Th 8 third section b riefly Qiscusses the authors i cpr c ssio ns 

of the four ru:in f~r~ ing sy ste□s used on the surve y fares. 

5.2 Resources on the Survey Fnras 

5.2.1 Lnnd 

In this survey s o ils with sli~ht t 2xtual differences have 

b een g r ouped together into f o ur s o il g r c u~s based on ~ r oduction 

~/ 
l'.)Otcntic~l. 

The aurvoy fnr□s ~re evenly distribut ed o ver the four soil 

,"7r oups. 

On 211 except 2 f n r~s, both of which n r c i n Survey Grau~ B, 

tho lnnd is npproxicntely flnt. Fnrns 27 ~nd 30 ~re hilly. 

1. Se c Section 2.4. 
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Tnble 5 .1 gi vcs t he si:w c:istribution o f the survey fo.rn s etnd 

shows t he s oil gr oups t o wh ich they belong nnd the nu□bcr of fnr□s 

with run- offs. 

Tnbl e 5.1 Distribution of Farn Size 

Total nui;1ber I'"!"unb e r of Size r nnge I!u;:ibe r farms in Soil Group fnr1:is in size fo.r r1 s witb ncres 
1 2 3 4 run-offs r a nge 

Survey Group II. 

70 - 100 Nil Nil 1 Nil 1 1 

101 - 150 Nil 2 1 2 5 4 

151 - 200 Nil 2 1 1 4 2 

201 - 350 1 Nil Nil 1 2 1 

.Survey Group B 

70 - 100 Nil Nil 2 4 6 2 

101 - 150 3 4 1 1 9 3 

151 - 200 3 2 1 2 8 3 
201 - 350 Nil i Nil 1 1 i 2 I Nil 

I I 

The nvernge f a r n size is 172 a cre s in Survey Group A and 142 

acres in Group B. 

5.2.2 Pasture 

The pas ture compo sition VBried widely. SoDe p~s turos a re 
E.I 2/ 

clover dominunt, s oMe paspa lum doninant, s oae c ont a in ~ni nly poor 

2. A clove r doainant pasture hns be0n nssu□ed to be one cont~ining 
nore thn11 60% clover in enrly sur.;·:1er. 

j 

I 

3. ni'1 pnspnlui:i d0rr.inan t s1.>.-ar d is nssur:1cd t :::, be one where t his gro.ss is 
doninnnt only in sum1er ,:i.nd autur:m." Definition r;ivon by Hewitt, 
S.R., ::i.nd Pull2r, W.! • • , 11 Pnsture Probleo s on Tnr.,,,_wern ii.sh on Rnng­
itaiki Plnins 11

, New Zealand Journa l o f Agriculture, June 1962. 
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species such :,s bn,wntop, ynrrow :-,nd swee t vernal, w11.ilc others a.re 

nninl y r ye ~rnss 2nJ wh it e clov e r with s ome praire ~r 3ss. 

The pnsture c or:,)o si tio n r e flected the sto cking r n t e i:..nd 

On h i gh ly stocked f ~r ns pastures nre gencr~lly 

~ooct c nntnining D~i nl y ryegr 3ss-white clover swards, with s 0ue 

prniro r r a ss nnJ vns~alun . 

The p~sture s o n lightly sto cked f□rras o n the hc~v i e r s o ils 

ii 
rener~lly contnin a l o t o f p~spnlua , whe r eas th0se o n the rlrier 

soils c ontain a l ot of yarr ow and b r owntop . 

Tnble 5.2 s ives ~ distr i but i on o f the p redo~in~nt t ype o f 

pasture o n the survey f e rns . 

4, Fa r ~e rs exJeri enc e in c ontrollins rnspalun varied, h nwc v e r the 
f ollowing ]~tterns e~erced : 

(i) ~fue re pns rnlun i s doni nnnt, but not r oot bou nd (,nspnlun 
p r e - doninnnt nll the ye2r r o und ) pastures can be chn n Ged to a 
desir~bl e balanc e of species by heavy stocking ( say 1.2 c ows pe r 
~ere) , 2nd his h fer tilize r rnt es (s a y 7 c wt p er acre). If full 
utilizat i o n is nade o f the feed grown, ~s it is g r own, then 
pns:;_,c.1.lur'l will r,r cw in sunn c:-r and be well g r azed durin~;: th::,t tine . 
With hi~h ferti lity , r ye ~r ~ss will gr o w in th~ autu~n and sprins 
nna will not be sha ded o r c hoked out o f the pas ture. 

( ii) Whe re J):'.stures ,:-,re r aspr.lur:'! root bound plou _c:;h inv and rye­
gr uss i ng ~re needed. In the n ew ~natur es p~spnlum c 2n b e contr­
o l led by he~vy ~anuring and h e~vy stocking . 

(i i i) On liGhtly sto cked farms fa r n ers snid tha t t he only wc..y to 
c ont rol pQspnluD i s to r epl ough every 15 ye~rs and t o sow a n 
inte r□edia te crop of turnips o r Italia n rye grnss. 



Table 5.2 Distribution of Predor;1inant Type of Pasture 

Main type of :)asture Number of farmi: 
:-~ Group A Group I: 

Clover dor1in1.nt 1 Nil 

PaspaluYP.. domino.n.t 1 7 

Ryegr<i.ss-clover with strong pnspnlum 5 8 

Ryegrnss - white clover 4 6 

Brown.top - sweet vernnl 1 4 

Lucerne, which is grown on nll the survey f ecrr.1s in GaliJ.tee. 

and on 2 f ~rms near 0nepu, is nn importnnt crop for supplenent~ry 

winter feed ~nd sunmer grazing. 

Table 5.3 shows the distribution of lucerne on the survey 

far r:ts . 

1r2-ble .5. 3 Distribution of Lucerne 

r Percentage 

--· 
of fnrl'..'1 in lucerne Number cf f.:,..rms I 

Group ii. Group B 

1 9 ! Nil I 1 -
10 - 19 2 3 

20 - 29 Nil 4 

30 - 39 Nil 1 I 
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I n e2ch case the lucerne is heavil y infestect wi th g r ass . 

F2r mers expr essed c cns i dernble i gnorance a s to the v 2lue o f 

luc e rne, the method o f establishment , the best aethod for its us3 g e, 

§/ 
~nd the 0 r e2 which c an nost profit ab l y b e u sed pe r f a re. 

On 6 f a r n s in Survey Group A, ~nd 16 farTis in Group B nos t 

o f the pas tur es are ~ t l east six ye~rs old and s ome e r e up to thirty 

The oli ~as tures o n the high p r odu cing units n re 

,::ener:--,11 :v in p;ood c cndi tion . 

Ta b l e 5 , 4 g ives ~n J utlin e of the mai n re ~sons survey f ~ r m-

The far□er s r owins ~ summer c r o p pr i marily fo r extra fe0d 

hq2 a n a b11ndnnce 0 f p0sture when visite~ by the nutho r in Februa ry 

'1966 . The ~uthor c ons i de rs t hn t it would be bette r t o i nsur e 

~gains t dro u ~ht bv cnr r yin~ more silage, t h a n havinG ~ crop which 

,mst be usod . The r e i s~ ctnn~er thn t feedin g a sumrner crop will 

l oad to unde r c razin~ c f pas ture with cons equent p2sp3lu~ do inin2 nce . 

5, Moody , R . W., Fnrn Adviso ry Officer, Depar t nen t o f Agricul t ure 
Rc:.toru[l , Pe rs.cc:!-2[2.c_, rec onme n c1s that luc e r ne be sown a l o n e , bu t 
t hvt It a l ian r ye p r nss, Western t ~ l th rye g r~ss or Cocksfoot may 
be introduced a t a l a ter date . 

6 . n ).ict . ~;he foll o1-Jinr; c.re recortr-:e n c1."'t i o:o.s for f, l~c,wing lucerne in 
C[~lC~te2 e 

EstE:blishrnent: -· Two Gr three WG(➔ks be f o r e sowin::; :.:i.1,pl y ~--5 cwt 
' 1 r::_c/ 30°1 t · · l t 1 ' t 1 20 l ' · per ncre 01 J~ or.~~ po assic superphosp1A ea ong wi a - ~ 

bcr~x. Drill innocul~ted seed into n well prerar ed seed bed in 
October , with 3-4 cwt p er a cre of lirue. Preferab l y sow the 
lucerne £'.l one , gr cisse s nay be i nt ro c.u ce d 1 3.ter. It i s r e co rnr,: -
ended t hat 10-40% o f the are a of GnlRtau fa~m□ be in luc e rne , 
the n ctuRl area depend i ng on t he soil type . 
Maintenance:- ~pply 6 cwt p er a cre o f 30% po t asaic superphos ­

Jha te 2nd 20 l b bo rax in t wo lo ts , l a te winter/early s p ring and 
fo llowi n g t he first or se c ond cu~ . Luc e rne s ho uld not be 
g r azed durin~ frost y wea ther as the trend ing ef f ec t will destroy 
the ma j o rity of the luce rne plants . 



Table 5. 4 Rensons for Fnr~ers Having Large 
--· (re~s of ~ew Pastures 
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ll 
···--Nl-l;;b~-r--~~ fr-trr.i:1 

Rec::son ~ 
ij Group A I Grou p B f I ------------------- 7 
i, Croiypinf;• pri'-11:,rily for- pqsture rewlvntion 

2 
I 

3 
I 

j and also to ;_1rovid<2 <2xtro. feed, i 

I: Cropping prir:.10.rily to pr ovide extrc:: sur.mer 
1 

Nil I 
· feed l 

I

I Pasture renovation -✓ith -,n int ermediate 
2 3 

I 
l_i __ c_r_o_;;;_o_f_I_t_· ;:,_._l_i_a ___ n_r_)_r_e_g_r._a_. _s_s_., ___________ ___...'---------~---~----li.· LNew p,':!_stures sown becnuse of flo'.:Jd dr'.l"'lnge 1 

On 1 far~ in Survey Group B where re~rassing is a regular 

procedure the f~r~er is unnble to go t ~ balanced ryegr Bss-white 

clover p<1.sture . The rcnson for this obvious upon inspection 

o f the farm. New srnss paddocks sown in e~rly autunn are not grazed 

until spring. This means t hnt there is lont rank rye ~r a ss which 

smothers the clover. In the second ye a r the r yegrass production is 

ve ry poor be cQuse of the low nitrogen c on t en t of the soil. r he 

clover then ~rows vigorous]y and be cG~es dominant. This problem 

needs an extensio n officer to visit the f 2r m and po int out to the 

farmer the need for earlier grazing of new pastures. 
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The key to the naint enance of a g o od pRsture appe2rs t o be 

7./ 
adeq u a t e g r a zin~ pr e ssure t o ensure t ha t Llos t of the grass g rown 

supGrp hosp hn te at the r ~ te o f about 6 cwt per acre . 

J . 2. 3 Dr0in:) ge_ 

Dr2innce i s very impor t ant on farms on t he R~n gitaiki Ple ins, 

p~rt icul0rly on the better soils as these te nd to be we t, however 

care has to be taken to prevent overdra ininR o~ peat so ils. 

Hi~h producinG farm~ a r e i ntensively d r a i ned with ODen d r nins, 

and 1 farmer in each of Survey Groups A and Bis usin~ mole d r a ins 

as well. i1'1o l e drains l as t approxi;:w.tely two ye2.rs, but d r ,lin &\vo.y 

a l ot of water ~urin~ that tine, 

7. ~n exm1ple of the n eed for adea u a te ~razin~ pressure was seen by 
the autho r on Sui~vey Fci r m Numbe r 8 ,,,he re, for 20 years, night 
gra~in r wns o n approximntely a quarter of the f a r m a ll the year 
round . There woul f hRve been a fertility trans fer to this 8ren 
of the L1_rm :=1.l thour,b t his h;-:is been partly co mpensa t ed for by 
appl y i ng an extra 1 cwt, fertilizer per a cre on th e r es t of th e 
f arm eo.ch yenr . 

Day g r az i ng for the fir st 15 ye•rs was approx i mstely 0 . 5 c ow per 
acre. Ni ght ~razing during this time was a~,roxigately 1. 5 cows 
per ae r o . Grazing in 1966 wa s approxi m~te ly 1 cow per a cre 
during the day and approxinately 2 cows per acre at n i ght. 

Thus it c2.n be seen that the nigh t ~:ra zin ,": has always b een more 
intensive t han the day pr~zing . The author was interested to 
note the ~ifference in pnsture composition be tween the day ~nd 
night paddock s . The nigh t paddocks had no paspnlum, only rye­
cr&ss a n d white clover plus a fe w weed s - pasture was short in 
January. The day paddocks had long r a nk pasture and were d o min­
ant in paspalum , althoug h ryegrass and white clover we re p r esent . 
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On 1 far□ faceen drains have been successfully used, 

however , the fnrmer no w conside rs the expense of installing these 

is too h i gh. 

There a re 2 far ~s in Group Land 4 i n Group B tha t hP~e to 

ho.ve surplus g r ound wate r rem'.:lved by p u r1p s . The other f a r ms a re at 

sufficient a ltitude for drainage to be done by g ravity. 

In Galatea open drains nre needed to c a rry sway surface wat e r, 

a s well c. s seepar;e wate r which runs undergr ·>U nd fr om th e hills 2.nd 

s urfaces in r1any places i n the basin . 

Table 5.5 shows the type ~nd adequacy of drninage on the 

r 
I 

survey f arms . 

,~Iethod of drainap; 

! Ad ecuate open drai ns with ::7roum1 water 
; p um~;is 

Adeq u ate open drains 

tdeq u~te open drains plus mole drains 

Insufficient open drains for pro~ress 

Light soil 2nd drainnge not currently 
critical . 

Number 
Group A 

2 

6 

Nil 

3 

of f2..rms 

I Grou1:-i J. 

I 
I Lf-

-;:,; 
• ..,, 
f 
I 1 

8 

9 

B 

8. Faceen drains are formed by di gging t renc he s ( about 10i n . wide 
and 20in . deep ) a cross the pnddocks entering into ope n drains. 
They a r e t hen filled with 2bout 12in. of ~anuka or s i milar porus 
fillin g and t he soil is repl a ced . 
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The necessity for, and value of, drainage is only r eco cnized 

as the stocking r a te incre 2ses a nd the probl e~s ( pugging and p~sture 

damage) caused by l a ck of drainage are Qccentuated . 

5,2,lf- Irrip;ation 

Two farners in Survey Group A use sprny irrigation . On e 

f a r me r obtains water by pur.tping fro n a main drain , a nd th e other from 

a strenr:i. On these f ~r ms irrigat ion is generally only practised for 

t wo or t hr ee \veeks in a ye2.r, e.nd eve n this is not r eauired every 

ye r.n·. 

much, 

Although it is a n insura nce aGainst drought it is not used 

It i a dif fic ult to kno w ¥hen to irrigate a s successful irri-

gation must co1:-J. r:1.ence before the c roun,l cl. ri e s ou t to o much, This 

means settin~ up the irrigating e nuipment a ft er a short dr y spell 

even when the pro babili ty of rain is substa nt i a l. Neither of the 

irrigating f a rmers i s enthusiast ic about it. 

5,2 , 5 Subdivision 

T~b le 5,6 ~ives t he daily ~r rtzing pr essure on t he survey 

fccrms . 

T.:=i.ble 5,.6 Grazing Pressure on the Survey Far ms 
1.9J;57b6 

.._ 

I Gr c:, zing cows/a cre Hur.ibe r of fnr ms pressure 
Grou:J A Group B 

I 6 - 40 2 25 
50 - 100 10 

I 
Nil 
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The leuRth of grnzing is normally 12 hours , although on the 

2 far5s in Sur vey Group L with a lifht grazing pressure, 24 hour 

grazing is used . These 2 farCTs were purchased during the last five 

ye2rs and available cash hns baen spent on stock and fertilize r, 

r Qther then on fencing . 

The lowe r grazing pressure on the far~s in Group Bis 

indic n tive of the l owe r stocking r a te, and th e lower rate of utili­

zation of p Psture. 

Fence qua lity v a ried fro~ poor to go od, ana from se~i­

pcrn0nent electric fences to 5-Nire :;iermanent fences. 

5.2.6 Buildings 

There are ~~ny new build in~s on the farms in Survey Group 

:1. This is n r esult of t he large CFlpital expenditure tt,_at has 

been raade as part of many development progr~m~e s. New touses for 

workers hRve been built on a ttird of the farms in Group~ in the 

ln.st five years . 

Ten f~rrns in Group A have Herr i ngbo ne cowsheds. Two of 

these were built during the winter of 1966. The f a r ~ers without 

Herringbone co ,mhe ds reco i;nize t heir ne cessity ,?. nd. hope to build 

soon . 

The buildings on farms in Group B a re generally older and 

in poorer cona ition than those on farms in Group A. On Group B 

far ms there were 7 Herrin~bone cowsheds and 18 conventional walk-

throuc;li or intern.'.".l rc1ce sheds . In 9 c ~ses cowsheds will have to 

be renewed withi n the next five years. Seven of the farmers with 



old conventional sheds a re g ivinf serious consideration to changing 

to a Herringbone shed 9 mainl y b ecause of l a bour shortage . 

5.2 , 7 Ha ter supply 

The r e ticul--tion of wa ter around the fe.rr.is is a ssuming much 

importanc e on the larger units where co ws Rre being concentra ted in 

s nal l a reas e a ch day. On the larg e f a r ms (400 cows) a main wa te r 

lin e o f 1, 25 inches diameter h a s been foun d necessary. 

Except fo r 2 f a r ris in Survey Group !:. , and ~- farms in Group 

B t he r E: are ,.,c:, ter troui:,::hs in each p ,...,ddock, At the time of the farm 

i ~spect io n the 6 farmers who did not have water r e ticulated to each 

paddock said they ihtended t o c omplete the reticulation scheme as 

so on as fina n ce be comes a vail~ble . 

5 , 2. a Fertilizer 

Th e r n tes of apJlication of fertilizer h a ve ~e nerally increa­

sed over recent y e a rs on the f a rms in Survey Group A, and split 

d ressings, spring 2nd autumn, have become more popular . The normal 

fertilizer used is 30 per cent potassic superphosphate ~pplied a t an 

annual r ate of about 6 cwt pe r acre. 

When f a rmers i n Group :J. use tr.:i.ce eleme n ts ( mainly copper and 

c obalt) they are generally applied with discretion unde r the d irection 

of an extension officer . On0 farmer in this group, h o1.r.rever, was 

usin[; trace ele1~ents because he thought 17 i t r:.1i f.'.ht b e a good i dea;' . 

His evirtence for thinking this was vague. 
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I n general the farms in Group B receive lo we r r a t es of f ert -

ilizer than those in Group A, and mo r e gene r al l y , only receive it in 

one a,plicat io n pe r year. This lower manure r ate "is right be c a use 

the stockin[ r ates ar e lowe r. Hi ghe r l e vels of f er tilize r are not 

like l y to be needed until the stockin~ r ates are increased . 

Some farmers i n Group B haphazardly use trace e l ements. 

They hear of a trace e l ement g-iving a r espons e somewhere and so try 

it for a year , Copper, cobalt , a nd magnesium ( as serpentine super-

phosphc:,te) a r e most cor.monly used. Othe r fnrners continue t o use 

t he traditional fertilizer, straight superphosphata. 

Th e Group B f a rm e rs in Gala t ea ge ner&lly apply a single 

dressin~ of fert ilizer in spr ing. This is an old i~ea whi ch devel-

oped because it was sai d tha t nothin~ woul d ever gro w in GalAtea in 

winter, thus there was no value i n autumn topdr essi~g . The Group I\. 

farmers in Gnl Rte a however, 8 re finding t hat split dressings in 

autunn ~nd Gpring are desirable and provi ded there i s r yegr Rss i n 

the vasture , winter growth is naintained . 

The fertilizer trentm0nt of luc orne is poor ind shows a 

l adk of under8tandin~ of the needs of this plant. Some f nrmers 

use l i me, soma dolomite, some boron , some potnssic supe r phos9hete , 

n.nd sane straight sunerryhosphnte. Knowl edge is Rene r al ly lacking -' ~ - 21 
as to what is the b2st treEtti:1ent. 

----------------------------
9. Recornnendations have b een given i n footnote 6 of Sect ion 5 . 2. 2 

for ferti li zer treatment of luc e rne i n Gal atea . 
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Details of fe r t ilizer rates , and times and me t hods of applic-

ation on the survey farms are given i n Append i x B. 

The overQll i~press i on gained by the author f r om far□ers i n 

Gr oup Bis that they have little r eal unders t anding of the cor r ect 

use and valu e of fertilizer . Consequently , t hey are un~ble to make 

sound decisions ~a to how ~uch to app l y , when to appl y it , and wha t 

type of f e rtilizer to use . 

~itrogen has been used on 1 fnrrn i n Group A where i t consid-

erably boosted the eerly spring growth . Even tho u gh l ate r calving 

~s becoming more conman it woul d seem ad v Rntageous for farmers to 

conside r eppl ying 1 or 2 cwt per a cre of nitrogen over a small nrea 

of their far ms, if Lhe early spring feed situation becomes critical . 

Prior to the 1965/66 season , only 3 farmers in G~oup A used 

bulk topfressing services, but in the 1966/67 season 5 farme r s used 

22/ 
this service, 

Budr~Gtecl costs sho1,, tho.t it i s economi cal to use bul k top-
11/ 

dr8ssiilS, even thou~h many f a rners are hesitant to do so . -- The 

r2 ~so ns for this hesitancy are ~enerally: 

(i) Fa rmers have not budgeted the alternntives ?nd 

ara unawsre of the s nving i nvolved, and 

(ii) Fermers o r e unaware of the cuality of the s e rvice 

10. Tht: lack of use of bulk topd r essinp; p r ior to January 1966 was 
understqnd able because of the poor serv i ce ava il nb l e. I n 1966 
t wo new firms were providin~ a reasonable bulk topd r essi ng 
service on the Rnngitai ki Pl ninc . 

11. See hppendix C f or a cost conpari son of ap~l y i n~ bagg ed and bul k 
r.13.nure . 



68 

Many of the farwa in Group Bare one men units, and have used 

bulk topdressing to save l abour. Most of these farCTers are s a tis-

fied with the service. 

5,2.9 Labou:c 

All t h e fRrms in Survey Group L nre more than one man units. 

Three of the farmers rely on fnmily labour, the others hire non-f0rnily 

labour. 

Six of the farms in Group B nre one man units, 8 farmers e ~ploy 

pvrnanent .non--fanil y labour 9 and the rerv;ining 11 f 0.rr~ers utilize 

Tnble 5.7 shows the lnbour input on t he survey f2rms in the 

1965/66 
]_2/ 

s eason. 

In 1965/66 the 2~ern~e total l~bour input was 2.6 units on 

far~s in Group A 2nd 1,5 unit s on farms in Group B? while the average 

l2bour i nput per 1GO cows was 1.49 on ~ar ms i n Group~ and 1,74 on 

f~ras in Group B. 

12. Tn evnlu2ting the labour input the following assumptions have 
been r.1,1de; 

M~n over 18 years= 1 unit 

Boy under 18 years= 0,75 unit 

Owner nvnagin1 t ho property but do ing little physica l 
work = 0.5 uni ·t 

Wife assisting with all milkin~s = 0,5 unit 

No allowance hRs been made for contractors. 



Table 5.7 Labour Inp~~ on the Survey Farms 

cows ·-------...------
·TdNumber of fr-trms 

Group A Group B 

1. 00 .. 1. 40 

1. 41 - 1. 80 

1.81 - 2.00 I 

1 
2. o 1 _ 3. oo ca) I 

4 

8 

Nil 

Nil 

6 

9 

4 

6 

1------------~---j__--~---'-------! 
j( a) Th .,. · h ~ 0 1 ' . t 100 , . e iQrner wit . ). ~Ro our uni s per 
ldic1 an ;;o.rtificial inseminating runn in the 
lspring , _and contract hay-baling and carting 
{he surrmer. 

COWf 

The farmers in Group B, a lthough they have a heavier labour 
13/ 

input, tend to use contractors more t han the far mers in Group A. 

~nongst the leading farmers share-farcing is losing popul-
J4/ 

arity because of the innate tende~cy towards inefficiency. 

The far m owners feel they a re 1 i ving too much away to a 

shareailker who spends little , and Rains a lot of the benefit from 

the owners money spent on developing the f a rm, incre~sing the herd 

size, nnd introd,..1.cing i mF~·overnents which nake the work easier . 'I'his 

increasing dissatisfaction amongst farm owners concerning sharernil~i~: 

13. Contractors are used for haybaling and cartin~ , silr-tge making, 
hed~ecuttin~, fenc i ng and drain cleaning. Contractors provide 
equipment where the capital overhead is too hi~h for a smnll 
fe.rrner. 

14 . .Sar gent , E . D., ;; Some Problens Lrising from Present .Sharefarming­
!1greemen ts H, Dairy farmin g /~nnual, Massey University of Manawa tu, 
1965, :sip 32-40. 
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agreements nus co.used 'farm managers' to arise as a new class of farn 

vrorkers. In Grau~ A 1 f2r~ was run by a sharemilker, and 1 farm by 

a n,::mo.ge r, the remainder were owner operated. 

In Group B 5 f 2 rms were run by sha remilkers. Two of these 

shnrefarmin~ agraements were family situations with 29 and 50 per 

cent sharemilkers respe~tively . The other 3 were non:family situa-

tions, 2 of which were run on a 50 per cent agreenent and 1 on a 39 

per cent c~reernuct. 

~-3 Production ond M8nP~e~ent on the Survey Farms 

~-3 .1 Production 

Tl:.e farr,1s in Survey Group !t incree.sed production at rntes 

va~ying from 3.2 to 43.0 per - cent per yea~ over the five years 

1S60/61 to 1964/65 . The rate of increase i~ production on the fares 
15/ 

in Group B over th~ e~ne tjce period varied from 10.0 to -7.9 per 

cent. Fo1ll'te:en out of the 2:'i f.'.'lrr:ls in Grou;i B we r e actually decreo.••· 

sing p~oduct i on. 

Detailed figures f a~ stock and production on the survey fares 

iO~ the 1964/65 nnd 1965/66 seasons are given in Appendix B. 

15, Thj_s :f ar:~•1 1·H.":8 included in Group B because of a clerical error in 
the prcduction fig;_i_re& on which the fnrm we.s selected. See 
S0.ctj_ e, n L~,2.'l. Farms i11 Group B were selected as those increas-
inc production b,· J less than 2% per annum. 
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5.3.2 Government valuation and production 

Table 5.8 gives a sumoary o f the government valua tion per 

lb butterfa t, a nd pe r c ow on the s urvey farms in 1964/65. It can 

be s e e n fro m 'I'able 5. 8 tb~, t t he far ll'. s in Group A hnd n much l 0wer 

l e ve l o f capital i nvo st □en t per unit of production than t he dis t rict 

uv e r nga , but t hQt tho f nr ~s in Group B we r e sinilnr t o the district 

nv c rngo . 

Tc..b l e 5 .8 Governmen t Vnluation a nd Production 1964/65 

R::nge 
pe r 

Iten 

g:ive r nmont 
lb buttcrf ,:,_ t 

vnlu2.ti c;,_ 

.go Ji.ve r D 
i on 

gc v e r i,.n l~ n t vc.1ua t -

R::ngo 
r,e: r 

.-i.V C r D 

per lb bu tt erfo. t-, 

c;ov e: rm:ien t v nlu ci. tion 
cow 

gG g:J ve rnne nt v o. luc t-
i c,n p0r c ow 

Survey Survey 
Group A Group B 

% % 
-

o.46-o.So o.47 -- 1.43 

o.66 0.99 

I 
160-294 146-381+ 

228 270 

'N.A.' indic a t e s 'not available ' 

Average for 
Bny of Pl enty 

% 

N. A. 

1. 01 

i 
lJ . l:: .• 

I 276 

16; 

16. 17A survey of t he ec onoaic structure of fnct ory s upply da iry fare s 
in New Zonl nnd in 1963/6411

, Now Ze nla nd Da iry Board , Yel1ing t on, 
1966, p.28. 
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5.3.3 Dniry stock 

In Survey Grou p A there nre 4 strnicht Jersey herds, 7 herds 

c ont a ining n l ot of crossbreds ( □ninly Jcrsey-Friesinn cro ss), and 1 

he rd c onsisting o f ha lf stud J erseys nnd hnlf stud Friosinns . 

Ore tho far!~1s in Group B tll e re is 1 grc:tde Frie sinn herd, 1 

gr::tdc ii.yrshi r e herd, 2 stud J e rs ey herds and 12 gro.dc Jersey herds. 

The r o2~ining 9 he r ds consist no.inly of Jersey-Fricsian cr0ssbreds. 

The rc 2sons f~r cers gave for their i nte r es t in nnint~i n ing 

J orsoy-Friesinn crossbr ed herds we r e: 

( i) Thev p r oduce n h ,1r cLe:L· CCJ.lf which is ensi e:c· to r ear. 

This i s pwrtly because of hybrid vigour . 

(ii) The a ilk ing cow i s hC!.rdier and c 2n be pushed onto 

harde r f eed thnn a Jorrrey. 

(iii) The bobby c a lf i s heC!.vi e r, Rltho u gh the re is no r e c o r d 

o f nny incro~se in cnlvinG trcubl e . This w2s i nport 2nt on 1 f ~r n 

wberc consi de r n tion w~s boins give n to r e~ring Friesinn cro s s ste e rs 

f or beef . Thie w~uld h~vc little applic~tion 0n nos t f n r ns but 

where lnbcur is lini t 0d and th e re is still surp lus f eed , pnr ti culnrly 

n t 2.11 i ntcrr.:cdio.tc .stnge of dcve l opnent , this pr:J.ctice no.y 1.:lc p r o f-

itabl c. 

(iv) T~e crossbreds t end t o increase the e ff e ctive sto cking 
fl/ 

rnte. Crossbr eds produce ac r e butterfat per c ow ~nd thus if th e y 

~7 - Cnnpbell Gives the foll~wing sto ck conversio n fact or: 
11 Jerseys= 9 Friesinns 

thus 11 J e rseys = 10 Crossbr eds . 
Cc..:.1pbell, I.L., "!'1re :,fo Using the Ri0ht Breed?", Dniryfnr n ing 
Annunl, Massey University, 1966 , p . 13 . 
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nre stocke d 2t the sace r ~te ns Jerseys the butt erfat per ncrc incren-

SGS. 

Elovun fcr□e rs in Group A have been using ~rtificinl breedinc 

for □any ye a rs, and the t we l fth f nr~e r s t ~rted usinG it in 1966. 

Sixte en f~r□a rs in Group B have been re gula rly using art ifi.-

cinl breed i ng for mating cost o f their herd f or □any ienrs. 

Two cf the farcc r s in Group B who do not use ~rt ificia l breed-

inc ~wn stud herds nnd hold st~ong views c~ninst this pr ~ctico . The 

ether r easons far□crs gnve for no t u□ ing nrtific i nl breedinc were: 

Th~t it i s too 0xp 0n3ivo. This is corre ct i n s o fnr 

cs the cost fer inse□in~tiug a herd is hisher th nn usin~ chenp bulls. 

~n the nutho~s opinion, howe v e r , the l ong term udvantnge in hard 

inpTove~cnt, f ar outweiBhs the s 7nll ext ra cost for Rrtificinl bread-

(ii) L ow ccncept i c n rat e . This is corr&c t if the fnrner is 

unnblo to identify c ows in se~son, bu t if the fnrmer is nble t a do 

thi:o ( c.s no s·~ L1rm•.)-;:-r:, can ) the o.ve r nge c onception r ate f o r n:1:t ificin.l 
18/ 

breeding nnd naturRl ma ting is very l ittle different. -

--------------- - -------
~ 3. On n f c.r2 recorrt survey nnturnl ~nt i n~ g~ Je a non-re turn r~te of 

66% to first nntins : nnd art ific i al bre edinc snve a 64% non-retu­
rn r r:t c n.ve r c,.,~e fo r How Zealo.nd in 1961. I n 1962 nnc1 1963 the 
c,.rtificinl br;ed i n~ coacaption rnte wns 66% and in 1964 it wns 
68% for the n::i.t i o~10.l n1reru.:re nnd 71% i n the Bny c f Plenty. 
;; r,rn Pr•: ducti ,n Re:;_,,ort and Sunnnry of Bo.'.lrd I s Wo rk 1964/65 
Bc~con 11

, New Zenlnnd Dniry Productio ~ nnd Mnr ke ting Bonrd , Well­
in~ton , 1966, ~o.41 . 



pigs . 

At tlic ti_r1e of 'che fc:i.rn visit.,, 1 fo.rner in Survey Grov.p A had 

These were scld in a id 1966 and the far~ changod t o whole nilk 

At the tine of thG nuthors vi Ait, 5 of the f~r□s in Group B 

we re en crean supJly end r e~reJ pi ss, At this tine 3 of these fo.r□-

ere SQld thnt tbey wer e c hnngi~g to ~hole nilk supply and g~ i nc out 

of ~, igs i :i u-i d 1966G In !1by ,9G6 the reno.ininr; 2 fnrncrs felt they 

conlc:. i1o t ~, ffL1 :.'.'d the exp 0nse cf ch□n0in 1 ; over to whole n il:t suprly 
19/ 

2nd i ncuncL,c1 -~o 1·0 :ritim.1<:.: r e ci.rins- pigs. 

Over t h e l~st f e w ye ~rs there has been a nnrked swin~ t owards 

Instead of calvinc 

i n e~rly July f arners are now tendinG to calve between l nto July nnd 

Th:i_s tre;:2Ll :i.r::.s been introduced so c. s t o be <1.lJle to 

fullj fe.:d cov .s, fr on c,--:Jv:i..111,: on••JD.rc~s, with good ounlity pC'stur e , 

~1.n(l to ninLl.i z o tl \o rcaui:ro d nnount of ccnsr.?rved f eed . 

Fnr□ors in Grou~ B ~oneral ly calve tbeir cows in e~rl y July. 

~ix f~~□ars hn~e c~~noncod t 0 follow the trend t o lat e r calvin~ 

ch~n3e1 but ~s yet h□vo ~ot a!tered their cnlvin~ dnte. 

19. One of these fnracrs subs0~uently changed to whole □ilk su,ply 
f~? the 1966/67 senson , 



' In th 0 .:i.uthors w)1 i c h is l:n. ,secl on the k no1,..,rl ed r:e 

co.ineJ f r o r1 fnr□crs in Grau~ A, l nte r calving would be a desirab l e 
20/ 

fonturc on □ost o f the farns in Gr oup B.-

Tabl a 5-9 gives the distr i bution o f c ~lvin~ da t e s on the 

Co.lvj_n_~ Dn.tes 19~ 

Nunber of fnrns 7 

Hil 

4 

Grou,, B j 
. (ti.) _ ; 

1 

10 

9 

3 

Tl1 e ,·enernl p -:i.t tern 8f cnlf feedin r,; i n Survey Gi·oup A i .s 

twic e c'. cb.y for 4 weeks. ,'..:..1 ·:~ then once o. J,7.y feeclin c; f or 4 weekc. 

'.\'ho le rc:i. l k i -s used th:0 c11.r:;h0ut this tine. 
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20 . Section 8.2.2,25 di scusses the l ocnl extension wo r kers i je~s on 
calvins ~ntcs nnd s u ggests thct a ll far□ers in the tlist rict 
w,mld be:o.ef :i. t by cci. l v:i.n,; their r.oh's after tl1e ·1s t !m;,;ust. 



I n 1966 1 fnr~or in Group A r eared ca lves on c ows c t the 

r Qt e o f 3 calves pe r cow. This ne thod ~rovides a c c nsidc r ~ble 

snvi ~~ o f l nbc ur i n the sprin~ , nl thou s h c nlves hove t o be wn tched 

for t he first fe w dnys nfter they n r e pu t on t he c ows, t o s ee thn t 

they ,'.re f eedL'lG pr oi)e rly. ThG ca lve s ,--:t r e wo ::i.ned ec t 2.bout e i d 1t 

weeks , c1.nr} t hen thG' cows a re r.~ilked norno.lly in the he r e:. with no 

~]Ja~en t l oss in produc t i on . 
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The fnrncrs in Grou~ B tend t o nilk - f8ed c~l ves l 0nsor than 

those i n Grour A. 

Tho mai n method s ~f cnlf r e~ri n~ used by fnr□ers in Gr ou p B 

c nn be classifi ed ns follows: 

(i) Fe ed who l o □ilk twice n Jny f o r O t0 10 weeks , 

7 fnr:r.crs . 

(ii) Feed who l e n ilk ( e r Gk i n Gilk whe r e nva.iln1)l e) t wice 

n dny f or 11 t o 14 weeks, 6 fnr□ers . 

(iii) FeGd whc l e □ilk t wice n d~y till 4 tc 6 weeks ~nd 

th~n once n day unt i l 8 to 12 wucks 1 6 fnr□ers. 

(iv ) Fee,J who l e nilk rrncl/or s o1:c2 ski n 1:1ilk fo r 4 nonths 

(v) Renr c a lves an t he c ow n t the r n t e o f 3 c a lve s per 

co\;, 1 f2r::wr. 

The expense, both i n feed nnd l abour, for c ~lf r e~rins on 

Group B fnr~s i s Gene rally highe r thnn o n Gr oup~ far~s, bu t there 

is littl e d i f fer enc e in the qunlity o f the calves . 
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~~3-7 Pests and diseases 

Lll f a ros i n tho sur vey ~r ouJs a r e r el at ive l y free fro □ dis-

cases however , ~l oat, tuberculosis, spring ill-thrift a nd wor□s in 

c.:1.lves occur. 

Tnblo 5 .1 0 shows t he nethods 0f bl oa t control used on the 

Gurvey f a rr1s. 

Me tho~s of Bloat Control 

f·---- - - - - .. .. ----- - . ----- - --------?---------- --- ------. 
' i Trent□cnt 
I _ _.___ ·------- ---· 
! Spr ay pnstures with paraffi~ a t 
j le.'.:'.st 3 r1,:nths ::_)e:i.· yeCJ.r 

I Sprny pastures wit h par affi n 2 
! □o nths per year 
r· 

I Pain t o il on fl anks f or 2 a ~nt hs 

I. ~~-e::: yonr 

i , Oil on water trou~hs 

1

1 

No tr0nt~unt - occnsional dr ench ­
inc 

t . --- ·--· · - . . . • --~-- - - · ··-· - · 

Nuube r 
Grou:J ,\ .. 

2 

3 

4 

Nil 

3 

of f an:is 
Grour~ B 

2 

~-

.., 
I 

6 

'12 

Tub0rculosis testin~ was first int r ~duc cd in the distri ct 

The a ve r ase reactor r ~t e 

;:·or tho ini tirJ_ L:st j_ n th e Whnkntnne Connty w:c.s 22.4 pe r c en t over 
21/ 

t t.e yo2r::., 1962/65 . -- -

21. Bovine Tuborcul osisi I ssued by t!1e New Zealand Depnrt□e nt o f 
l"i.grict,lture , 1rJe llinr, t on, 15 Febru.::: r y , 1966 . 



T~blo 5 . 11 shows the i ncitle nc e of tub erculosis a t t he ini t i a l 

test on t he survey f ar~c . 

'fr. bl e 5 . 11 I:o.c:i.chmce of Tuterculosis o.t Ini tio.l Test 

Inciclo nco r ate l Nunber of f etr r:1s . I 
-:,er cent 

Gr oup L I Gr ou p BJ ,, ~----- .. ___ ---·-- - ·-·---· _, 
' i l 1 1 

I I lfore thD.11 75 T';il 2 I 50 - 75 2 I 1 ,, 
,I 

I ' 
20 .. , l+9 3 2 I L '~ Gc: than 20 I 3 4 

! 
Not yet t estr~c: ~ - 16 I ! 

I 

' '---------. -. ·- ------- ·-
...... ____ .. ____ __.. .. .... 

L .s:,rinc ill--th:c':ift problen h~s c o.used conc er n on 2 fn:rr.lG ~-1' 

ench of Sur vey Groups~ and B, The ge ne r nl i□press io n of fo.rrrc~ □ 

nnd extension officers i n t he distric t is t hnt sprinc ill-thr ift is 

~ very se r ious problsa ton few fnr~e r s - cs peciclly s ane of those 

':.tte;r:ptin? to incr0a,s0 production T':j_) i c1 l y . 

The S]?ring :dJ.-thrift pr •::i bl e!:l c ::rns es produc ti0n t o f,-::,.J.l off 

r~~idly in the springi ~n~ also cnuses cows coo t s t o be c o□c dull. 

to~~orary benefi cial effe c t, 

h~:s 1.,20 11 a f:-'_i r l y ,sub.stnut i :,_l incre2s e i n stockinr~ r n t e i n o. pn.rtic-

uL,.r yeo.r, yec i '.., d.;c::1 ::o t o c n :r on n.11 f n.r r1s wh er e this i D c1onG . 

Alth0uch tha f~rr1s effe ct ed by s pr i nc ill-thrift ho.ve ~ene r a lly □ade 

sutctant i o.l i n~ r onses in s tc ck inc r a te in the y ear t hey nre effe c ted 
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they nro n ~t ne ccssnrily a t h i s h ~bGolute levels of stockins rnte. 

hos t o f the f:::r i:ls 0 ffect o:~ ho.V8 a s t ocking r ::i.te o f just over 1 cow 

~o r acre, which is DL h i gher t h □n on ~ nucber of other faros where 

the prcbl an h~a no t occurred . 

Soldier fly het:3 c o.used con,s i dero..b l e dnr1 <1[e t o prlS turc on 2 

f ~r ~s on the drier s oil s in Grau, A. There is no known sat i sfactory 

control f o r this ~e Gt. 

~i ne furaer s in Gra u~ Band 1 f ~r ne r in Gr ouJ A ha ven l o t 

o f gras s ~rut an their fnras . I n none of thosa er.sos is 0 pr cpc r 

systc□atic trent aent o f this J es t bcinr cnrried out. 

On t he survey f nr r:, ,s nrny wc; r n i ,s c;enero.lly o.. pr ob l en r.fter 

flo odi ns. 

Stock feedin ~ nnd c~nserved feed 

5,3.8,1 Wi n t cri nc □e thods 

Seven ~f the f~r me r s in Survey Grou~ A UG0 run- off s f or 

wintering their h0r tE . Tho sto ck .:,re ;-:- i von ,-:t br enk o f gT'."'.S S dc.ily , 

plus hay, ~na silnce in s o~e case s . 

Pour Gr oup A fnr□ers winte r their her d s usi n~ n svlit-herd 

sys t e □ n t the r nte ~ f 2 o r 3 cows per ncre. 

out c.1,aily . 

OE 1 f o.. r,::i i n Grou1• A bl ) ck c;r ci. zinc was tri ell f or t he first 

ti□o j_n t he wintar o f 1966 . Thi s l a r CTe ly foll owe d the pnt tern 
?-2/ 

deve l oped in the \~ irarnpn . Steck were conc entrn t ed nt cbout 

22. ;1Block Winter i ns- 11 , The New Ze:.:110.nd FC'rr.10 r, ;,u rsust 26, 1965. 
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100 c ows ve r ac r e with n back nnJ fr ont electric fence. This DCnnt 

n r ~~id clean out o f fe ed nnd pl enty o f tine for re gr cwth. Ho.y wns 

f ed out as needed . This bl o ck winterinf ~roved v ery onti s fnct o r y 

and it s us e is be in~ co ntinued , 

On 14 fnr□s in Group B wintering is done by no~bin5 all the 

sto ck t oce the r and r o tntins then nr ound the farn, c ivinc ~ fresh 

brco.k of c r ass eve r y one e r two dc'.ys , i; lus hny, .-:mcl/ o r siletr_·e. On 

9 far,-1s the s t ock rcre set stocked i n o. nob rmd fed h[ly , siln,s-e o r 

cr0) . On 2 fnr 1:1s s:;:ili t ,vi ntcrin,-:; is usec7., o.nd in these c ;_,scs h rly 

is fed out ns neodcd . 

I ndividua l for~ dc t o.ils o n winterins Be t hods nncl supplca ent-

ory fe ed 8re ~iven in Ap~ond ix B. 

5 . 3.8,2 Supr l enentnry fee d 

Gn tho fnr~s i n Grs ur ~ t he r e is~ c r owin~ t endency to r educe 

t he quantity o f supJl e□entnry feed . This is due t o an c□~hns is on 

nakinc full util izat i o n a f p~s ture i n s itu, as it is srown. However, 

hay nnd silnce a r e nnd o on nost f□r□s , and 2 fnr Ge r s gr uw ~ sunner 

One 0 f these f nr ne rs a l so r r ows n winter crc p . 

1:10.de i n t he Sj_)rin;:: be f or e the wcnthe r i s suib:cble f ::i r hny i3nki n:-; . 

Tho auantity o f conserved f ecJ us ed ve r cow vnries c onside r-

ably. The r an~e on the f o r ns in Gr ou p Lis 10 bcl es o f hay plus 0 .7 

t ons sil a~c ?□ r cow t o 35 b~les o f hay and 1.5 t ons sila~e per c ow . 

The qunntity o f c , nserve d feed used depends lnr~e l y on the 

tine of c ;:llvinr; . With l .:1. t e r cnlvinc less c o;.1.servecl feed is r eg uirec~ 

o.s the wint e r feed d e □nnd s f or dry c ows nr e l ess t hnn f or nilki ng c ows . 
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Conservins less f eed ~eans thnt less fe ed has t o be withheld 

fr c0 the stock i n the spring-sun□e r ~e riod, ~nd hence mo re cows c a n 

1;e co.rried. 

I n Gra u~ B the tendency t o reduce the aunntity o f conserved 

feed wns only np;nr e nt on 2 f ::tr□s. The renaininc 23 fnr ~ers us e a 

l ot of c0nscrved f eed , nnJ at t he tiae o f t ho far□ visit hnd no 

intc;'ltion o f r educiE/•; the r,!_t e of u13n[_;e. 

1~11 f nr r:.1e rs in Grour, B use ho.y, 12 f ct ri'!ers r er~ulo.rly r.1::1k0 

Ei •'ht fnr 1·.1e rs crop for 

supplemcntnr y feed ench yeo.r. 

The nnount of suppl coent nr y f eed use d on fnrrns in Gr0up B 

v~ried fro□ 17 bnl es o f hny pe r cow t o 38 bales o f hay plus 4 t ons 

crop ~: ,, r cow . 

Ova r nll the J icture of conse rveJ fe ed is i n~ stnte o f flux. 

The f c. rncrG who ::tre r -'.'ll) L:.ly i ncreEts inc st ock nu1:1be r s ::tnd pr oduction 

a re rcduc ins the a□ount o f conserved foed us ed nnd nr e ni r inf ~t 

fully facdin ~ c uws with fr esh pastur e fro□ the tine o f cnlvin~ . On 

n nun:)e r o f f ::i.r□s wher e th e n.nount of ccnserve cl feed use d is hi esh , 

the J r oduction pe r ac re is nl so hifh i n comparison with o t her f a r ns 

i n the district. Thus it w~uld seem thnt the feed value wa sted in 

cons crvin [-'; fce cl is r...o t n critical factor lini tj_ i1 g :;,1r oc1uction n.t 

present l ev els, a t l enst on well developed f nr as . 

i nc f ee~ cos ts nc ncy. 

However , cons erv-



5.3.8,3 Jrntur.m secved 1msture 

Nine fnr□ers in Group A nnd 12 fnrners in Gro up B shut up at 

le C1.st 15 ::e r cent of their fn.rns in Mnrch or ft:;Jril f o r autuun snvecl 

1;0.s ture. 

The f a r ners in Group A who save autu□n p~sture utilize this 

in winter, but the fnrne rs in Group B snve this feed f o r the early 

s,rins . The result of such early shuttin~ t o c ons e rve feed f o r the 

s ~rins t end s t a b e n lot of rank dend □aterinl with little nutritive 

vn.l ue . So□e of tho f~r□ers nre stnrtinc t o realise t he waste involv-

e~ nnd cro tenclin ~ to shut up~ lit tle lnter. One f n.r ae r in Gnlnten 

h~~ such poo r ;~sture s ;ocies that no gr owth wns nade fro□ Mny till 

,Sep tenbor. Fnr a f~nbe r 11 sh~wed t hat oven in Galat o2 rye ~r nss will 

c"ntinuo to grow throuch nest of the winter. Thus, by introducin1 

be tter s ; ocies the r e is no need t o shut pQstures enrly . 

All fnrne r s in Group A, ~nd t ho 13 fnr□e rs in Group B who do 

not shut autunn v n.s ture (n.11 of whoo are situat ed o~ tho Ra n ~it :~iki 

Plains) shut l arge areas of the ir fnr□s ifr May-June and rely o n 

winter saved pnsture for early sprinc f e e d . 

5.3.8,4 Grnzinc r o t a tion 

Tho general ~rnzinc pattern on f o r e s in both survey c roups 

ove r the La.te sprinc , sunner, an<~ .-. .rnturJn period is a controlled 

r o tation with 12 hour grazinc . On 2 f nrns in Group land 1 far n in 

Grou~ B, 24 hour ~r a zins is used nost o f the tine . 



On 1 far□ i n Group E the herd is given two pnd ~o cks durin~ the 

day nnd one n t ni~ht fro□ Aus ust until February. This is t o ensure 

t ho re i s c l wnys fresh fe ed nv::1.ilnb l e t o the cows - a f a ctor which the 

fQrcer consid e r s hel ps t c prevent ~lent . 

Hos t f::1.rners L1 Group f\. n.nd ,J: out hnlf the f l, r ners in Gro u ::_, B 

nc r n::-,lly US-= :::. n e lectric f ence i n spring . 

~11 tho fnras in Gnlaten have luc erne for crazin ~ ns required 

over t he su□wer anf autu□n . 

Tho c['.:, itd s itu.::ction hns been Gst i ':J.iJ. t ec;. for 10 f::.i.rr.1s in 
23/ 

Survey Grou p A nnd 17 f nrns in Grou~ B.-

Full de tnil s o f the capit nl situation on the survey f nr ns , 

~nd the 2ssunp tions Dade in the calculations arc ~ivcn i n Aprendix B. 

To.b l e 5.12 ~-;-ivos n suD;~1r1. r y of the co.~)it n.l situn. tion on the 

survey f nr c s a t ~alance dnt e 1965 . 

Fro□ Tnbl e 5 . 12 it c n.n be seen thnt the ,·,r o r·r c ssi ve " . f a r ne r s 

i n t his s urv ~y hnvc eq uiti us l ess thnn the nve r c Pe f or the district, 

in~ic ntins thnt those far mers are co r e interes t ed in i ncrensinr ~r od -

uction r ap i dly t hnn in pnyin~ o ff debts and owninCT ~ l ess pr~ductive 

unit. 

23. The re nsons f or not showin~ the cnpit ~l situQti0n f or the r 0 □~in­
li1 f: f ,---.. r [!S o..rc: 

(i) The fnr□ers accounts coverei □ore tha n 1 fnr□ nnd 
thus wer2 unsuit~ble for use . This npJlied t a 1 
f nrn in Group A a nd 5 fnr□s in Group B. 

(ii) The n ccounts were u na vailable, This ap~lied t o 1 
far□ in Group A nnd 3 faras in Grou p B. 
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To.ble 5 .12 C,,pitc..l ,Situo.tion e n the Survey Farns 1965 

Survey Group Survey Group 
Bny of 

Iten Plenty 24 -
[,._ B 

nv~rnce-1 

Ro.nr;e equity % 40.2 - 79.0 30.0 - 94.2 N •. A . 

fi.v er c..ce ea uity c l 
/0 57.7 64.7 62 . 0 

Rnns c t o tnl cc..;, i to.l inves t ed 328 467 364 5'.14 N.A. % - -f)8 r cow 

/1ve r ::ic-~e t 0 t2.l c 1c.p i to.l invested 404 1+59 388 per cow % 
R~i1r-;e totnl CG"i tn.l invest ed 188 500 166 465 I'~ • . A. .L 

% - -:~e r ,,ere 

l~v c r ,-:i.. r;c t o tal c n :;;ii b:,l i nve sted 360 279 276 
11c r n.cr e % 

f I'J • .l\ . ' indic:ct es ' no t 2.i:- j_)licctblc' 

The i nv e st@ent fi ~urcs i n TQb l c 5.12 show t hn. t on th e f~r□s 

i n Gr t; U~) i\ there i s o. hi r he r investnent per ::i cre 1 ::mt l ower pe r c ow, 

thc..n on the f nr□s in Group B. This is a r esult o f the hi~he r s t ock-

i n ; r c.. tes on Gr oup A f 0r ns a nd th0 l nrGe r inputs o f c o.J it~l itons t c 

h~ndl a t he ext r n s t ock . 

24. Bny o f Plenty o.vo r o.ce f i ~_-ures o.r o f or the 1963/64 sC ~'.son 0s 
qu Jted by t he New Ze,lo.nd Dairy Boar ~ , Op.cit. These fi ~ur e s 
have been cnlcul~t ed usi~g s t aaJard vc..lue s,for stock i ns t ead o f 
□c..rket vc..lues as used i n this survey , thus t hey wculd tend t o 
unrte rcs ti~ate t he amounts of co.~ital involved . 



5.4 N~in Far□in~ Systoas 

5.4 .1 Survey Group A 

Th8 nuthors i nprcssion o f tho ferns in Survey Grou~ A is th~t 

o f a dynanic fn r n ing syste□ , ~enernlly ~reducing at hich l evels o f 

i, r oduc tion, 

ThG 2~i n featurds o f f nr~in3 for hig h productic n, ~J~nrent 

o n the surv ey f a r ~s , a r e t ho s e a i ~od J rinarily a t □akin~ full utiliz-

::ttic,n of tho f eec"! rsrown . This is dona by incroasin~ stocki n c r2t cs 

t o 1. 0 - 1.5 c ows pe r a cre dapoftaing on the s o i l t ype , calvin~ in 

enrly Au ~ust , using loss c onserved feed , ~nd i ncreasing ~ubdivisio n 

so n s t o ~e ab l e to ~raze stock ot about 80 cows JO r n cre. Tho 

f ood suvJly is a lso be i n~ i nc r e~sed by incroasinc the aprl icntion 

rnte ,:i f fe rtilize r t o 6 - 7 cwt po r a cre , 1:q plyinc this i n t wc· s:)li t 

~ross i nGs , end chancinr pnstures t c r ye~rass-white clo v e r swards. 

The f 2 r ~e rs on the h i [h ;roducins units hnve Herrinctone 

cowsheds tc cnabl0 the□ t o hnndl e l ~rga n u n~ers of stock with as 

little l nbc ur as Jossible. Hay is the nnin suppl enentnr y f eed , and 

on the hi~hest p r oducinc faras the au.:7.ntity used hns been r crluce tl to 

ecbciut 12 1)C'. l os per c ov.r , p l us a little sil :cco . The r educ tion i n tho 

r equired qunnt ity of c o nserved feetl has ~een sade possible by later 

cc1.l vins- , nnd the inprov ed winte r p;r c.ss r,;r o1,1th ,'J.s s o cintec1 with hir::;h 

fe rti l izer l e vels a ntl hist s r2zinc J ressur esw The b r eeJ conposi-

tio n o f □any herfs on high p r oducins f n r ns is changing t ow~rds a 
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25/ 
Jersey-Friesin n cross , 

All the fnr□o rs i n Grau:~ are aJcptinG n pattern o f fnr□ins 

similar t o t hn t outlined nbc v e , However , these farner s c n n he 

divi Jed i n t o two c r 0u ps: 

(i) Th~se which Qrc ado~ tinc new technolosy 0 t n rnpi d 

rntc and ccnseouently nnking r api ~ incre~ses i n production , Th e se 

fnrns will be r eferred t o ~ s t he 'fas t hi~h p r oducinc f a rms . ' 

(ii) Those which n r e slowl y ndoptins the new technolo r~ ~nd 

~o nce n r e ~aki ag slower increases in ? r eduction, ThosG fnrr.113 will 

to r eferref t ons the 'slow hi ~h p r oducin~ fnrns .' 

The re a r e 8 fnr□s in thi s c n t eso ry. Four ot t hese far□s 

wore purch~se d i nn r un rlown c o ndition by the ir present owners within 

tha l ns t 7 ye c rc. Develor□ent on tho se f nr ns hns c o ncentrnt ed i n 

buildin!~ hi r hly Jrn~uctive units, i nitially nt the expense o f conv ea-

i e nce, bu t t h is h ac ~een i~proved 0 s tle v elo~ □ent p r o ceeded . 

Tho o the r 4 fast hiph p r oducins fnr□s wa re well established 

units rrior t o 1960 but 11 :we since pro ve d t c be c c:petl1 l e of n uch 

hi~hor ~r 0Jucti0 n than t ~e ir owners tho u ~ht poss i ble et t that ti□e . 

The RVernse rat e o f increase i n production on thos e f~rns 

ove r t h o five ye2rs 1960/61 t o 1964/65 w~s 18. 8 ~er c ent pa r year. 

25. The rc nso ns for fnv ourinr J c r soy-Friesin n cro ssbreds were given 
i n Section 5,3,3. 
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The nvorL,r:;e rnte o f et:;_Jplic['_tion o f fertilizer on these fci.r11s 

has increased ~y 100 per cent fron 2.8 cwt per acre to 5. 6 cwt per 

ncro , over the s ix ye ~rs 1960/61 t o 1965/66. Ove r tho so.ne period 

the nve r acc s t o ckinl rot e increo.sed by 61 per cent, fron 0.67 to 1.08 

cows per ncre , and t he nvernge production per a cre increased by 67 

Je r cent, fro□ 199 to 333 l b but terfnt pe r a cre. 

Tnble 5 . 13 s ives nn outline of the ave ra~e input a nd out put 

incrcns 0s within soi l c roups on the f ns t hich pro ducing fnr ns. 

ThiA i ncludes the Jnnuary nilking cow nunbcrs per ncre, the butt e r~ 

f ~t production :;_Jer ncre, nnd the fertilizer applied per a cre . 

I Soil 
i 

~ t ock , PJ:9du£tion,nnd Fertilizer on the 
Fast Hi,rh Proc1~cinp; F::1.r r1s 

1960/61 i 1965/66 \ . I 

,
j G ! r oup 

i 
i Cows/ J Pr oduction Fertili zer I Cows/ Pr ccluc tionl Fer tilize, 
' I ,'.lcre l lb ~:utte r- cwt/acre i t'.Cre lb butt er- cwt/C1. cr e 

fc:.t/L,cre I fo.t/C'. cr e ! i ) i-·----~ 
r 1 

2 

L:. 

1·----·-
h.vera~~ , __ _ 

I, 

i 
' I o.41 86 2.0 o. 51 ! 139 3.5 

0.56 i 118 2.2 0.97 I 301 6.o 
I ' 0.90 299 4.o 1. 31 I 394 7.0 

I 

0.74 279 

~ 
3.0 1. 28 41 8 6.o I 

" 

o . G7 199 2. 8 1.08 333 I 5.6 
I 1 ! 

There o.re 4 slow hi ~h produc ing f o.r ns. All nf these far raers 

h ~ve 011ned their fnr□s f or no r e than 10 years. 
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These f arms are a ll wel l developed and pr oducing at r eason­

ably h i gh le ve l s of p roduction , however, over the five years 1960/61 

to 1964/65 the rate of increase i n p roduction only averaged 3 , 02 per 

cent pe r year. 

These farms are marked by s i milar , but much smaller i ncreases 

and c hanges to those on the fast high produc ing farms. There is a 

gr eater degr ee of emphasis on convenience on the slow h i gh producing 

farms. 

Tab l e 5.1 4 summarize s the average stock , production and 

fer tilizer s i tuation, wi thin soil gro ups, on the s low h i gh produc i ng 

farms for the years 1960/61 and 1965/66. 

Tab l e 5 ,14 

Soil Cows/ 
Group acre 

2 0 .78 

3 0.78 
4 1 . 04 

:t...verage o . 88 

Stock , Production, and Fertilizer on the 
Sl ow Hi gh Producing Farms 

1960/61 1965/66 
Production Fer tilize r Cows/ Produc ti on 
lb butt er- c wt/ac re ac r e l b butte r-
f a t/acre fat/acre 

287 4. o 0 . 97 316 

274 3.0 0.90 313 
369 3.0 1 . 21 454 

325 3 . 3 1 . 07 386 

Fertilizer 
cwt/acre 

6 . o 

4.5 

5.0 

5.2 

The average increase in stocking rate on the s low h i gh produc­

ing farms was 22 per cent over the s i x years 1960/61 to 1965/66. 

Over the same period butterfat production increased by an average of 

19 per c ent and fertilizer application rate increased by 58 per cent. 
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Three of the slow high ~roducin~ fnrners have been on their 

pro?crties for over 20 years and although they are desirous of having 

hich producinc units, they are not mo.kinR lnrce crosh developnent 

steps. This is pnrtly because they have always been considered as 

0 r;ood hii;h pro c1.ucinc fo.rners 11 nnd they feel there is little need to 

r,1-,.ke lnr,:;e cho..nn:es on their fo.rns, but rC1.ther to r:1ake slower stec1dy 

pro ~ress. ~lsG there is not the wide scope for develop~ent which 

wns present on the recently purchased run-down fa.rr1s in the f.::.st 

hir h producins Broup. 

The fourth fnr□er in the group of slow hi~h producini far□s 

hns owned the far□ f or 11 ye~rs but is hindered by his fanily situa-

tion fro□ □a.kine larse sc~le develo vnent steps. This fnrn is bein~ 

developed prin~rily for c onvenience with saa.11 increases in product-
26/ 

i on. 

5.4.2 Survey Group B 

In contr::,.st to the dynnnic fo.rr.iin :; systeri n.:;:ipnrent on the 

f a rns in Survey Group A, Group B faros represent n relatively static 

si tuntion in which fu.rninr; po.tterns a.re followed which were developed 

yenrs ago. 

The fnrcers in Group B could be divi<led into two main categor­

ies us follows: 

(i) Those farners who a.re nnking sone pror-;ress towards util-

izini"; no •::ern technology ond increasin0 production. These f nrns will 

26. This fara is Cnse Fare III in Section 6.6. 
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be referred tons 'prosressive low v r oducin~ fnrns.' 

(ii) Those f u.rcers who nre r er.,ninin.r; stu. tic in production 

and outlook townrd fnrnin~. Those farns will ½e referred to as 

'st~tic low J roducinc fnrns~' 

5.4.2,1 Pro r ressive low p r oducinc fnrns 

There nre 9 pro ~ressive low pr0Jucin3 farns. 
27/ 

These f o.rncrs 

a ll ando significant increases in c ow nun~ers, over the six 

years 1960/ 61 to 1965/G6, but the r a te o f increase in production wns 
28/ 

s till less thnn 2 per ce nt per nnnu~ on 8 of these faras. The 

nctual incre~scs in cow nunbors were betwee n 5 and 30 per fnrn with 

nn avernce increase of 15 cows. 

T 1 ree f n r ners who had incre~sed cow nun~ers by 20 or nore 

~re now hinJcred respectively by labour short~ce, cow ill-thrift,nnd 

fnrr,or o l d :i.ce. 

Tab le 5.15 sunc nrizes the average stock, p roduction, nnd 

fertilizer si tu..--._t i on , within soil :;roups, on the p r o ;0ressive low 

production fnr n s for the yenrs 1960/61 and 1965/ 66 . 

27. A .s i cnific:rnt incrense L i cow nm~1jers hns been nrbi trnrily defi­
ned QS 5 or nore cows per fnrn, and n sicnificant increase in 
fertiliz ~r rate has been defined a s 0.5 or no re cwt per acre. 

28. One of the p r ocressive low producing farcers increased ~reduction 
a t a. rnte of 10.031b per annun. This f.::i.rn Wi:'.S included in Survey 
Group B becnuse of a clerical error in the production fi ~ures on 
which the farm selection wns b:i.sed. See Section 4.2.1. 



T,s.ble 5.15 

Soil 
Group 

Stocl~,-~rc<1uction 2 nnd Fertiliz~r on the 
Pro~ressive Low Praducin~ Fnras 

19Go/61 
Productionll Fertilizer 
lb butter- cwt/ncre 
f .'.'.t/ncre 

Cows/ 
ncre 

1965/66 
Production 
lb butter-

91 

Fertilizer 
cvrt/C\.cre 

Cows/ I 
ncre I 

1----,-----~i------------ ------------------1 

I
I 1 o.44 I 102 2.5 0 . 51 

2 0.55 186 4.o 0.70 
j 3 0.74 229 3,0 0.76 

152 

217 

249 

275 

3.3 
2,5 

4.8 
4.3 I 4 I 0.89 305 2. 7 0.99 

1_1.v_e_r_n_rse:~; _o _o 6-6--.1 __ 20_6 __ ......J.___3_. _1 --..c-l _o_. _74__,I ___ 2_2_3 _ ___._ __ 3_. 7-~ 

Fertilizer rct es o f 4 cwt per acre nr e co□□on on these f~r□s 

and ure frequently applied in sin~le dressings. The cvcra~e stockinG 

r :--. t0 on these fnrr:1s in 1')65/66 wo..s 0.74 cows :)er etcre. 

Cnlvinc is cenernlly b0fore nid July, nnd relatively l nr c e 

quantities of conserved feed (o..bout 24 bnles of hay per cow plus some 

silo.Ge or crop ) nre used. The pnsture species tend t0 be poorer 

than on the hi Gb produc ins farns, a r esult which nay be due to the 

lower sta ckin~ rntes. 

The pro~ressive l ow producins fnrners are ~enerclly partly 

,:,.,re.re o f th8 ~)r ocedures ~)eing used for nodern fnrn developnent but 

nre not sufficiently confident in the11 to start rc~iJ dcvelop□ent, or 

else , ~sin 4 cases, they nre hindered fro□ incrensing pro duction by 

so~e other physic~l fnctor. 

The overnll i7:1.i")ression ,snin2d ty the o.uthor of the rJro r~rcss­

ive low ~roducinc f~rns is that nlbhou~h there is potential for large 

increases in production this will only be slowly ~chieved if the 
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fnr□ero nre left a l one. The fnrners are interest ed in current nodern 

fnr□in~ technol o~y but t he ir r ate o f ndo?t i c n i s slow unJe r the present 

circur.wt nnc es . 

5 .I+. 2, 2 St0.tic l ow :;.:,r •x lu cin;,; f ,rr,s 

There nre 16 stntic l ow ? r educing fnr ns. 

:L1r;:l0rs nade si cnificnn t incre:i..ses in cow nunl:,ers ove r t he s ix ye o.rs 

1960/61 to 19~5/G6 . 

Tn1~le 5. 16 summarizes the t'.ver:i.p0 st ock , proc:.uction nnd fe rt-

i1izer s ituat i on, within s,)il ,~r ou1Js, on the st-'.1.tic l ow pr oducinz 

Stock_, Production, nnd Fertilizer on the 
St n tic Low Producin~ Farns 

,--- 19t;o7'.; 1 ' 191S57c; 1; ·--, 
t­

Seil 1 

Grou0 I 
Co-i.".:islT PY- 0ducti c; n 
ncre I l b Cutter- . 

J. I 

! f :,.t/ncre 
__ . ..____---I. 

o. 49 122 
0. 52 150 

0.73 214 
0,74 217 

i 

0.62 176 
--

Fertili zer 
cwt/o.cre 

3.2 
4.4 

2. 8 

2 -~· 

3 .2 

Cows/ ~reduction Fertilizer 
c:.. cre l b butt er- . cwt/a cre 

fr~t/2-cre 

o .45 110 I 3.2 

0.51 122 4.5 
i o . 73 . 221 3-3 I 

i o. 73 , 21 6 3.0 

0 . 61 167 3.5 
:, 

The avero~e stockin~ rnte in the 1965/ 66 se,son on the stat ic 

low ~r oducing far□s was 0 . 61 cows per a cre . Fertilizer wns nc r ~nlly 

npplied nt 3-4 cwt ?er ~ere inn si~gl e dressins . 

I 
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Th0s e far□ers tend to be l ess ~wore c f □otl ern f a r n develop-

neut t e chnol o,,y a nd a r e no r e set i n their fnrmin[ ~~ tt ern than the 

J r orressive l ow pr cducin~ faraers. 

These far~s are bai ly un~erst c ck e d and ns a consequence 

postures t end t c b e DCO r a s they c0n not be adequately s r azed t o 

no.into.in a cood swc:.rd. 

The ca lving dnte i s re ne r ally ~e f ore c i 2 July ~na hence 

l a r c e aaounts o f c0nserve d f eed ~r e reouired . 

There is e large untnpped potential f or incre a sed pr cductic n 

on t hese f ::i. r r:is. 

5.5 Conclusion 

This chaJter ha s described the resourc es, nana genent nnd 

, ro duc tion on the survey f a r ~s and cl0sed with n section on the 

e..u thor 's i1:2pressions of the :m,-:-.in f a.r ;_,in:2: syster.is in the c1.istrict. 

The l a tter section showed th~t there ~re f c ur □a.in f a r ~ing 

systens apparent nmo n1st the survey f nr ns, ns f ollows: 

(i) Fe st hi~h ~r oducinrr units 

(ii) Slow hir:h r; r oducin::: uni ts 

(iii) Pr ogressive l ow p r o~ucin3 units 

(iv) Static l aw pr oducin ~ units 

- 8 

- 4 

- 1 

-1 G 

f o..rl71S 

f nr r1s 

fnr1:1s 

farns 

Th e f a st hie h ~r o<lucin~ units represent a dynnr:iic far□in~ 

systen where st cck nunters, production ~nd fertilizer r ntes h~ve 

incre2sed r apidl y , while calving dates h~ve been DUt ~n ck t o AuBust, 

~nd qunntities o f conserve 2 fee J use ~ pe r c ~w h3Ve been re ~uce d . 



All the survey f a r ms nr e c Qrable o f the l a r ~e r npi ~ increnses 

in p r oductio n a;~nr e nt 0n t he f nst h i s h producin~ units, yet unJ er the 

existing co ndi t i ons this is no t t ein~ a tt a ined . 

Cha~ t c r 6 shows the pr ofit n~ility o f rnp i d development, ~nd 

Chap t e r 8 d i s cusses the f 2ctors which are hinderin~ the low pr oducing 

f a r mers fr on increa sin~ ~r eductio n. 
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CHAP'l'EH 6 

PROFITABILITY OF FARM DEVELOPMENT 

6.1 Summary 

This cha~ter discusses various aspects of measuring the 

profitability of f a rm rlevelopment. After introductory comments, 

the chapte r discusses the approaches, historic a nd projective, which 

have been nadc tow2rds assessing t he profitability of de velo pment. 

It then deals with the approach and criteria used in this study. 

The final section of the chapter gives five case farm studies fron 

this survey to show the profitability of fara development. 

6.2 Introduction 

In a research project studyinr, the methods of de ve lo pmen t 

currently being use d in a particular a rea a nd finding farmers re a sons 

for non-adoption, it is essential to know whe ther the planned devel­

opment i 8 p rofitable to t he individual in the pos t -tax situation. 
- 11 

Physical increases in production alone need not be profitable. 

Many social f a ctors may olso a ffect the ad opt ion of a deve l ­

opment pro gramme, but t h i s chapter deals only with the economic fnc­

to rs nnd lea ves the discussion of attitudes and faDily situations to 

Chap ter 7. 

1. This hes ~e en shown in the c ~se of sherefar ming by: Sargent, D., 
Op.cit. 
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Financially, a development programme m~y ~e viewed as a stream 

of expenditures and receipts, which woulJ not otherwise hnve been 

'?:.I 
incurred . Consea uently , attention must b e focussed on the mar g inal 

situ2.tion when esti1112ting th e profita1Jility of n developc1ent progre1.mme 

~nd not on the enterprise a s a whole. 

G.3 AEproaches to Me asurin~ Profitability 
-----'-'--. -·-- - ----"-

In the a nalysis of the profitability of development on a n 

individual far m t h ere a re two main a pprouches which may ~e considered . 

These nre, first, the historic appro a ch bnsed upon i rnpro ve ~ents 

alre~tly undert ~ cen, and secondly, t he project ed appro a c h ½a s ed on the 
-::_/ 

untic i p~te d result s of ~ proposed develo,ment p ro ~r ruTie . 

6 .3.1 Historic anelys~.'?. 

The historical analysis de~ls with f a ctual events r a ther t han 

with future es timat es . It uses t he true physic ~l and economic resul-

ts from a dovelopDent p rogr aDme thus ~llowin~ for a ll unknown varia-

l: les. However a nu~ )e r of difficulti2s nrise from its use i n 

e v a lu~t ing development p ro gr ammes which include: 

(i) l ccountinc problems whic h a rise bec~use it is very 

difficult to separate out normal annual expenditure end de velo pnent 

2. Grahom , J . V., 11 The Economics of High iln t es of Fertiliser on South 
'I'2 r .:rn::i.ki Da iry Farms \! , 9p.cit., p . 83. 

3, For fuller infcrm~tion on historic a n d p roj e cted an~lysis of de v el­
Opi:1ent j)rojects see: l;Jard, J . 1'., 11 Investne.nt ::..nalysis for Fo.r rn 
Improvement 11

, Agricultural Eco noc ics Nesearch Unit, Lincoln College, 
Publication No .9, 1964. 
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expenditure fro m a far□er's accounts, which are generally prepared 

solely for taxntion purposes. 

(ii) FinanciRl infor~ation is ,subject to the problem th~t 

the unit of account chan~es with inflation, and market price fl11ct-

ue.tions. Some adjustment of the prices which actually occurred 

is almost sure t o be needed. 

(iii) h study of past events, no matter how accurate, c2n­

not n ocessarilv be taken as a guide to the future, due to the 

i ncid ence of c hanges in technology, market conditions, r:tana i:rerinl 

ability nnd other fuctors. If, for insta nce, it is n ow known tha t 

all historic CQse studies were technically i nefficient, it nay not 

½every helpful to ostirna te their precise profitability. 

6.3.2 Projection a nalysis 

Projectio n a nalysis is based on ~n anticip~ted devel opment 

~ projection analysis should proc e e d through three sta~os: 

(i) Drawing up a physic u l d e velopment pro gr cmne; 

(ii) Transposing t h is prorrarnne into a financial bud g et; 

(iii) Evaluatin~ the result. 

Th e rrojection a n a lysis method overcones the problem of 

price VRrinbility a s constant prices rna v he used in the hud gets. 

The ~ajar problera with this n ethotl is tho t the pro f ital:ility 

of the outcome of the development being exa ctly a s planned is very 

This is due to variations in phys i cal, clima tic, economic 

nnd hurn~n factors, as well as chan~e s in technology. 



6.3.3 App:r:oach usecl in this surv~ 

In thi s study the author is concerned with recommending 

1'proven ;; de velopment met ho el s. Thus, it is essential to kno w tha t 

tl'e past 11 proven 1; nethoc1.s are l ikel y to '.Je profitable in the future. 

I n estinating profitaLility in t his study , a co mbi n,.,, tion f 0- t lce 
~/ 

historic ,;1.ncl projected C!.nalysis a.:p:, ro .1cr•es was us etl .• By making 

u se o f hi.storical pb.ys i cal de.ta, ,1llowP..nce c.:,n b e n,c."de for unkno,,m 

v~ri 2bles which have entered into pQs t de ve lopment p r o jects. The 

a ctua l r esults that h2ve alrea~y been att a ined cen te used with a 

-;r e:1te r degree of certainty, tll2.n the 1•.1ri ter's pr o j ectionr; of future 

r esults . 

Financial information fr om f armers' a ccount s wa s modified Ly 

2/ 
an index and expressed on the b~sis of the current year. This ~i.,Ve 

co s t s and price ~ for ea ch year in t e r ms of current cos ts and pric es , 

thus maki ng t he profit ability studies a s c l ose l y a pplicable as 

uossi ble t o futu re deve lopment projects. 

4. This cocbina tio n of historic Rnd proj e ct ed appro ~ches has been 
discussed and used by : Ca.rhrrir:;ht, R. W., " 'rhG Pot e11tic.. l for 
I ncreased Prodo_ctiori on Sheep Fctrms in 1\Ta iroa Countyn, .Q_J,J . cit . , 
p. 40, and: Cra:h.ar,1., ,J . V. , "The Econo r.1ic.s of Hi gh Ro. tes of Fertil­
i ze:- on 8out h TBranaki Dairy F2.r r1 si •, 01:i,c i t._, :;:, . D7 . 

5 . See Sections 6. 5 . 2 and 6.5 . 3. 



6. 4 Methods of __ EvS::)ua.ting Profitability 

In this survey, the followin ~ criteria have been used to 

evaluate t h e profitability of development on the case farms: 

( i) i't,?..Ximum ove rdra ft; 

(ii) Pavbnck period; 

(iii) Present value of pre -tax add ed c a sh profits; 

(iv) Present value of post-tax adde~ cash profits; 

(v) ?re-tax return on inves tment; 

(vi) Post-tax return on investment ; 

(vii) Ueward to o wner. 
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These criteria ar e d i s cussed in detail below where it is seen 

tha t no one criteria can give a completely satisfactory me a sure of 

the profit2bility of development . By taking a number of different 

criteria however, a good evaluation can ½e o b t e ined . The eva luat ion 

here covers the rnaximun a~ount of finance to be borrowed, the time 

t a ken to repay this debt, the present va lue of the adde d returns to 

the f a r me r and the na tion fro ~ development, and a rate of return on 

the investment. 

There are othe r criteria, su ch a s, return on capital and 

internal rate of return , that have been used by other \rorkers to 

eva lua te the profitability of development , but the above measures 

a re considered adeauat e by the nu thor for t h is survey. 

MASS~ UNIVrnSITY 
LIBRARY 
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6 . 4. 1 Maximum overdraft 

The maxirnur.1 o ve rdra ft s h ows the maxi mun amount of inde b tednes,s 

t hat woul d acc rue at 2ny t ime dnring the development progrGrame, if 

de velopmen t was a ll done on borrowed ca9ital. Th i s fi ~ure is i mper-

tant for aone ferme rs as thev a re u n wi l ling , or unable, to borrow 

2bove 2 cert a in l evel . 

The maxirnum overdraft is an ind ex of t h e financial fe as i b-

ility of ~ plan , r ather t~an i ts profitability , and as such gives 

no indicntion of the extr2 cash proceeds produ ced by t he pro gr amme . 

The pavback pe rio d is one of t he simplest measur es use d for 

evaluat i ng de velopment projec ts. The pay~ac k period is defined as 

the time it would take ~he farmer t o pay off his o verdre ft, if he 

financed his deve lopmen t pro ~r amme en tirely by borrowing , and if 

he left hi,s pe rsona.l dr awin >':s a t the p re-deve lopment level. This 

i s of i mpo r tance to the farrer who wants to k now ho w lon ~ it will 

t &ke for extra funds to beco□e available to hi~self for consumption -

on t he assumption t~at his first priority is re payment of the ooney 

borro1·1cd. 

The pey½~ ck pe r ipd suffers f r om a number o f shortcoming s 

whic l i Ec lur'tc: 

(i) Size of i nvsstment is not considered; 

(ii) Cash p roce eds e arned af ter the p?ybac k date a re 

not i ncluded : 
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(iii) No allowance is made for an alternative use of capit a l; 

and 

(iv) It f ail s to take i nto a ccount the di fferenc es in the 

timin~ of pr oceeds earned pri or to the payback date . 

For ;:,t fuller treatment of the payback period see Wadsworth 
ZI 

or Bi e rcan and Smidt . 

The payback per i od nnd tbe maximum overdra ft rtepe nd large l y 

on the ~Qttern of incr·me and expenditure over the deve l opment pe r iod , 

as -,!Gl l z-. s on the urJ01mt of ts_xat io n exempt c .9-p i tal exp0ndi ture 

,1:~de during- the d<:::velopnent pro~rC1t:1r.1e . Consequent l y , they a r e not 

direct ~oasures of ~r ofito.bili t y. 

C. ~-. 3 _Present value of p:r'e::--tax_ o.dc1.oJ cash pr ofits 

Tho present vnluo method mDkes allowance for the time series 

which is nn i nt op:ral part of any l nnd deve l opnent pr o j e c t . Th e use 
8/ -

of discountinc- to obt:tin ;Jr 0s0nt vo.lucs e;f future revenues ci.nd 

c ,:, sts is 0ss0ntinl when c,tlcul;.~ting c c_sn profit s over a nun::-er of 

yeo.rs . 

The ,r esent value o f a~ i nvostnont cnn be expressed either 

c :1-pi tel sun 1,-rb.Gre it i s c~llod the present value of ~dde~ co.sh 

profits, or ~s ~~ nnnuo.l pny□ent whe re it is called tho annual 

6. Wt1C1svmrt11 , H . A. , 1'Evnlu::,tinr: Fo.r r: I nvesL10nts by Co.~)i t 0l Budget­
ing", J curn,..,_l of Fo.rn Ec ononics, _14, 5, 1962 , pp . 141+4-141+9 . 

7 . Bio:cmi:cn, H. , nncl Svtid t, ,S . , if The Cnpi tnl Budg·ot i ng Dcci.sion 11
, 

Tho Mo.c□illnn Co~p~ny , New York, 1960, p) 16- 18 . 

8. For a full t r ent oent of discount i ng see: He~rly, E.O., Op.cit., 
Ch.::1-pter 13. 
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pr ofit or a nnuity pnynent fro□ t he investaent. 

Pr esent v~lue, or t he equivnlent annuity, cnn be c alculnted 

using ~r e-t~x, or J c st-tnx fi gures f or each yenr. The pr e -tnx 

figur e s gi ve r esults u seful f a r coCTpnrisc n with stock s, shnres, and 

int or ust on nort r-~.::.ges , .'Js t h0,s e :1re usun1ly auo t ed .':1.t the pr e-t o.x 

r ct t e . 

Tr.. e present V.'.1.lue r.:2t hod uses n specifiec: i n t e r e s t r r, te o.nd 

nll future cos ts n nd revenuas nr e discount ed to their pr osant v~luc 

vin. this rr,.te . The annual interost r ~t e is n n expr ession o f the 

uv~o rtunity cost o f caDit nl. Chiaholn ~nve the fc llowi n ~ ns the 

two basic d et a r□in~nts o f the □2rket int erest rnt 8 : 

11 (1) The ti□e -pro ~uc tivity of capitnl ns n f~ct c r 8f 
:,rc-duct i on, 0.nd 

(2) The time-pr efe r enc e f or cn; 0itnl ~-s '7. fr1cL, r of 
cc n.sunpt i on . n _:1_2/ 

The ti ::.:e - i:r oductivity of c .:1.pitnl investJ!ent is its r ·,te c f 

The {?r eo.tar t he e conomy's nnti cipc1t ed car gin::1.l r nto of 

c n~it~l growth, the hirher will be the demand f or investnent 

CR.pitnl. This cl e ;:-10.nd .i.s r e flected i n the '.,nr ket int c r ost r;,t e . 

9 . Thu cash prnfits may be either posit ive , or negative (ind icatin ~ 
a l oss ) ~ependinr on t he r cl~t iva signific~nce of costs nnd 
r evenue s . 

10. Chishol l'll , A. H. , 11 An Econc,nic Co~.1po.ris -J n o f Forestry '"tnd Jir;ric­
ulturc 11, Discussion Paper No .30, De pc.rtnent of Agriculturnl 
Ec c no□ics nnd Farm M~nagenent, Massey Univ ersity of Mnnawntu, 
1963, i)~J 12-13. 
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The ti~e-preference c o□ponent f o r c ,,nsunptio n C.'.:\. r itQl arises 

be c nuse individunls place different values o n consunption at d iffer-

e nt ~oints in tine. Tine-preference f o r capital nor□nlly r e flects 

~ pre fer e nc e f or present c 0nsunptio n over c onsunption ~t s 0ae future 

He nce n n~rgin.'.:l.l quantity of present c o nsu□ption will nora-

.'.'..lly r1 nly be f c· re gc, n e f 0r ct gre ::1.ter resul tnnt futur ,'.; c onsunptio n. 

The r a te c f interest in the ec s nony represents the inter­

actio n o f ti□o-productivity a nd tin e-preference for caJ ital savings. 

Fo r nn efficient nllocntic n of scarce cnpital th~ r~t e o f 

~rowth o f cn, itnl in any inve st~e nt should be ot least eouivnl e nt 

t o : 

(i) The pct entinl growth rate o f cnpitnl in ~lternntive 

i nv esb:ents; 

(ii) The s~tisfnction f o regone in post , cning ndditionnl 

p reRent c ~nsunption. 

This int e rest r n te is t o be charG0d t o t he enterprise n s 

the opportunity c ost o f cn, itnl. 

Thi s shows t ho difficulty c f estimating nccurntely the 

int e r est r ,-:1te which is o f vi t .:tl inpe, rtm1ce t c- t l". e pre s ent v.::i.lue 

□o t h0 d o f ev~lun tin~ devclo vmont rrogrn□nes. 

Other li□ita tions o f the present value meth od nre thnt it 

c ivos no indicntion of the investnent required by t he prc j e ct, nor 

the ti~e taken before the cxtri net revenue starts t o return ta the 

f nrJ\1er. 
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6 .4.4 Present v nlue o f po st-t~x nddeC cash profits 

The ;;:,r esent Vi:'.luc ;·,oth,; d h.'.7.S hecn discusscc7 o.bove in the 

rre-t ~x situat i on. When c~lcul~ted in the ~est -tax situation this 

? i vcs the luni) sun :".mount o f t ,..,_x-free c ns h which if nvailo.bl·" now 

would be CQUivolent t c the r etnined profits fra n the proposeJ devel-

li'or :-i_ f7.r ner to r::tionally -:tdopt a i~ r o ject it 

oust be J r ofitnble t o hi~ in the ~cs t-tnx situ~ti ~n. 

situation i s o f ;-::re."'..ter i n:;orto.nce t o the n:c ti:,n, ,:-, s it shows the 

increac e in n~tionnl i nccY.le fr on the developDent ~roject. 

the Dro-tnx situnti~n b~ designing tb0 tnx structure so as t o ensure 
.ll/ 

th~t these projects are ~lsa pr c fitn½le in the ~ost-t.'.7.x situntio n. 

G. 1+._5_ Pre-t n.x returr: ,:, n inv ,: ctr-o nt 

profit (1K fcr (1 t,-:i.x) of the c1 ovcl,]pn(H1t progrn.rne div i c~ er'l by ths 

cn~it~l su□ ncedeJ initinlly to nvoid hnvinR to borrnw t G undertQke 

- ..._ , __ , ___ -·---·----· .. _. __ _ 
11 . For cor,ments ,,n ~~0sicni n,--:: e.. nntion~1 t·,x structure so ::ts t o 

e ic.courri.ve n.J.l :;:1ro fitn.bL, ;~•r o jects se e : Co.nc:l0r 1 vJ . V., 1' Incent­
ives for I~c ~oQs atl Output of Fe r n Products 11

, Linc 0ln Colle co 
Farner.s Conf c ronc e , 1964, l)l:: 10-19, nnd: Cartwright, R.H., 111rhe 
I npnct cf Taxa tion on the Profitability of F~r CT Develo~ncnt in 
New Ze~lnnd 11

1 Discussion Pn~er No.45, Depart □ont of Agricultural 
Econo□ics nnd Far~ Mnnage□ent, Massey University, 1967. 
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;•Then the 1:nxi.,.mn o·J0r drn.ft i s lcw the return on investnent 

nny ;)G VG'... 'Y hir)i ci.nd 1cenc7.u to infinity w hE:11 no ov0rdrc..ft ~-s reauircd • 

. ?. lot1 nc..xi nun G'lE:rc'.retf't n,\)' te .:en indicc_tion cf slm·, ste:)s j_n d0veJ. ... 

cpnGnt , e r ::;:i:' littl e need for 1.,rr;e cc..~)ito.l in;;uts bec,,usc e, f previous 

expenditure 0n th~ fer~. 

~he return on invaot□ent is liaited ns n frcfitc..bility crit-

This L ;; boc2use n hi,::-b return on. 

cnsh ,ro1it i: c~pital ex~enditure is very l ow. 

Tho rc~urn o n i27est~ent ne~sure is c~ncevtunlly si□ilar to 

~he r~te cf return on ~Ct?~t~l j.nvested in inrtus trinl sh~res or 

Govcrnnont GtGck, nnd iG cf i□portc.nce to the far~or c0nsiderin~ 

~he~e to invest surplus c~sh. 

12. return on invcst □ent 
r x PV 

= X 100 

r. n-ia rlce t i11ter1..;st ro..te 
PV = preoant vuluG cf ~re -tc.x nffod cash pr0fits 
F~nD = prese2t vnlue o f naxinuc overdrctft 
Th~ 0x~r cs~ion r x PV gives the present vnlue of the Jre-t&x 
develo~mcn~ sash pro fits ~s an annuity . 
})':OD inc1icctt~.s tho ext:.'.'o. net ex~1enc:.i ture i:0.?urre~ as n r 0.sul t 
or inple□ontin~ the develop□ent prosr~rnme, i.e. it represents 
the ~ros ~~t value of the investnent in the pra~rnrnne. 
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6 .4. 6 Post-tnx return on investDent 

The post-tax raturn on investnent is sinil~r t o the ~re-

tnx r a turn a n invcstnent shown nbove but nllownnce is nnde f or 

tnx~tion, and t hus it s iows the finnl r nte of return to the fnrner. 

6.4.7 Rewnrf t o owner 

The r c w::,rd to owner is the :post-t:::.x net return fr un f:-i.r' "1inp; , 

which is equal to th e ~ross cnsh inco n e less the sun of cnsh ex~e nd-

iture a n d t nxntion . Durinc develo::ment this return e"y be insuff-

icicnt t o □e et the f ~r re rs f8 rsonnl needs an~ borrowinc is then 
14/ 

The rew~rd t o owner is incre~sed, ns n r e sult o f devcl opnent, 

by th e v 2lue o f the ~o st-tnx ~a~ od cnsh profits in the first year of 
15/ 

t he now ea uili~, riun si tu:::.tion. -- This n,;w rew.-,_rc1. t o owner is ,'l.ssu::10d 

t o r eo ccur indefinitely thereaft er. 

13. Post-tnx return en inve st□ent 

r 
PV --pv.1:· 

OD 

r x FV 100 
= 1 ·, 

= n .-,_ rkct int erest r nte 
= ~resent v2luc of th~ ~o st-tnx nrtJed c nsh profits 
= J/ T (.;,ser1t vn.lt10 :; f r1c1.xir1t1r-1 overclrnft. 

14. Sec Se ct i on 6.5.11 for the □ininun levels of rewa rtl t c ow:1er 
us ed in this ~tudy. 

15. The ~ost-tnx ndded cnsh ~rofit is the ndJitionnl tci.x free cash 
t o the f ~r ~e r a t the e nf of ecch y snr c ~npnrod t o the rewnrd t o 
owner i n t h0 bnse ye nr. This n ny te nes ntive or pc sitivo d ep-
endin~ on the rel~tive exJe nditure and incone . This cnsh is 
used firstly f or r e;)ny~e nt o f f eveloJnent overdrnfts a nd s e condly 
f ,) r i:ncrc .·•.sinc the r e,1ci.rd t o C; F 1·1er. 
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6.5 Info r~□t io n Us ed for Profitability Cnlcul□ tions 

A c o□b inatio n o f his t oric nnd current info r rnatia n has been 

used i n thi s study. 

6.5.1 Physic 2l infor o~tio n 

Historica l J hysic a l i n f or nation has been used. This i n f or n -

~ti~n w~s ob t c i ned by the nu thcr fr ee f a r ners' ~cc ounts , r e c~r ds, 

nn~ ty intervi ew with t ho fnrners. 

G.5.2 Costs 

Fa rmers ncc aunts we r e ex~□ine d nnd cos ts we re taken fr on t hese 

f or ea ch ite□ o f exJendi ture . The hist oric costs were adjusted t o 

the 1966 l e ve l by usins n ~ric e Da iry stock costs 
2§.I 

i 11C~GX . 

tnk211 n t 
17/ 

the vnlue f or May 1966 as shown i n T::tb l e 6 .1 .-

6.5. 3 Froduct pric es 

wore 

I n the 0~ sence of r el i ab l e e stimates o f futur e dniry ~ric es , 

t he nu t h ::-i r usecl current price::; as t he "bestn r-.vnilc.bl e est ir;i::ctc o f 

futur e 1,rices. 

Tho butterfnt pric e used wns that ~ni d by the Dans itniki 

Pl a ins Dniry Conpany in tho 1965/66 season. Th o pric e fer whol e 

16 . The vric e index for ~r 0uJ s o f i nputs on dniry f nr ns in New Zeal­
nn~ wna ottnincd by pers0nnl i n t a rvi ow at the New Zeal ~nd Dn iry 
Pr o0uction nnd M~rketing Bo~rd. The figures us ed i n the i ndex 
~r e r iven i n Afpcndix D. 

17. Stock prices for the Bay o f Plenty we r e ob t ~ine d fron the New 
Zec..L1m1 Dniry Pr o,1·-1.c ti c-,n :enc'. Hn.rketin,:-c· Bo,,rd. P8rs. Cor.m .• 



nilk wc.s $0 .3596 i:;er 11: butterf:1t, nnd for creom su:,:;_:l y the price 

wns $0.2929 ~e r lb butterf~t . 
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In cone fr ot1 sheep 2.nd pi e s::i.l8s, where np:i_1licable, wero ta.ken 

2t book v~lue c.s the infora~tion froa fc.rrners accounts was rcnerully 

insufficient to be abl e to sep~rnte st ock cl~sses nnd hence to 

re- price theCT. Sheep nnd pi ~s contributed such a n insi cnificnnt 

vro~ortion of the i ncoce th~t nny error nrisin~ from this s ource 

woulcl be ve r y s !'.12.ll . 

D~iry st ock ~rices usecl were those f a r Mny 1966 ns shown in 
18/ 

T::, ble 6 . -=f:" 

Custs ~n~ Prices of Dairy Stock in the 
Bny o f Plenty i n May 1966 

Cl ::,ss o f stL) Ck Pri c e rnnfe Mny 1966 Price 
% 

Ye .:o.rlL1t heifers 51.J. - 66 

I n-cc.lf heifers 80 - 112 

Do.iry cows l 86 - 118 
i 

B0ner cc,ws - henv1 L1-2 - 50 
Br•:'1e r cows - li,;:hl 3G - 40 

B0 b 1.J y cal v,, s N" . A. 

' N . ;\ . ' i nc"'. ic ,~.t0s ' not o.vo.iln.ble' 

18 . I bi d . 

used in this 
study $ 

60 

96 

102 

42 

5 



6.5.4 Stock r epl ~c e~ent r a te 

For the pr e - nnJ )O St - rleveloJ□ent years, which r eprGscnt 

st;-,tic si tu !"ltions , 

culls) wns nssuoe~ 

n w~stns e r c to of 24 per ce nt 
19/ 

f or this study. 

(4 de'Jths ,,nc1 20 
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For the develoj□ent years the rc J l nceuen t r"to wns t nke n ns 

thn t nctunlly oc curinf on the far□ , o.cc 'J rdin~ t o the fnr raers co.ttle 

c,cc ount. 

6 .5.5 Co.lves 

As th e nun 1:Je r o f bob 1:, y c::ilvos s ol d waG no t shown in ,ws t 

ferme r s' nccGuntsi ~nrl RS n o in~ox wns nv~il o.ble t c the a uthor f o r 

convortin ~; the return f r o ~n bo ~::,1)y calf s2.les t o ,'J. 19S6 bnsi s , the 

f c llcwin~ nssu□ptio ns were made cc nce rning bobby cnlf s nlas, nn~ 

c~lvcs r oar e d in th e stat i c ye 2rs. 

Thirty three cnlvos ke~t re r 100 cows whic h ~ivc s 1 bull nnd 

27 yeRrling he ifers , nnd, i n turh , ; i vos 1 bull an d 24 in-cnlf 

heifers . It w~ts n l s o ,,ssm,e{'. th o. t 63 bo!'.lby c o. lves we r e s old :,er 
20/ 

100 cows. 

i ') . New Zeci. l :-:1,cl Do.ir:r Procl.uc tion cnr"'. M:::-, r kc tL1g Bee.r e~ , 11 li'.:irh :?r ac1uc­
tion ne:;::ort nnd Su::11::i:-, ry .-:;f BoCtrd 's v-Jc.. r k, 1962/ 63 Se :1.son ;; , r,el l ­
L1r:~ t on, 1964 , No .39 . 'rhi s r eport f:D .. ve the n·, ti on;-,__l wt:'..st:---.. r;e ro.te 
a s 23 .3% f or herds a t ocked nb0ve 80 c ows pe r 100 a cres. As 
stock ing r o.. tes wo re ge ner1::.ily hi,;:h on th e fr .. rr is ,:, n which l) r c, fit -
01)ili ty studies we r e nn.;:'.e n w2.,sb,ge r .~,te •.) f 24% ho.s l.ioo n ,:-;ssunec1 . 

2 n . The Ge -'.:'.. ssunpti -, ns o.r c b;,__ se:d o n fi 0 ur ,::s ·:-.; i ven ~Jy the Now ZeCtlc..ml 
D~iry Produ ction :---..nd Marke tin~ na~rd, Tie ~ort No .23, f or w~s t n~e 
o f cnlves a.nd yea.rlin r'. s, t o ,~et11er with the need to n<"1 into.in .'.l 

he r d wi t h a 24% wast a~e r o.. t e . 
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The nu□be r o f cnlve s r enr ed during the develcvnent years hns 

been t o.ken fr oi'.l t he f ,c,_ r 1"le r s ' c a ttle a ccounts. Uh er e the nun~;e r of 

c nlve s r ear ed h2s be e n highe r than t h'l t needed f e r nnintnininf n 

s t a tic he r d , nllawo.nce hns been □Qde f ~r r educin ff the s nle o f bu tby 

c ci lves . 

G.5. 6 St ondnr d va lue s 

J ll s t~ ck ndded durin? the de ve l opne nt ye~r s have been 

ent er e~ '1. t ze r o s t nnln r d v~lue , t hus nnking u se o f the so ve r nnent 

lives t c ck i nc entive in t he 1966 
~/ 

Bud-=:-e t. 

All wn~es pai d h~vc ½oen include~ ns t ax deductibl e eve n 

whe r e s, , ne hnve ~)2e n ::;nid ::--.s Hnf~e s t o labour f o r c n : i t 2.l inpr ovencn ts 
22/ 

nnd ,--:-.s such :--.r e nc,t l e g.:-,.lly t nx-deducti1.:, l e . Th e r e~ s c n t hn t nll 

w~ gc s pni~ we r e inclurlcd t o~e thGr wns thn t in a2ny ca s es f ~r Der s ' 

nc coun t s c~ i d n,) t c~_ke t hi s c~ i .s tinct i on cl e::cr. 

G.5, 8 Tnxntic n deducti ~ns 

To incrc .-i.se tbe :1.pplic c1.bili t y C' f t he stv.c'.y , .,11 f .,r,·,s hnvo 

~cen cr eJ i tc~ wit h t~x d educticns of $1 , 860 o r a n~n , his wife 'lD 2 

two chil dr en , nnd $300 o f life inGurance . Tho t~x r eb~ t e wns 10 

p0r c en t up t o n linit o f $200 , Qnd s ocinl se curity r o~nte wns $ 208 . 

21. 12..ke , H.R., 11Buc1re t 196S11 , Gove r nne nt Print er, '.,Jellin:-:; t c i1 , 19"6 , 
iJ i) 10 -11 • 

22. It ens f e r whic h extrn l nb~ ur i s non- tax de ductib l e include shed 
re~lacene nt 2nd ½uild i n1 o f J ig~eries. 
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I n the pro f i t~tility c a lculatio ns no al l owance hns been □ade 

f nr i nt e r ~st or ~r inciral r e pnynonts on any p r e vio us aort s n~es o n the 

, r o~crt~ o t he r t h nn t o nssune t he se ~r e f i nanc ed out o f the far□ers 

23/ 
pe rsonal 0 r nwincs . 

G.5.1 O Interes t 

Int e r est hns been calculnt ~d c t 6 pe r cent on overdraf ts 

i ncurr c:c.1 duri ng the C'. 0ve l opnent pro g;rc.nne, D.ncl ho. s been c hc.r r;cd to 

the foll 00inf ye~r. 

G.5.11 Le v a l o f r ewar d t o owner 

Tho ~ r o f itat ility studi os in Se ction G. ~ have jeen nnJ c nt 

twc, leve l s cf r 2wnr c1. t c owne r ~lurinc the develo:pt,ent pe riod . Firs-

tly u t n □ini□un o f t ho bnse ye nr 1 ~ve l 1 nnd s 0 c 2ndly o t a nininu□ 

u f ,$2,0CO. Th e first cnse Ql l ows f a r situ~tions ~~er e the f u r ne r 

is unab l e o r unwillin ~ t o red uc e his pe r sonnl rt r nwin~s , and the 

s 0 cond cnse a llows f e r fa r Ders who ~r e ab l e an~ willing t o do s o , 

nntl who ~re thus nble to r educ e t he leve l o f bu rrowing rdauired f ~r 

23 . If there ~r e sutstuntial i nte r e s t payments i nc l u~e d i n pe rso nnl 
_ tlr a win r s then the re would be an offset ting r eduction in tax 

l i ~bili ty . The au t ho r has not attemvted t c expl o r e nll the 
situnti~ns wh i ch c oul d arise . 
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6 . G.1 The c~s c f a r ms 

Fi ve f~r ns we r a se l e ct a d by the nut ho r t o p r e s e~ t ns c n s e 

f u rn s tu~ie s t o s h~w t he pr o fit nbility o f de v e l opne nt. 

The f ~r 7s sel e ct erl we r ~ cho se n be c a us e they c ov e r ed t he 

r nngc of s oil ty?o s and de v e l oJnent J r c c edures , r ecuire2 0n f a r ns 

i n dif f e rent nr cns o f the ~nn~ita i k i Pl n i ns nnd Gal nte u . They a l so 

c ovGr ud n r nnge of ? r e - deve l ovnent l e vels o f p r oductivi t y . 

Onl y 5 of t he fo. r ns i n Surv-:;y Gr oup /i we r e s ui t~_')l 0 f ur Dnki ng 

profitab ility stud i es . 

uns ui t c .. b l c we r e: 

Th 0 r cnsc ns fo r f a r ~ s i n t h is ~r oup te inG 

(i) Acc ount s c ov e r ed ao r e t han 1 f nr n - 2 f a r ms . 

( ii) Accounts unnvai l o~l e f or t he l ~st s i x years - 2 fnr□s . 

(ii i) ExtrrL l and hnd bceD :·m rc lv .. s e:1 1.1uri ng t):ie d e v e l op ,rient 

period - 3 far ,·1s . 

Four u f t h e 5 s uit a bl e f~ r ns i n Gr oup A nl l h~d n s i niln r 

Jcvclcp□~ nt J n tte r n , a nd we r e o.11 o n t he snne s r il s r nu~ . Thu s the 

author de cid e~ t o o nl y reJcr t 2 of the s e f nr Ps i n t he ~r ofi tn~ ·ility 

s tu:1 i es . 

The 5 farms i n t ho pr o fit ~bility s turli es are : 

(i) Thr ee s uit :,bl c fnr ns f r on Grc u : , !i. ; 
24/ 

(ii) One fn r c fron Gr□UJ B; 

24. Thi s fnr□ wns sel e ct ed i n Gr o up B lc c ~u se o f n cl e ric a l erro r i n 
tho ~r o~uct i c n f i ~ur0s initinlly supplied t 0 t he nut ho r ( see 
.Se c tion 4. 2 .1). 
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(iii) One farm fro m the Pr e-Survey Group. 

The author consirters that these 5 farns give n reasonable 

c,i vernc e of -:1evelo:, m~nt neth·:icls nnd r esults s een on the fo..rms in 

this survey . 

Thre e of the c ~se farms were purchased by the present owner 

within the l ast six ye ~rs nn2 the first year of ownership has ½een 

taken as t he base year fron which developnent be gnn . In these 

cnses pnrt iculQrly, ndju st □ents had t o be made t o initial stock 

l evels i n or de r t o vlac e the fern on n s tatic b2sis ~rior t o t he 

d Gvel opaent nutlinet in this s tudy . The e ther 2 c ns e f 3rns hnd 

been owne~ for 10 and 15 year s r os pec tively. 

Tn.bles (j . 2 :sn:'l 6 . 3 suannrize the :;_, r e- fi t;:itili ty of develo p -
25/ 

ae nt on the 5 c~se fnrns. These t ables sha w thn t in 4 cases 

(I, II, IV nnd V) the de velu~nent pro~rnmne proved to he hi ~hly 
26/ 

~rofit nt l e t o t he f C\ r cer. I n the fifth case (III) the de velopnent 

25. ?rofitnbility wa s c ~lculat e~ ·1 n t he c G □puter f or the criterin 
outlined in Section 6. 4. 

26. The f :, llowing basic ste~is , in or,1er of :priori ty, e :-aergec fro,J 
these c-se fnr~s f o r vr ofit ~t l e devel a;ment. 

(i) M~ke l ~r r e incre~ses i n s t ock numbers by either 
purc hasin~ st o ck or r e nrinr ext r a r e~l ~cements 
in or f e r t o full y utilize a ll othe r inputs . 

(ii ) Incrc:--.s e }:J:c sture :pr oduction by hc,.., vy ( 6 + cwt/ncre ) 
c'-Tl:)lic . ...,_ti-:,ns ,)f fertili zer , nnd dr ::i. inage ,-1her e 
required. Oversowing n~y t e neede d , ~r cult ­
i v'ction fer very voor ;,nstures. 

(iii) Sutst itue hnr1 work f or c 0nvenienc e i n t he early 
yc ~rs c f deve l opnent. 

(iv) I n~r ove sub-division nnJ wnter r c ticul ~tiun s o Q S 

t o be a bl e t o grnze 50-100 cows/ncre with wnter 
trou ½hs in each Dndcto ck . 

(v) Add Herringbone cowshed nnd extra l nbour when 
require d t o e fficiently h~ndl e th o extrn st ock. 



Table 6.? Profitability of Development when the Rewavd to Owner 
was Set at a Minimum of the Base Year Level 

Unit 
Case Farm Case Farm Case Farm Case Farm 

I II III IV 
Physical Information 

Area Acres 161 105 165 185 
Soil group 2 2 3 4 
Percentage increase production % 160 112 14 107 

Profitabiliti Criteria 

Pre-tax added c ash profit $ 10865.2 2712.0 -521.8 9881.4 
Post-tax added cash profit $ 5807.S 1463.2 -109.6 4847.8 
Pre-tax return on investment % 168.3 248.4 -Inf 53.6 
Post-tax return on investment % 86.3 129.0 -Inf 23.2 
Maximum overdraft $ 6086.6 1051. 6 Inf 16221.4 
Payback period years 6 5 Inf 8 
Present value of pre-tax 

$ 135,906 36,564 -Inf 114,9~8 added cash profits 

Present value of post-tax $ 69,378 18,986 -Inf 49,838 added cash profits 

Taxation 

Percent of present value of 
added cash profits taken % 48.8 48.1 Nil 56.6 
by taxation 

Note:: 'Inf' indicates 'infinite' 

Case Farrr 
V 

195 
1 

74 

3790.0 
2457.8 
Inf 

Inf 

Nil 

Nil 

53,660 

34,784 

35.3 

-' 
-' 
..f;' 



j'.l'able 6.3 
Profitability of Development when the Reward to Owner 

was Set at a Minimum of $2000 

[ysical Information 

Unit f ase /arm Case Farm Case Farm 
II III 

Area acres 161 105 165 
Soil group 2 2 3 
Percentage increased production ~~ 160 112 14 

... 

Profitability Criteria 

Pre-tax added cash profit $ 10865.2 2712.0 273.6 
Post-tax added cash profit $ 5807,6 1463.2 296.2 
Maximum overdraft $ 5331.4 Nil Nil 

. Pc:;.yback period , years 6 Nil Nil 

Present value of pre-tax 
added cash profits $ 135,524 36,658 -10,560 

Present value of post-tax 
added cash profits $ 691478 19,040 -6,416 

Taxation 

Percent of present value of 
added cash profits taken % 48.8 48.1 -39.3 
by taxation 

I 
Case Farm Case Farm 

IV V 

185 195 
4 1 

107 74 

9881.4 3790.0 
4847.8 2457.8 
6147.4 Nil 

2 Nil 

117,060 53,660 

50,762 34,784 

56.6 35.3 

_,, 
_,, 
Vl 
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Given r enson2..b l y intelli rent investnent develop□ent is l~kely 

to be highly profit~hle en roost f~r□s on the Hnnritniki Plnins and 

Go.lo.tea. However, Cnse Fnr□ III illustrates tha t development cnn 

be un~r ofitnhle if GX)enditure is □ainly on non-pr0ductive cn~itnl 

i ter1s . 

Lppendix E ~ives a full out line 0f the developoent on e~ch 

cf tbo c2..se f n.rns. Sur.1r:1c1.d s ecl 1Juc'gets for inccne n.nd expenditure 

far e~ch year of the Jevelop~ent ;rogra~□e for ench f::,_rc nre ~lsc 

g:L ven. l ll fi ~u res hnve bee~ quoted nfter adjustin~ the fnr□e r's 

accounts t,::; a 1966 tr.sis. 

T·,x::.ti,)n roc1.uced the :i_1resent vo.lue ,:,,f the ad.de e'. cash ;,r ofits 

of the vr o fitahle ;rogramoes by between 36 i:.Dd 57 , er cent. These 

fi ,·ures .,re 1 01,Jer thn_n thes e f c unc1 :)y C,1.rtwri r:;ht f o r the :.'tevelop~ent 
28/ 

of hill c ,:, untry sheer, f ~, r ns. They do however, r epr~sent ~ very 

27. The n-::,_in renson f (, r this fifth r~'. evelopnent 1)rJ1°r ,:,,1.me 1),; in-; unrr­
ofitnblo wns thnt exJendi tur c h~rl been ~ninly on cnpitul ite0s , 
while th0re hncl been very littl e incret,se in stock nu;:1~)ers. The 
fcrm was re-subdivirted , ~ new W8ter reti6ul~tion scheme ins t nlled , 
17 r,_~rcs 0f ~csture renewed, nn implement shed built, nnd an extra 
h~lf labour unit enployod. With all the se non-~r0ductive itens 
there was ofrly a 15% incre '7.se in c ow numbers since the 19G 1/62 
se~son. In f act this ~r ogrncn0 w~s aimed nt conveni ence not 
:;:;rofi t etbili ty. 

The cx~·,en,:i ture on this fo.r!'l woul ,~. be re garderl 2s 11 ."'.evelo:)­
r:ion t 11 ')Y n::1.ny fnrncrs, it is not however "c"'.evelopment 11 in the 
sense of t~ e othe r 4 C'7.SB studies, since it wns evidently ne t 
c"'.esigne·c1 tc l eci.u t o 11. subst ,:rnti2.l incre'7.se in rr oc..1-uction. 

28. Cartwright, R.W., nThe I n1--,nc t o f Tnx2tir,n on the Pr cfit ::-1.b ility 
o:;~ F,,trm Deve loprncm t in New Zonlnnd;i, Op.cit. 
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siRnific~nt ~roror tion o f the ext r o. inc o~e earned by d eve l c ? ing 
29/ 30/ 

f ~ru e r s , ~ntl r e i nfs rc e th o c a se ar r u e d by Candler a nd Ca rtwrirht-

f o r ,'.l fun t',anentn.l o.l t e r '.:1. tion o f t he inc e,ne t ox l nws as n;:;:;:ilied t o 

f c.. r n e r s . 

Taxnti () n r e r:.uc cd the l o,'3s fr Gf.1 the un:;_)r o fi t rdJl e de vel o:;_,nent 

29, Cnn<.1.ler, 1N.V., 11 I ncentives f --=.-r Incre"J.s ecl Out3m t of Fnrn Pr o d ­
ucts11, Op.cit. 

3 0 , C2..rtwri [-1:ht, IL V ., 11 The I n::;:nct o f Ta:itntio n on the Pr ofi tc1.bili ty 
of Farn Deve l o1me nt i n New Ze~lnnd' 1 , Op.cit, 
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CHAPTER 7 

SURVEY RESULTS - PART I 

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter discusses the background information to the 

main survey results. It deals first with factors relating to devel-

opment. These include farmer a ttitude to development and extension 

services , farmer knowledge l evel, credit position, family situation, 

and risk aversion. Next, the chapter discusses the local exteusion 

officers viGws of needed husbandry change s for increased production. 

These viows are dealt with under the following subhc~dings : farmer 

confidence, tebbnical knowledge re quired, methods of extension used, 

and, finally, the relevance of the current extension aims is shown 

in r e lation t o the needs of Group B farmers. 

The reader is reminded that tho results of this chapter are 

based primarily on inforrnntion obteined by the author fr om n days 

int e rview with a~ch of the survey far~ e rs. Additional inform~tion 

however w::1.s obt2.inod by subsequer..t contact between the author 2.nd the 
]/ 

survey fnrmers by manna of~ telephone survey wit h n r nndo TI half 

o f t he f ~r m~rs in 0~ch group. 

1. See Section 4.4.4. 
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?.2 Fnctor s o f Significance in Rel~tion to the Ra te of Developnent 

In ~griculture there i s~ very close inter-rele tionship 

be twe en th e firn a nd the household. This Deans th~t the rnaxin is-

a tic n o f profits i s but one ~spect o f the n~xirnisa tic n o f setisf-

V 
a ction ; the c ~sh return c onstituting onl y o ne 'c o nsuc ption good '. 

The close int e r-reln tic nship between the firu a nd hc usehold mean s 

tha t the si tun tic n in t he h ousehol d ha s a far gr eate r effect on the 

fi r n (the f ~r n ) t han in o ther businesses where firn and household 

nre well s e p~r n t ed . So cial f ~ct0rs such ns t he f~ mily situntion, 

person ~l a ttitude s t owar ds borrowing, ~nd o ther person~l va lues p l ny 

a v e r y i npo rt a nt r o l e ~l o ngside the purely e conomic a spects in f ~r n 

developnent. Attitudes which nay a ff ect the rate of developnent 

on the survey fnrns .-, re discussed be l ow . 

?.2.1 Fnr□er ~ttitude t o development 

The f nr ners int e rviewe d i n Survey Group B varied conside r ably 

in th eir ~ttitude t owar~s f nr m de v e lopme nt. All the f ~rmers rec og-

n i sed the f ~ct the t their properties c ould produce ac re butt er f a t 

pe r ye ~r t h~n ~t p r esent. The r e w~s, howe v er, wide va rintion 

be t we en ind ividu~l opinio ns o f t he ulti rn ~te pr oduc tio n potential 

o f the land o n one h nnd, end the l e vel t o wh ich it was a ctua lly 

wo rt hwhil e incre~sing production on the o ther. The ~aximum pr oduc-

tio n po t ent i a l st~ted bv the f 2r ner was o ften l ower thRn thnt olready 

2. For a full discussion on the firn -household r e l a tio nsh i p in 
a ~riculture see : Hendy , E.O., Op .cit., Chapt e r 14. 
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be in~ ~chi eved on so □e fnr□s on t he s ave s oil t ype ~ This shews a 

br e~kdown in t he spread o f knowl edge c onc ernj_ n~ produc t io n fi gures 

or, ;?e r h::i.::ps , ,""'. rcfus::,_l t c, r, c ce:'.:)t publishe d pr oc:.uction figures. 

The f;-i.rL1ers i n Group A fe lt un2..b le to estin:-te their p r oduct-

i on i n 10 ye["lrs 1 tine. Gener~lly t hey saw ~r eat p r 0spects for r 2?id 

incre~ses in production . The f r.r ne rs in Group B ho1.-.,reve r, ge ner.J.lly 
·2.1 

su ~~ested ~uch l ower an~ nore defi~ite pr oductio n li2its. 

The fnrners in Group B expressed the f .:, l l owing at ti tuc.es 

t ow~r rl s far~ Cevelopnent: 

(i ) Farners who ware interested in deve l opment but 

who lack ed tec~nic ~l knowl edge_nnd confidence es t o how 

t o develop , (g fnr□ers ). 

(ii) Furaers who were int arested i n, an~ knew how to 

develop but were hind e r ed bv s o~e physic~l fnctor, 

( 5 fr_r ,·wr.s) . 

(iii) F.:cr ne r s who 1,;ere i nte r ested in developL1e;_1t but 

who l ~cked technic Ql kno:Qed ~e nnd ccnfi~ence, and were 

~lsc hinferad by soce phys ic ~l fnctor, (6 f~rners). 

(iv) Far□ers who ware s ptisfied with the st~tus cuo Rnd 

were uninterosted i n , or scepticnl of, present deve l op­

ne nt r ethods, (5 f nrners). 

3. Attitudes of survey fArne rs to product i on l evels nre further 
discussed in Sec tion 8 . 2 . 2 ,21. 
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The nunbe r of f o. r ;:1ers i n this fo urt h c ,--:. t e~o r y sug:ri:es ts t l:.(,, t 

onl y· 20 :Je r ce nt of fi, r,·1ers who o.re i ricre.:i.sing pr0duction .'.l t a slow 

r n tc ~r e held up by 2 l ~ck of interest in develop□ent per se. Si x ty 

per cent of i Gr□ers need t echnic nl advice and/or boosting of t he ir 

confidence, ,,,hi.le 6~- -,:ier cent r eauire adj u stl;1ent of physicnl fnctors. 

There i s of cours e, so~a overlap between t he se l as t t wo Rr oups . 

7 .2. 2 Attitufe townrds extens i on services 

7.2.2 , 1 Use of direct eYtensi on services 

Durin~ t he f a rm visits t he Gutho r asked about the use of 

dir ect extensio n se rvic es a nd the vnlue of the Rnngita i k i Pl a i ns 

Tab l e 7 . 1 sho 1,1s the use of direc t extens i on 

services by farners in Group B. 

Tc.ble_ 7. 1_ Use _ of Di r ec t Extension Serv ic e_G by 
Group B li'0:_~.]:"~~r,'!3_ 

~o dire ct c nnt ~ct i n l ~st 5 ye~rs Sone direct conta ct in l as t 5 
; · · i yenrs , 
i- -----·-·-·-·-·-···-; -------- ---t---- _ __,._ -------·-i 
[Willin rr t ,:i h.lk t Ifo t int nr csted in( Fo r ex t ens ion t Fo r flood relie~ 
=t n "Xt'n -; · '-~Jk ' o• t , t <>·~ \ · 1 vr , ' ]· I , _, " , c •. s_on l,c , - -- in c, 0 ex c; J... •· i pt:. r _)OS8S F on -Y f 
f ~ ~ . • f h . f-" . . • 
1
_oT ric eo r i: e " sion o · ricer t-------~-----·--+-·------··---·7 

l_~-~l~~~--------J.'_____ !R~~ulcH,~cc::-ts- ! · i 
!~irect I iont· .. l i f 
pntac t jdirect l ; 
,

1

. I conb.ct ! t 

3 j 7 I 3 fr.rr:ie r s ! 
8 fo.r r.1ers 4 f ::i_rnor s 

!far rnersjfurne rs ! I 
_____ ...,_ _______ ~ ____ i,_ ___ t ! . 

4. Physical f nctors hindering incro ~sed produc tio n inclu0e such it e8s 
ns sharc□ilking ngreenents , old ege and ill he~lth , l a bour short n~e , 
cow i ll thrift and flo oding risk . 
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Al l farmers showed a wi l lingnes s to t 2lk free l y and discuss 

p r oble~s ~ nd deve lopment possibilities wi t h the author dur i n g the 

2./ 
survey. 

Over the 9nst five years l ess tt~n hal f the f a r ne r s in Group 

B h 2ve Gnd e d ire ct use of extension officers fo r g~ining infor□ation 

on i□proved □anage□ent of t~eir f~r□s. Far□ers hesitated in CQlling 

on e n ex t ens i on offic e r f o r the followin ~ two ~ain re a son2· 

(i) ~hey did not person2lly kno w the extension officers 

.::, s people wi tl-! who2·1 t hey could f ree ly conve rs e ; 

(ii) They dif not cle ~rly recognise proble~s on their 

fnr□s , und hence wa r e un~ble to express 'felt d i ffic-

ulties 1 i~ ~~rrls to Qno ~he r perso n . 

~ven if the7 didn 't ge t any iirect help, it would be u g re n t 

n(v2nt2ge t o such f~r ~e ~s if the~ we re pu t into such a situation tha t 

t hey began to cle~rly for□ulnt e their p roblens ~nd trie~ to expre ss 

t he;-, to ,:.n extens i on o ffic e:c. 

7 . 2.2 1 2 Type of rt irect exte ~sion services used 

Gver the pnct five yeD rB 10 f~r me ra in Survey Group B have 

rec eive tl d irect a~vic e fr□ B extension officers. All of the se f a r ~ers 

use ~ t he Dep~rtsont of A~riculture Far0 Advisory Officers, and G 

fr1r r.1.crs used the D0.iry Bo a rd Co n s,: l ting Offi cer . Only 1 f a rmer in 

5. Even the f::.r:". 1ers who we r e s E1. tisfied ·with the st 2 t u s c1uo were 
willin~ to t nlk fr e ely wi th t he au t hor a bout development possib­
ilities a lthough thev did not c nnsider it was personally worth­
while to i n crease p roduction. 
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Group B was a member of the Farm Ioproveneat Club . Four other 

f a r me rs had consi dered the possibilitv of joining the Club, but were 

unrble to do so at thet tiBe. Since then 3 of these f2 r□e rs have 

~~de use of other direct extension services . Mcst of the other 

f~r□ers in Group B had not considered the value of the Fer~ I~pro7e-

nent Club, 2nd 6 were o ri7-y v,:cv.;uely n 1,1::i.re of its existence . 

This failure R~on~st f2r ~ers in Group E to u se direct exten-

sion ser,·ices w2s in ~ar ked contrast to the f nrne rs in Group£. 

Over th,'J 1ri.st fi ve ye '.'I.rs c1ll the f a.r ae rs in Grout) A ho.d 

c:.i rect conto.ct ' ,J j_th Dop.;rt:·.,ent of .'.\gricul ture Farr.1 Ad visory Offic ers , 

11 of the 12 f :J r:,:.e :r's ha:-'. direct contc-1.ct with t he Dd_r.,, Bo:1.rd Consult--

ing Offic er , and O were □e8bers of the Farn Inprovenent Club, 

·~en auestioned about the value of the Ferm I nprovenent Club, 

the replies of f0rr,1ers in G:,",.::,up A fell into ti.,,ro ,:nin clc1.sse s: 

(i) Th e f2rqer has to think ~ore c ~refully before 

As the f ,:-,rcer t nl:rn over 

:)robJ.e :!G wi.t:1 c.,n c.:dviso r1 officer, the r ros oncl. cons o:f 

n fe cisio~ 2r2 clearly f or2ul n te f r ~t her than renaining 

in~ecisive, (5 far~ers). 

(ii) The Club boosts a f nr ~e r ' s confiCence nnd encourages 

This generally arises 

throvgh the c-i:~visorv- officer pointing out ho 1,J Emch surplus 

feed there is ~v~ila½le anf sufges ting incre~sed stock 

nur'cbers and othsr conpl enentv.ry inputs , ( 3 far;·~ers) . 
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7.2 . 2,3 R4ngit~iki Pl~i ns Deaonstrntion Farm 

friar to the survey only 3 far□ers in Survey Group B hnd 

actu2lly visited the De~onstra tion Farn . Another 14 farmers were 

interes ted in the proj e ct , but up unti l the tine of t he interview 

wit h the author they had not visit ed t he f ~r~ . The reno.inirg 8 

faroers Rhowed no apparent interest a t all in this project. 

'Jith res~ect to the Ran~ita i ki Pl~ins Dairy Company News-

lett e~ (whi ch inclu0es infor~ation about the De□onstration Fnrm) 
j_/ 

t~o f2r2ers in Group B could be classified a s follows: 

Read ~ith interest 10 fo.r1.ners 

Cn..sual r; J_ .~_nc e 

T:e, t r eod 2.t o.11 7 far r.,e rs 

Thus, it c::m be ,se en th1:1.t in i t ,s }~resent forn, the t 1.7. terial 

in the Dairv Factory Ne~~l ~tter is of r egular v~lue to less than 

Lnother one-third of the fRrmers may 

occ .rnion2.lly i;;;o.in sorr,e ½ene ~it . 

1tu;2 in tbis j_ -c; in n,~,rl;::od contrast to the fc,rr:1.ers in Group I\. 

where 6 f~rraGrs h~~ visited tbe De~onstration Farm pri or to the 

intervio1.! , n:'}d ::,nother 2 intended to visit it. 

6. This classification has be en based on the f~r~ers covrnen ts, and 
t~10ir a 0,i, reness of rJ.a jor items d:i..scus,sed in . the newsletters 
i u.n0d i ,1 tel;.r pr i or to the au thors interview, Thus to be cl -'l.ss-
ified 1Road with interest 1' a farmer had to say he wa s interested 
in the Newsletter an~ reveal sorne ~nowl edge of topics recently 
discussed in the letter. 



The followin~ repl i es ware gi ven bv fe r me r s i n Gr oup A 

concerni n R the value of the ~angitai k i Pl &ins DeCTonst r a tion Farn : 

(i) I t gives a l e~d i n the d i stri c t by s~owi ni what c an 

be pr oduced and i ntroduces new ideas thus unc onsc i ousl y 

givin~ a lea d to far□e r s , (6 fnr Gers) . 

(ii) It provi des t~e incentiva to keep one's own ~rod -

uctio n at le~st as hi~h, ( 1 fnrner). 

~:.ii.) It is of iH) c:irect value., (3 fo..r::!ers) . 

(iv) It is of no direct val ue ~ue to bein~ i n a d i ff --
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All the f~rraa~s in G~oup A read the Rang i tai k i Pl a i ns Dai ry 

'l'his r e flects the i r r1ore p:ener -

elly enouirin~ nnd alert 2ttitude than the farmers i n Gr oup B. 

In Mey 1967 ~he author telephoned 6 Group A and 13 Gr oup TI 

: a rners (2 rando~ half of fnrns in each survey group) nnd ob~ained 

.fnrthe~r inf Orl,l?.tion on tho f1cr-Je:rs visits to the Deqonstrat i on Fa1'D . 

T2b l e 7 . 2 giif~6 the f~rners rep l ies f roM the telephoce 

surv0y to ~he 0uestio~: n~10 · .. ,r i;wn:v tir.~es he.ve yo u vis i ted the 

Furmers Atten~anc e at Rangi tai k i Pl 2ins 
D2no'n:rtr2t{o·n ... Fnrn1:-J·Ier~:-:o-;;yc u,:;. to r-iay 1967 
-- • • ~-- ----·-- - --- --- --·--· - --- _____ ..;.i;_ 

---------------- ----- - - -------~ 

1·---------· ~----·· - ----··------ -----· 
~-·-1 _t_o_3_v_i_s_i~-io_r_e_ t_h_2_.n_3_ v i s it s j 

1 I L~ I i 
I G:..~ou.p A 

I Gr oup B 
1 ;, ; 

1 

6 
~-~---·------ ____ ti _ ________ ~ .. ----·-

~- ' 3 

~-------~'------------·-! 
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I n the year following the authors visit to e r ch survey f arm , 

2 farvers in t h e teleJhone survey sample from Group f ., and 5 farmers 

in the telephone survey sn 0 ple from Group B made their first visit 

to the Dernonstrat ion Fa r m. 

7.2.2,4 Use of indire ct extensi on services 

Gn t he ring infor~et ion r eg~rding the us e of in~irect 
.,_ . 

ex"ension 

services w::is overlooked c:uring- the riain survey. This was rectified 

in the t e leJh one survey r e ferr ed to above. The inforwation o b t a ined 

is presented in Table 7,3 3nd the following text. 

The o n l y r ac1 io f 'l r ,:1i nrs progra;:,r::e to which fnrae rs lis t e ned 

was the 12 ,30 p.n . Na tiona l Bro ~rl c ~st . 

All f a r cers cont n ctaJ hed television sets , but bec~use 

1 Country CnlenJ ar' pro gr arane clash e s with tha tine of church services 

on Sunday e ve nings, farBers we~e not a sked whether thev wat che d it 

es their answer would only reflect whethe r they n ttended church. 

j ll far ~a rs? however, expressed int e rest in t his progrnru1e, i r res-

pe ctive of whether or not they watched it. 

Hos t f9. ri:;ers in Group ti. are r1emb ers of t he 1Jhakat a ne Farn 

I nprove~ent Club, and fee]. t h is mekes discussion z roup 2embersh ip 

redundLmt. They conside r thnt the Club ad visor cen re t al l the 

i deas of t he other fourt y-odd far mers i n the g r ou, and? h~ving sorted 

these out , g i vo t he best to e ~c h f0rmer ind ividu2lly. 

Only 1 f a r mer c ont0cted in the tele, hone survey was curren-

tly a membe r of 2 discussion group. The f a rmer belon ~s to Group B 

and only r ecent l y joined the d i s cussion group but is finding it to 
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Table 7.~ Farmers Use of Indir ect Extens i on .Services 

"----~--;!------------------------------------ ----, 
!Question : n~-vhe.t far ming j ourna ls do you receive?!! I 
'! \ns•·,er ·. !' j j 4 I ,,·- , 1 Journal 2 Journo.ls J} Jot1.1~nals I or more J,ournals 

1 
I I 1 1 

!
Group A Nil I Nil j 2 4 ! 

Group B 2 I 6 I 3 2 ! 
1_--_---~~-----~----~ --1 

------- - -------------------- i 
kues tion ; ·' •ivJhn.t t ype of art icles do you prefer?;' I 
' V __ , ___ __I,______ •••-----~•--•- ' 
!AnswGr: ' No c01:11,1ent r Success~enern;i Nation~1 1 1•Ii d e range of 1 
I. i t . f . 1 e~onomic, b . t 1 

! s oric s ·ar;;nng 1 t I su Jee s t 
1 aspec s ! , 

Ni_l _ _ l1 2 --N;;--1-· 3 ·-----1 Group A 

1
Group B 5 I 2 5 1 Nil I 

•----rL ____ __,, ____ __,.__ ____ ... _,, •- •- • ______ ___,..J 1, _____ __.___ 

I i 
1· --.------

_____________________ , ______ ! 
I 
! 11;1.u es tion : I '1'\iJhnt r adio f.c>.r rn ing pro r.:ramr.~e s do you. listen to ? " 

iAnswer -~l Li1sten regul a rly ! Listen occasiona ll_:_ j Ncvar li s ten 

tro-up -~ . --;------i 1 
) . . 1. 3 I 2 

jGroup B , ·1 I 7 I 5 
b------JL.·--- -·--···----i......-- ------------'!, --
\ 
I 

!------,-- ----· 

/ l ast 5 years'?" a nd •'Did yot... r;o to the 
Confere nce in the 
hfhak:,.tane/Gal a tea 

I 

:0.uestion: Jj"Have you been to the Huakurn Farme rs 

; :F'armers° Conf e r ence last year?!! ,-~--- ' _________ ,, _______________________ __, 

!Answer: i Attended Ruakura Farmers Lttendo c1 Whakatane/Gal F..:. tea !----·-+ Confe rence in last 5 years ~~~·-rJ_e_r_~·-· _c_o_n_f_e_r_e_·n_c_e_-_1_& __ s_t_y_e_a_1j 

\Group A j 5 6 , 
i I i 
iGroap B __.__i ____ 5__ 8 _J 

:-----~-- I 
ioue.stion: 11 If a rionthly discussion group was established ar1ongst I I" your fri ends , wi t h an extension officer present, would I 
I y ou be willing to j~,i11 i t?n _ 

IAnswe;_~-------~-V._e_r_Y __ i_n_t_o_r_e_s t c~-He sit an :_J_ ,_N_o_t_i_· n_t_e_r_e_s_t_e_d-----:! 

!Group A 1 I 2 l 3 

!~roup B 7 _j__5 ___ --<>' ______ 1 _______ _ 
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During th j_s survev the autho r noticed a consid0r2ble lack of 

knowledge anon~st f2rmers in Survey Gr oup B concerni ng ~any ~spect s 

of farm develop~ent. This lack of knowl edge in one form or another, 

together with the integrally related and consequen~ lnck of confidence 

in procecdiug with dovelopn2nt , is the raajor fncto~ hindering incrcu-

sed :)reduction 0:1 9 f2.rr.is, and is of grec1.t importnnce on nnothe r S 

farm s ; out of t~e 25 in Group B. 

The 1;.,c~s: of kn.o; ,rlt::dge could be Sl:bdi vir<.ec:, fir.st, into ti.rn 

c~tesorios, both of which a~e ~enernlly presant on ~os t of the farLla 

conco1°J.:ed: 

( . \ 
l ; Lack of knowledge of the servic~s available to 

farmers. in pErticuler to the availability of extension 
'? / . / 

s0rv~ces ~nd fin~nco. 

(ii) L2c:: of tGchnic2.l '.<:no1.!ledg-c to the steps to tnkc 
~ I 

in deve:_op,:1ent. 

The. igcrnrFJnc e n~o ngo t f 2r~ers in Group 
..., . . 
!.J lS lil 

;2°:r-L:1..'C~ co11tr;:~st tc the ,iore 1JrOcYrossive farJ i'.C: r,s j_n Group fl who hovC: 

~c quired the ne ccssnry k~owled~e 0n~ are developin~ their farmc. 

In Po.11y c~.ses Grou~J A ft.~rnors had onl y recently ncquired tl1is 

7 . For· a fu~ler t1 iscus,sj_on on theo lack of knowledge of services 
nv2il~ble to farners see Section 8 . 2.2,1. 

f.~ o See Section S . 2 . 2,2 for a disc11s1S"ion of the tcch11ica .. l l~nowlod.(~e 
lncting on the s~rvey farns . 



knowledge f ro:..1 0x t ens i on i-rn r ke r s , 

~he wi de v ~ri a tioil i n t he le\e l o f f a ~mer k ~~wl &dg e reve nls 

either a br eakdown i n e~tensio n ~c t hods , or t h2 t extensio n r s sourc es 

a r e s i cpl y inadeou2te to mee t the need f or f a r Ber in for□ation . 

7.2 . 4 F2r0e r _credit pos i tion 

9/ 

Only Lt of tll o::;c !ic.c1 c-.n c~ qtdty of 1 e S '3 than 5(' po!: c-ent" In Gro u 1, 

'I'c.ble ? • 4 Sun1r~.:-1_1·~r c-!: li\_;_ rm er s ( ?e.rs entn p.~0 Ec 1..1.i t;;; '19SLt/65 
• ~- .. - • •-- ,.. >,•• • •- •--- -- .,. __ ---~ ·•-·-- ---A-- ,0 - .... •• ......... ..,. .... _ .... ____ 7. _ _ __ __ _____ M.._ _ --,•• •--,._.,. 

1 Su:cvey G:."_111:p H L1 i 'X.'.i'.l 8 ~1uj_ty , Menn e oui ty l"iaxi n·m e ~ui ':,y 

---·-• .. , .. ... ·-- .. ~ ··- •• ....... --L.,¥ . ._. ____ ___ ---•----M-.... ---.,--- --- f__, ,...._ -- - - - -·--•-- ·-- ·- - • '-•-~ ' 
l 

G::."OUlJ ii. 4C. 2 

30 . 0 6l_1 n 
r • ( 

' ' ·- · . .,. _ ......... - · -- --...... ~ - _..,.., .. _____ .. __ ____ ·-------~--- ~-----~ _.,,_ -----~- ... , ... ___ ,, ______ _ 

~he far~ers in Group E wi t~ low eoai tv had di f fe ~i ng ~ease~.: 

In 2 cnse s pnrt o~ all of ~he 

9 . fe e Sec t i on 5 . 3.9 fo r u J i dtus~ ion on t he caoital s ituat i on on t he 
,sur vey f"D r ,01s . 
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Maori Affnirs Depurtnent on ncre ge nerous credit terms than are 

normal ly avail~ble . 'J7he fourth f2r:;,er 1;/_th an eoui ty of less thc::.r, 

50 per cent purchased the f2rm 14 years ago~ but raortg~ge repayments 

had been slow and there hod been iitt l e capi tal build-up . 

The Group B far~ers ~enerally had a conservative att i tude to 

borrowing, aTud were mo~e concerned wit~ pnying off debts as cuickly 

as ,osaible than with SJending cash on developQent. 

Seven farne1s in s~~~·ey Gro~p B ex,resGed doubts concernin~ 

,~o h~d w~tnessed the d~pression yenrs 2n~ still had a feur of 

dep:r·ession, 

One f2r7er r e frained froo further bo~rowing bec2use he hnd 

He had entered the farD thre e 

y~2 r s ago with 2 hi~h vendor aor t g~ge ($24,000), h2vin~ insufficient 

Co r-1;0 ro. t io ·.1 f' The r 1:.te of rep8_-;rr,ent w,rn h:i.g:1 :j,2 , 200 par year) ano_ 

hence he ~as in too insecure a position to take on further debts . 

ou e 25 year tsble mortgage basis now that his equity h~s risen. 



Three farraers refrain fro ~ borrowing be c a use of t he terms 

Th2se fcrne r s 3r o all i n Galatea where t here i s a~ inn~t e 

fear of a dry se~son. Due to this, f a r ~ers won 't bo rrow beca use 

if 2. cl~·ought ensued they may be unab l e to pny their co mmitu1ents i n 

This would sugges t the need for a r evision of t erd~ 

cf b0rro1.:in::; 1:hereby rc p 0 yments (both inte::-est and co.:;:,ital) colJ.J.d be 

.).s ::. c.rms develop will be rn=ch l ess 

L_ttle ox-cr~l :::i'3k in r,:,1.ldr1g t h is 1~r ovis i on 1..rhich would e~1col;T,"1S'0 

~q/ 
these far~er3 ~c bsrr0~ ior Jev0 l opment. 

S~bjoct to the prov~sion thut any proposed deve~opncnt i s 

indic2tcd n will i u~ne ss to try to borrow fi nance for ~~veJ.upDect. 

p.ro::Ci to.bJ.c, 1:,Hc1. ha c e t:•,,__.y lca(1 not nttenptocl to ;".lorrow fil" :rnce . 

221 
Vr01ra a2G snid tt~~ there is ccnsifercblc auecdotal tlilJ 

c·,; icl e11ce l . "! vr~.1c r1 sug:-;-ests thnt A.IlXi ';JCy 

-1 J. '., ie 1·,;2sons 2xpi·r::_, sed ;·1c::.'e f er the hesitancy of fo.::. r,,::n ,3 t-) ·oo :.' row 
fi~ance 0re ~ho &dms as sJme of those sugges t ed by Lewis i~ 
Ac.s L.0 -:::li&: 11,n-vis 1 J . I'T. ~ 1:Crc,di t Facili t:i.es ::'o r l,gricul tur ".:' 11

, 

Quart,2;-·l y I/cv:i.0 ,-1 of Agri cultural Eco;1omic.s ? ?..:~~!. , L;., 1955~ p .1 6~J. 

'Vi . Vroor:1, V. :-r. , '"'fork nnd Notivab on 71 , John W:.ley & Sons., Inc ., I'-'c1-, 
York , 1964 , p .207. 
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perform.?,nce. Anxi ety caused by ill health or tension in the home 

is thus like l y to i mpA i r tha working capacity of a fa r me r. 

On 3 farr:,s v isj_ ted in Survey Group B the family situa.tion 

was tense and unhappy . This h ad a n apparently adverse effect on 

the farmer ' s worki ng capac i ty . 

On the other fnrms v~sited the f amily situation was happy , 

or at least not noticeably tense or unhappy . 

Two farmers were each sending two children away to ½oardinc 

schoo l ct an anr~al cost of ~1 , 200- 1, 4GO pe r f a r mer . Thi s hc:,d n 

c onsider2b l e effect on t he le7el of personal drawings and, conse-

quently , on CPsh available for deve lopment. In one case the money, 

if nvai]ab:e , would have been spent on fa r m develop~ent. I n the 

other 5 l ess cows woul d have Leen milked because the f2rrner 1 s goal 

is to work only for n subsistence l evel of p~oduction . 

The more progressive farmers i n Group A have, on ave~age , 

better family situatio~~ than thoGe in Group B, and this 1 in turn, 
. :~?:.I 

~s conducive to better wo~k. 

Table 7. 5 shows the f ~rrn0rs; family responsibili ties and 

rnble 7.6 Ghows th0 ranga af farmers 9 a~es. 

12 . The author w0ul d not necessarily i mpl y that the bet t er f ami ly 
situat i on on the farms in Group A is the c ause o f the ~ore 
progress ive outloolc and better wo r k , bu t he woul d sug~est t hat 
the f Qrmer i s at l east a cont ributing fa ct or to the l atter. 
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?c1.r:~~crs '_ P.nrni3=L..B._csponsibilities 

Survey Group No children to 
support 

Younp.: f8_,.;1ily to 
supi;iort 

Teenage fnmily 
support 

l 
to ! 

Grovp A 

Gr oup B 

'I'o..ble 7.6 

I 
3 f:~rrner~ I 
5 f2.r !:1er~ 

7 fRrmers 

9 farmers 

2 farmers 

11 farmers 

I 

I .Survev Groun I Less than 35 ,.vcors 35-50 ,.,,a.rs l !\ore than 50 years I I , .• , - I 

1---lG"-{-rr-oouu~1:-))-AB---11- ·---1-·60--f~;::-Lr_m_1 c-.,_-~-s-----+---4 fRrmers r 2 farn~-;~--I 
f2.rr:iers 10 f s1 rmers I 3 f -'rrlJ=--J 

It can be see~ that in both proups tbere is 2 hiGh proportion 

of young far mers a l though , on eve r q~e, the fRr mers in Groun B ere 

older Rnd h~ve substantially older fa~iJ.ies than tha f ~r mers in 

Gr ,)up A. 

BeRl and Bohlen in discussin~ the differences anong individ­

u ~ls in the rate of ~doption of n0w practices , st~te tha t non-

2.dopte:rs: 
nho.ve tbe l e;;-, ""t educ:..1.tion and 2,:re the oldest . They 
pnrticipate the le~st in formal org~ni s2t ions, co-oper­
at ives and government agencv pro ~ranmes . They take 
the fewest farm p2,pcrs ,:,_nd l!l,'1.g8.zines and r&ceive and 
read. the fewest bull-::,tins. 1'.2.2/ 

13. Beal, G. M., and Bohlen, j- . h., lfThe Diffusion Process;;, Re;?ort 
asscnbled by the sub-committee for the Study of Diffusion of New 
Ideas and FarlJ Practices of the Fo rt h CentrRl :Rural Sociolo gy 
Co i':1Gi t t e ,, , Mi r,1eo_ . 
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These writers sugsest that the rate of ~dopt i on is a funct i on 

of fa r me r age and education level . This idea is not fully sup~ort ed 

by this survey, &s 40 per cent of the farmers in Group B were under 

35 years of age and 2 formers in this group have had a university 

edu cation. This illustrates t ha t the p r oblem of slow 2nd non-
14/ 

adop tion of new practices is not sinpl y a result of o l d age . 

Several methods of ris~ aversion were apcarent on the survey 

farrJs. The farmers i n Survey Group B tend to keep as debt free RS 

The fa r mers 

in Group~ freauently use run-offs to reduce risk. This 1 2. tter 

uethod neans that Group A farmers a re ~ble to avoid risks and ye t 

still rapidlv incre~se product io i1 , where~s the ~ethods used by Group 

E f arme r s t aaJ tc hold p roduction static . 

Bi 3ht out of 12 f~rners in Group A use a run-off to help 

overcome risks whereas only 8 out of 25 f2rraers in Group B h2vc 

rui1-offs. 

i3even of the 12 farr"lers in Group l\. had a 1,mch better coll e.teral 
15./ 

background t1.,c,u c'.11 exce:;'.)t 1 fRrrier in Group B. - - Th i s may wel l 

account for some of their greate r confi dence towards borrowing , and 

the ~va ilability of finance to then . 

14-. Section 8.4 stows that this is the C 3S8 on 4 survey farms but it 
is not tl:w ;-·,.s in L_,ctor in this survey . 

15 . Collateral h e ckground refers t8 tte far me r 's and his femi lies 
security nn~ re~utat ion &s a sound investment. 
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7.3 Ext e nsion Officers Views of Needed Husbandry Change s for Incre ased 
Production 

Aft e r the survey work for this thesis had be e n compl e ted the 

a utho r discuss e d wi th the local extension officers t heir philoso phy 

of f a r ming, a nd the f a rmin g practices they a r e trying to chnnga in 

o rd e r to increRs e d istrict production. This was don e t o p e r mit a 

comp nriso n o f t ho se gonl s with the ne e ds of f ~rme rs in Survey Gr o u p 
1§.I 

B. 

Ex t ensio n wo r kers i n t ho di s trict feo l tha t the bcsic nee d 

is t o i n cr0ase f ,'.1 r me r s c onfiden c e o.s t 0 wh .:.t t c nn b e a c h i e v ed , nnd 

t o p r o vide t he r eauir a d t e c hnicnl k nowl e dge . 

Ex t ensi o n wo r kers n i ns ~r e d i s cussed i n gr 0atcJ r do t c.il b e l ow. 

7. ? .1 Co nfi d e n c e 

Ex t ension wo r ke rs f e el thn t c onfid enc e c n n b e i n s pired by n 

nu mbe r o f nenns whic h include: 

(i) Tnlking with t he f n r mc r nnd enc c urnging h i n t o t nk e 

nctinn o n his i de c s. This will he lp the n:rn who ho.s 

s ~rno i de ~s o f de v e l opnent but is unsure of it s v nluc . 

A d e ci s i o n t o a ct can b e n o r e r ondily o a de a ft e r soneone 

h n.s cl oo.rly f:.J ri:ml ..... h , d the progr o.nne -c nd sh ':i wn its p r o f-

i L:tbili ty. 

16. Th is d iscu s s i o n wns de l a y ed until ~ft c r t h e survey n s o t herwi se 
it c c uld hnv o influe nc e d t he nuthor's c wn opinions nrid n ttitudes 
t o w~r d s t he s urve y f a r o s. 



(ii) Info r□ing t he f~r~er as t o whn t has b0 cn ~c~ieved 

'.:l n sinil:.,r 11 e.ig.r bouring frlrr.:i. s ,::rnd describing h ew he 

to o can gro ntly incre~se production. 

(iii) Encour:'.).ging; the f:--.r •·,er t o i nprove feed supply, 

nnd thus givins hin the c ~nfidence to core th~n propor­

ti~n~tely incrensc his stncking r~tes. 

7.3.2 Knowledge 
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Extension workers f eel tha.t i r:-:p roved tec hnicnl knov1ledge is 

required with r espect to: 

(i) Low stocking rnte; 

(ii) Low per cow production. 

These two C8Us c s of low production nrc discussed below. 

7.3.2,1 Low sto ckin~ rate 

nur:bcrs. 

Low st~ckin~ r a te can only be overcone by incrensing sto ck 

This can be done by renring extra replncenents or purch-

o.sing st r: ck. In orrier t o h~ndle the extrn stock efficiently such 

itea s ns n Herringbone cowshed or extensions to a n existins shed, 

Inproved facilities and layout 

contribute t own.rd i:nking the 1".!0 st efficient use of lc:-.bour, c.nd thus, 

i npr ovcd r~ces, water supply, and extra subdivision nay be reauired. 

These it e~s ~11 r e0uire capital and this freouently ha s t o be borr-

owed. Thus, f or developrnent,finance must be ava ilable on tern s 

satisfactory t o the f~r ner in view of his previous conmitaents. 



7 . 3.2 , 2 Lo~ pe ~ ccw production 

The per c0w ~roduction is frequently low J n the f~rns on t h2 

Rnngitaiki Pl~ins. The ~vernge 0 n Group A faras was 327 lb butter-

fat per caw1 ~nd for G~oup B 284 lb per c ow in the 1965/65 se~son. 

For the B~y cf Pl enty regi~n in 1963/64 the .'.l.Ver~ge wa s 273 lb per 
2ZI 

cv,·i - tho sc:c c nd lo•,est re gi onnl figure i n Hew Ze.'.l.lnnd . 

Tie per cow prodact i on is be l ieved tc be low not becnuse of 

poor genetic rerit, hut rnther because of poo r spring fee d ing . 

Thua , nlt hou~h the use o f ~rtificinl breeding , production culling, 

and good CTilkin~ technioue a r e r~co□nended , t hey ~re considered 

se cond~r y t0 the level o f sprin ~ feeding in ~ffecting 2nnunl p0r 

cow pro duction . Pear Rpring feeding can be overco~e by later 

LntAr CRlvin~ helps t o fit cow reouire□ents closer to seQs--

on2l grass growth . The r e c cn::menc:.ed ch 0.nge in p,"csture sp0d.G.s i,s 

f~or p~sp~lu□ o r browntoJ to ~yegr~ss - white clover SWQrds . This 

□~y h~ve to he accomJnnied by drainage, nnnure and regrassing . 

A dressin~ cf nbout 6 cwt o f potQssic superphosphate per o.cre is 

;;.;-:.:,ns::·,,.lly rcouirec. to keep n. good P·".sture cor.ipo ,si tion in o. high 

::_:iroch .. :cing S',!o.rd. A:;:iki rye c r::-i.ss and white clover seec.1 to be f o r i:-,i:a1; 

tje best p~stures 2t present . The other rye~rnsses do not persist 

in this diatrict because of s t e~waavil ~a t t a ck: Ariki r,yegr2ss 

17 . New Zei".la.nd Dc:.iry Bo8.rd , "A ,sur vey of the econonic structure of 
fo.ctory supply dt1.ir:-, f ar '.-:1. S i n I\T,:,w Zeal ond i n 1963/6411

, Op ._~~t.'...!. ' 
p, 14. 



however, bec~use of its vigo~ous suc~er gr owth, hes been 2b l e to over--

cone the sten weevil att~c~ ~nd n~s pers i sted . 

The renewal of p~sp2lu□ sodbound p~stur es reouires pl oughing . 

'I'he use of 2.11 int2rr~ecli::-te crop of It::-.lic,n r yeg;r::i.ss for a ye,,..,_r has 

proved ~os t s~tisfactory in the des truction of p3spnlua . 

The loc·::.1. c:tenr,:.Lon oi'fir::ers of the Deprfftnent of J\g:;_~icul tun,· 1 

D~iry Bo~~rl , 2nd far□ I□p~ovenent Club are meinly extending their 

iJcas ~n the neede~ husb~nd~y ch~nges by personal visits to f ~r□s . 

Fifty seven suppliers to the R2ngit~iki Plains Dairy Comp~ny receive 

~onthly or bi-Donthly vi.s its fro0 the Farm Inprovement Club ~fvisors. 

In addition tc tho in2ividunl direct contact services there 

2~e three dis~1ssion groups 22on~st suppl iers to t he Rangit J iki Plain3 

Gther ex~ens ion services include l ocal furcer confc~- -

onces , rndio, nows~Gper nrt icles and f ur n ins j ournnls . 

? , .. 3.4_yelevo.nce_ of cu~rc~t extenGion work to Groun B fnrners 

T,,ble 7 . 7 sl10;,,.3 the n-uaLer of fn.rners in "'.urvey Group B no.kine; 

1:se of dire ct extension ser?ices, nnd su□□n.rises the re l ev~nce of the 

It cnn be seen thnt 9 fn.r□e r s are ,revented fron deve l oping 

Gole ly by a lack of knowledge nnd confidence . This su~ports the 

ahove presente~ i jeas of the locnl extension offi cers . 

Three farmers who b~ve had direct contact with extension 

wcrkers ove r the pest five years are still prinarily hindered fro□ 
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increasing product i oh by a 1 , ck of knowl ed~e and confifence. Thus 

even when direct conta ct hns been nade it appe ~rs sonetines to be 

i nsuff icient to allow f ~r ners to feel confirlent 2bnut expRnding 

production. 

Tc.b l e ? . 7 Use 2nd Relev~nce of Pr 2sent Direct Extension 
1-Iork for Grou_p 3 Farriers 

~

k.,rner,s thc.t hRve had no c:1.irect 
contect with extension officers 
/or advisory purposes for the 
jl. r:st 5 yec1rs 

~nr□ers that hrve hed direct contact 
~ith &xtens ion officers for a~visory 
pur~:ioses over tl,e l s.s t 5 yeE'.rS 

l 15 f nr me rs 10 fe.rners 

F'n.rnors ,,ri th 
sufficient k now-

0d.r.;e f or d.eve l­
op□ent but hind­
ere d by soHe 
phy,sico.l f2.ctor 

l 5 fr1.rners 

7.4 Conclusion 

F.:i.rmc~rs who 1., ckF,'J_r nc,rs with suf -
knowledp:e 2.nd ficient knm.rledge 
confidence for for fe velopnent 
developnent ~ut hinder~~ by 

F some ~hysi cnl 2.r r;'e rs -
,.·- ~ 1 . _,f2.cto r 
,AJ.c::,O 1lilL. 

erod by 
sor:ie ::;ihy-! !sicn.l 

1 !fnctor 
: 6 I 4 I f .9.r merlfor;:1ers 5 fo.rmers 

Far~ers who l ack 
knowledge and con­
fidence for dG vel­
opr!ent 

Fc1.r;·.1.ers alsc 
hinc'e:red by 
sol"'le ,hysi-

, c,21 f--,ctor 
k 

l 
3 ! 

f:iru ersi 2 farme!'s 

This chapter has di s cussed the background information to tho 

r esul ts of this survey. 

It has been seen tha t farmers in Survey Group Bare generally 

less progressive in attitude and nake less use of extension services 

than f a r ne rs in Group A. However 84 percent of Group B farcers are 

willing to accep t aivice fro~ extension officers if they cnll on the 
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The survey hns endorsed the opinions of the local extens i on 

workers who feel that need in extension is t o increase 

f2rn crs confirtance n s to wh2 t can be nchieved on their fe r ~s , and 

to ~rovi~e technical kno ~Qed g e as to how to produce it. 

Ch~pter 8 continues from this chapter and discusses each of 

the major factors found to be hind ering increased nroduction on the 

survey f~rrns. 
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CHAPTER 8 

SURVEY RESULTS - PART II 

8.1 41.trodu ction to Factors Hindering Increased Production 

In Chapter 7 it was s h own that the major factor hindering 

increased butterfa t production on the farms in Survey Group B was a 
11 

l a ck of knowledge Rnd confidence concerning development. The 

other hindering factors found include: satisfaction with the status 

quo, old and disabled farmers, sharemilking agreements, labour, 

shortage, fe a r of flooding , cow ill-thrift problems, unsatisfactory 

supervis ed credit a rrangements, taxation, milking machine efficiency 

and d ecision making . 

These problems a re each discussed in t his c hap ter and possible 

solutions sugg ested. 

8.2 Lack of Knowledge and Confidence 

On 9 of the 25 f a rms in Survey Group B the lack of knowled ge 

and confidence was th e maj or f~ctor found to be hindering increRsed 

butterfat production, and on another 6 farms it was a n important 

factor. Thus, if any large sc a le production increa ses a re to be 

achieved it is of extreme importance to improve the farmer k nowledge 

level. 

1. Much of this "lack of knowledge 11 refers to factors associated 
with questions which the local extension workers are currently 
mainly conc erned, i.e. low stocking rate and low per cow produc­
tion. However some refers to the availatility of extension 
services, credit,and the productive potential of the land, which 
are questions receiving less consideration by current extension 
personnel. 



8.2.1 Relationship of knowledge and confidence 

The import ance of the rel~tionship between knowledge and 

confidence in the adoption of new practices can be seen from the 
~/ 

discussion by Beal and Bohlen on th e diffusion process . 

In the early stages of acceptance of new ideas farmers are 

made aware of the practic e gene r a lly through nass media . In o rder 

for them to proceed with the adoption process, they usually r equire 

information directly from people with locnl experience in the n6w 

technique. This raay be fro n extension workers or friends and neigh-

bours, and reflects an increase in knowledge. Confidence i s refl ected 

when the farmer accepts the practice as a good idea. Further exper-

ience nnd confidence is gained by pcrson2l trial with the new practice, 

If this proves satisf~ctory, full a doption then follo ws . 

The nuthor found during this survey thnt many fnrners had 

onde little pro gress in the ndoption process of nodern development 

t echniques , and , thus, they still lacked confidence that the ideas 

we r e practical. As their knowled ge incre~ses Rnd they observe 

successful adopt i cn ~angst nei ghbouring f n r ~e rs, their confidence 

will r eceive the b oo st necess~ry for theCT to try out , ~nd then fully 

adopt the se pr~ctices. 

2. Beal, G. M., and Bohlen, J . M., Op . cit. 



8 . 2.2 Types of kncwledge lacking 

8 . 2 . 2 , 1 Lack of knowled ge on services ~vail2ble t o fnrrners 

8.2 . 2 , 11 Extension services 

It wns shown above that less than hnlf the far□ers in Survey 

Group B hcve hnd cny d irect contact with extension personne l over 

ll 
the lnst five yenrs . On □any of the f ~rns where there had been 

no direct contnct with extension o fficers, the f~r~ers were not 

clenrly nw2rc of t he info r 7~tion , or type o f service thnt could be 

obtained. Thus, the re is n b ~s ic need for fnr c ers t o be nade nware 

o f the extension services available to the□ . 

Th e de~nnd f o r the present extension services could be 

increased by just publicising the existnnce cf thes e cervices. Of 

course, t o the extent thnt present personnel ore fully comnitted, 

~nd working with □axi□un efficiency at present, new de□nnds for 

service c ould only result in less advice to fnrners whG are curren tly 

using nnd desirinG these services . 

8 . 2 . 2 , 12 Fin2nce avnilability 

Only 7 for ne rs in Survey Group B hnd n clea r i dea of the 

present s ources o f finnnce ~nd lending policies . Lend ing instit-

utions operating in this district include the State Advances Corpor-

ntion, Morginnl Lands, insura nce ccr~nnies, savings and trRdinc banks , 

3 ■ See Section 7 . 2.2. 
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und privnte lenders. There is n need for disseninating info r□ntion 

o n the nvnilnble sources o f finn nce if fnr□e rs on t he R~ngitniki 

Pl n ins nre t o ;·:[lke the nnxinu□ use o f then. 

Even fQr□ers who know fin nnce is nvailnble , do not knew how 

to n nke ~ good npplicntion f e r credit . Ve r y f ew Group B f nrne rs 

have nny i den c f drnwing- up budge ts nnd nn outline of the proposed 
2/ 

dovelop□ent progrnnce , to present t o a lending institution . 

8 . 2 . 2 ,2 Technological knowledge l a cking 

8 .2.2,21 Productive po tentinl o f the l end 

During the survey t he nuthor f o und n wi de d iscrepancy between 

f [lr ners ns to whnt they tho u ght their l nnd wo.s cnpnble o f producing. 

Table 8 .1 shows the □axinun production ob t a ined op formo 6n each sail 

gr oup in the 1964/65 season nnd conpnres t h is wit h the figure stated 

by the eost pessiraistic farne rs ns the mc::x i r.mm obtni nnble potentia l. 

4. For an outline of t ho policies o f th e s e institutions i n 1966 see: 
Br nd lcy, H. 0 ., "Rural Finan c e : ,S te. t e Advnncos Co r pon:tion Policy", 
Sheepfarmi ng Annual, Mas sey University , 1966, pp. 161-170, and: 
Budge, A. A., fl.A_ Banker LookEJ ·nt So urces o f Fnrn Fino.nee", Dairy­
f [lr n i ng Annunl, Mnssey Unive rsity, 1966 , pp . 73-85. 

5°. An exctnple of a sound finnncinl po licy wns seen on 1 f n r n in Group 
A. The farme r presents budgets o f intended develop□ent whenever 
rr l onn is reauired . Also once n yenr the bnnk cnnnger is invited 
to the f a r m with th e extension o fficer who is directing the devel­
o pnent. This neans that the bank nannger c nn see the p r ogress 
nnd gni n c onfidenc e in the f n r mer, nnd hence be core like ly t o be 
f o.vourable dispo sed t own.rd s hin when o.n extro. over d rn.ft is r equi­
red. 
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The top producing fQrDers could see nc limit to the potentinl produc-

ticn. 

Tnble 8.1 

i 
Soil Group 

1 I 2 

3 

I 4 

Co::1p2.rison of Mnxi,:1ur:~ '.l.nc1 Potentin.l Prc-cluction 
ns Expressed by Different Farners 

lvlo..Xi[1Ur~ production 11 Maxir1un potentialn ::.s 
196l1-/65 sen.son - lb stated by nost pessi:·1 iotic 
butterfnt per o.cre f2.rners - lb butterf'1t per 

ncre 

240 180 

320 240 

380 I 300 
485 350 

i 

' I 

I 
I 

The lnck of knowledge ~bout whnt sinilnr lnnd is producing is 

widespre~d, nnd npplied in sane degree to 17 out of the 25 farners 

Fo.rn0rs need to be 1:1ac'!e aware of whnt other L::.rners nre r,rod-

uc J.;:~g · on the s --.ne typE: ::f L:,nd so thnt this c,,n [;.Ct ,-:-.s ::u1 enc~ ur.2ge-

nent to then to incrense ,roducticn. 

8.2.2,22 Dovelopnent priorities 

The recognition of priorities is essential for successful 

During the fnr~ visits the nuthor discussGi f~r~ devel-

op~ent with e~ch fnruer. A co□p~rison of tho farners' developnent 

priorities with those of the author showed that only in 9 cf the 25 

co.ses wns there o.ny n.greGnent. 
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Faraers frequently ~snt ioned fencing and pasture renewal as 

first priorities for developnent . Generally, the author considered 

increasing stocking rates and later calving as greater priorities . 

This opinion was formed after consideration of the develop~ent on 

farms in Group A. 

The main reason a~pareLlt to the author from this survey , for 

farmers considering fencing and pasture renewal as high priorities 

in development, was the desire to always have plenty of feed avail-

able for their stock . This is a factor whi ch doesn't a lways 

coincide with nanagenent for high production . 

In Sect ion 7. 3 the technical knowledge that the local exten-

sion officers were aiain1 at providing was discussed . This was 

first, to increase stockin~ rates, and secondly , to increase per cow 

production. The author feels that this pattern is what is re ~uired 

on al l farBs i1he re knowledge is lacking . 

8 . 2 . 2 , 23 Stocking rate 

Table 8 . 2 gives a comparison within soil groups of stocking 

rate and product ion on the fRrms in Survey Groups A and E. This 

shows the.t for all farms in Group B, as well as for the loHer prod­

ucing farns in Group A, there is ample scope for stoc~ and production 

increases. 



Te.ble 8 . 2 Range of Stock and Production Levels 
1965/66 Season 

.Stockinr-; rate coNs/acre I Production lb butterfat per 
Soil Group Group A Group B I Gr oup A Gr oup 

1 0. 50 o. 33--0.63 139 101-186 
2 0 . 81-1.00 0 , 33-0 . 7~- 256-3!+6 99-239 

3 0. 90-1 . 42 0 ,55-0 . 90 314-435 183- 285 
4 1. 16-1 . 37 0. 69-1 . 18 331 - 477 203-338 

8 . 2. 2,24 Cost of increasing stocking rate 

I nc re a ses in stock numbers nay be accomplished by: 

(i) Purchasing stock - t~is is expensive , but gives 

an i mmed iately productive animal . 

(ii) Raising extra young stock - this method is slow, 

and it reduces the possibilities of production 

cullin,:r,. However, t he capital outlay i s much 

less. 

B 
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acre 

I n the 1965/66 seuson there were 2,200 cows milked on the 25 

far r'.s in Survey Group B, an additional 1200 cows (a 55 per cent 

increase ) would be needed to i ncrease the stocking rate s to a re ason-

§/ 

I 

able level . This e(stimate does not allow for compulsory tuberculosis 

-----------------------
6. A reasonable stocking r a te has been arbitrarily fefined by the 

author after reference to Table 8 . 2, as follows: 

r Soil Group 

1 
2 
3 
~-

Reasonable stockin~ l evel cows/ acre I 
o.63 
o.-9 
1.2 
1. 3 
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testing in 1969 .~ 

148 

A total of 1,458 cows a re re quired above the normal replace-
!1/ 

ment rate on the 25 f a r ms in Group B to allow for tuberculosis 

testing, and increasing stocking rates to reasonable levels. 

Farmers in Group Bare not rearing these extra stock. Only 

8 farmers are rearing a few mo re calves t han are necessary for a 

normal replacement rate, Thus for the next few years , the avail -

ability of replacement stock is likely to put a severe limit on how 

fast farmers in Group B can expand stock numbers. 

Survey Group B represents a r andom sample of 25 farms from 

a group of 110 sirailar f a rms. For the farms of this type an extra 

4,900 covs would be required for large scale development. In the 

author's estimation approxinately 20,000 extra cowa (a 30 per 6ent 

increase) would be needed to increase stocking rates to reasonable 

levels (as defined previously) on all farms supplying the Rangitaiki 

Plains Dairy Company . 

7. Over the period 1962/65 the average incidence of tuberculosis in 
the first test in the h'hakatane County was 22.4% (Bovine Tuber-
cm]osis, Op.cit . ) There were 1,150 cows in Group Bin the 
1965/66 season which had not been tuberculosis tested. Thus, 
on the basis of the above incidence of tuberculosis, 258 cows 
will b~ ne eded just to maintain existing herds. Subsequent tests 
will make further demands. 

8. A normal r8plac eme nt rat e of 24% would r0ouire 25-8 cows. 



In order to get this 0xt ra stock it is unreasonabl 0 to 

expect to be able to purchase it from other districts because they 

also r equire l a r ge increases in stock numbers. Farrae rs can, thus, 

expect to have to rear the extra stock within their own district. 

If butterfnt production is to be significantly increased in 

this dist ric t a large emphasis must be placed on t he importan ce of 

r oaring as many heifer calves as possible. To assist with t h is 

there is a need to break down the barrier concerning r earing he ifers' 

calves. 

Current extension workers in the district have tried to 

encourag e far mers to rear more he ifer calves. Tho more p ro gressive 

farmers have taken action in order to overcome the Tuberculosis 

testing problem and still be ab l e to increase stock numbe rs. 

attitude, however, has not permeated to all farmers. 

This 

There is ample scope for f armers who a re limited in t he 

number of cows they can milk , but who hnve access to extra land, 

to buy in heifer c n lves and rear then to sell as in-calf heifers. 

The use of labour saving methods such as rearing 3 or 4 calves on 
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2/ 
a nurse cow , or dry feeding calves from about 

one week old onwards , could be used to reduce the labour inpu t for 

r earing young stock . 

The value of the extra stock re cuired on the farms i n Group 
15/ -

B i s about $140 ,000,- and for a ll suppliers i t is about %2,000,000. 

In order to handle the i nc reased stock numbers, which a r e 

essential for significant increases i n butterfat production, other 

complementa r y inputs will be required. 

Most farmers in Group B could make small i ncreases in stock 

numbers without having to add other inputs. However, for stock 

numbers to be significantly increased, 15 farmers woul d have to 

build a new Herringbone cowshed, and 7 farmers would have to extend 

an existing shed . There were onl y 3 farms in Group B with a cow-

shed able to handle the stock whic h could easily be carried on the 

farm. 

9 . nNurse cows r0ar Calves in 500- Cow He rd n , The New Zeal and Farm­
er , ro vember 18, 1965. 

10. Davey , A. 1l . F . , "Principle,s of Cal f Rearing 1
', Dairy farming 

dnnual , Massey Universi ty, 1966, p . 22 . 

11. Barnes , li' . R . , n270 in one Batch 1' , Dairyfmrming Annual, riassey 
University, 1966, p .30 . 

12. Easton , J . D. , ncal f Ree ring Made Easy·', Dairy farming Annual, 
Massey University, 1966, p . 38. 

13, Davey , A. ~-J.F . , I.Feeding Calves on Butter milk Powder " , Dairy­
farning Annual, Massey College, 1962, p.23 . 

14. CnrJ.pbell , I.L., 11 The Use of Buttermilk Powder in Calf-Rearing'; , 
Dairyfar ming Annual, Massey Agricultural College, 1960 . 

15. This represents 1456 head at %96 . 
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It can be seen from the number of new cowsheds required that 

a large capi tal outlay is necessary. An expense of $5000 per far~ 
' 1§.I 

would be a realistic fi gure . This would mean an investment of, 

say, $75,000 for the 15 farmers requiring new cowsheds . 

Thus ne cessary conditions for rapid and efficient development 

of Group B farms are the avai l ability of large amounts of financial 

and r eal capital , and good information on cowshed designs . The 

'real capital' include s a substantial amount of imported piping, 

stainless steel and other raw materials for milking plants. 

In handling extra stock labour is also likely to be a probl -
Jl/ 

The author found that on many farms such items as races, water 

supply, and subdivision would have to be i mproved to make effective 
1£/ 

use of labour. . These items, however, frequently seem to take 

16. The following prices a r e actual costs for new milking sheds in 
the 1966/67 season on the Rangitaiki Plains. 
1. Herringbone , 18-a-side with a circular yard , 

machines,built by farmer's labour: 
2 . He r ringbone, 18-a-side with new machine. Full 

price: 

New N.D;A . 
$Li-, 800 

3. Herringbone, 
4. Herringbone, 
5, Herringbone , 

contract 
,310,000 
% 5 , 754 
1, 6,436 

12- a-side with new mac hines: 
18-a- side with new machines: 
10-a-side full contract price without 

machines : 1, 6,000 

17, See Section 8 . 6 . 

18. This confirms the ideas expr essed by local extension officers 
for i nc reasing pr oduct i on, see Section 7,3.2,1 . 
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first priority in the farmer's mind . In the author's opinion these 

factors should only be emphasised after stocking rates are increased. 

The first priority is to increase stocking rates to the maximum level 

for the existing fixed inputs, and only then to start improving these 

so as to be able to further increase stock numbers. 

The importance of such items as races, water supply and 

subdivision grow quickly as ~tock numbers - increRse, but the profit-

ability of increasing these inputs without changing stocking levels 

.:12/ 
is usually small. 

·when the time comc,s for adding such i terns as water reticul­

ation, subdivision, and races, they must be carefully considered 

and information sought in order to make the most useful and econom-

ical job. 

8 . 2.2,25 Per cow production 

The survey endorsed the opinion of the local extension 

officers who consider that the low per cow production is not n 
20/ 

result of poor genetic merit, but rather of poor feeding, 

In Survey Group B 16 of the 25 farmers use artificial insem­

ina tion and thus it may be expected that on these farms the herds 

are of reasonable genetic merit . The other 9 farmers use bulls 

which would be of varying genetic merit, including 2 who use pedigree 

bulls. 

19 . See Case Farn III, Ap pendix E.3 , 

20. See Section 7.3 . 2,2. 
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A l a ck of ~ood feeding after calving was evident on many 

farms in Group B. Most herds calve before the 23rd July and all 

calve before 7th August. This means that there is little fresh 
.?.21 

spring growt h for at least a month after calving commences. 

During this tice cows are fed on autumn saved pasture and supple-

mentary feed. There is fre~uently a drop in the feed ~uality as 

the autur.m saved pasture is used up prior to the comr:'lencement of 

the spring growt h . Farmers in Group A have ge n erally overcome 

this problem by calving t he ir herds later. 

When the author visited farms in Group Bin Hay 1966 he 

satt paddocks which had been shut since early Marc h . In May there 

wa s long rank feed · co mme ncing to die at the bottom which the farme rs 

intended to save until July fo~ newl y calved cows. f,s the feed 

quality was poor in May and little winter growth would be ma de, it 
22/ 

can only be expected that the auality would be worse by July. 

The problem of poor spring feedin rz: was worst in Gal2,tea 

where farmers generally had poor p a sture species such as brown-top, 

21. According to the leading farmers contacted by the author in this 
survey the spring growth of rye grass pastures generally cor~­
ences in l a te August on the Rangitaiki Plains. This builds up 
to a peak in October-November. Poorer paspalum pastures are 
later in commencin r:~ growt h . A itryep;ra,ss varieties grazing and 
mowing trial 11 experiment number 61/1076, establ ished by the 
Depart rient of Agric11l ture, 1,.lhakatane, also supported these vi0ws. 
The au~hor is unaware of any available figures on grass growth 
rate in Galatea. It would be -::xpected however, that the comm­
encement of spring gro wth would be slightly later than on the 
Rangi ta.iki Pl ains beco.use of the cooler winter clime. te. 

22. This problem is similar to that found by Graham on 1 South Tara­
naki far t1.1 where production was only increa,sing slowly. Gralw.m, 

J.V., "The Economics of Eigh Rates of Fertilizer on South Taro.n-­
aki Dairy Farmsn, Op.ciL, p.F.29. 
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y::trroi.v, p:--.sp ::--, lua ::rnd yorkshire fo g . These ~pecies are winter 

dor::1'-111 t :·;nd k ~ve to be shut up very e , rlv, suy JVk:,rch , i n order for 

then to grow . In winter they beco t1e frost bitten, ::i. lot of feed 

is wasted, and quality deterior~tes. The author s,w on 1 f n r n i n 

Gal~t ca th~ t th i s problem need not occur if the p~sture species a r e 

changed to~ r yegi~ss- white clover type swnrd . The rye :!,T'l.ss 

continues to grow over nest of the winte r ~nd can be shut up in 

M~y to provide good spring feed. 

Although this problen is worst i n G'l.l~te n it i s still sign­

ificant on so~e f~rras on the Rangit niki PlQins . 
23/ 

Hutton- h n.s shown the i r;1portnnce of good feedin r; i n -.ied-

i a tely after calving in order to obtnin □nxi~urn bu tt e rf~t production 

in the initial stages of the sea so n . He also showed tha t the 

l evel of production n ctually ach i eved in the ini ti2 l stages hns a 

profound influence on the totnl ldctationn l output a nd on t h e 

efficiency of conversion of t he feed eaten to ni l k produced. 

The impo r t ance cnn be seen of nrranging n grazing pattern 

and calving date in order to be ab l e to fully fe e d cows with good 
24/ 

p:lsture ii:1?,iedin te l y nfter calv ing . Hut ton·- particulnrly empha s-

i sed the i□portance of this for fnr~s where stocking rates a re 

ap:pror:.ching 1.5 cous per ncre . 

23 . Hutton, J . D., ··Feeding Cows wel l i n Ear l y Lactationn, Dairy- • 
farming Annual, Massey University , 1966 , p . 114 . 

24 . Ibid_~ , p . 119, 
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25/ 
Hewitt suggested r egul nt ing the calving date so that the 

spring feed sho1.Ild be comnencing to mnke r npid growth by tbe time 

the first round of g razing after calving has been completed. He 

su?ge.sted the 1st J\.ugust 2-s the enrliest desirc.ble calving date on 

the Rnngitaiki Plains . 

The a uthor generally found that there is nn awareness of 

the ideAs of aodern p~sture ~anagement and utilisation amongst the 

farr.1ers in Group B, olt!-:.ough these f:::rriers !1.ave not yet proceeded 

any further in the ndoption of these practices . 

This basically shows th a t extension techniques hnve been 

success ful in making farners aware of these trends, but that more 

intensive advice is necessary to help them see the application of 

these ideas to their own faros . 

On 8 farms in Group B draina.ge will need to be improved 

before pastures can be significantly improved . The ~ene ral roc o~7-

endntions for drainage in this district given by the Department of 

Agriculture, arc for sh~llow open droins. A little mole drGin2ge 

has also been dona on intensively stocked fares i n the district. 

The application rate of fertilizer will need to be increased 

on ne~rly nll fares in Group B if production is to be increased to 

the hi~her levels of Group A farms . Farrri.ers in Group B need inform--

~tion on the best type of fertilizer for their soil type and the 

best tine of application. Seve n farmers a re still using straight 

25. Hewitt, S . R., Department of Agriculture, ~'Ihn.katane , Pers . conm. 



superphosphate, even though potassic supe r phosphate in split dress-

i n ~s , spring and autumn , has been shown to give a ve r y good response 

on fa r ms i n this district. 

Only 42 pe r cent of farme r s in Group A, and 54 Je r cent in 
26/ 

Group Bused bulk topdressing in 1966.-- Fa rmers' reasons for 

not using bul k topdressi ng services amounted to a lack of know l edge . 

Inforaat ion should be p rovj.ded to farmers conce r nin~ both the prof­

itability of using bul k topdressing , and the quality of the s e rvice 

a vailable . 

Far mers i n Gal atea generally admitted to the author that 
28/ 

they were uncertain about the va lue and management of lucerne. 

I t has been stated that fe e d ing is the mos t important 

factor affect i ng p er cow production . Feeding is affected by the 

p~sture species and ca lving date. The pasture species are affec ted 

by the stocking r ate , fertil izer applicat ion rate, and drainage . 

Thus attention must be give n to these iteras for t he raising of per 

cow production. 

26. See Appe ndix C for a cost cornnarison of using farm spinne r and 
bulk topdressing. 

27. See Section 5.2.8. 
28. See Section 5 . 2 .2 for recommendations for the successful esto.b­

li sh mcint dnd managem~nt of luc e rne . 
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8 . 2.3 Improving fnrmer knowledge level 

It h~s been shown nbove tha t there is a considerable lack 
29/ 

of knowledge nmongst the f~rmers in Survey Group B. 

Improving farmer knowledge level is part of the basic aim 

of extension. This has been expressed as follows : 

n • •• • the true function of extens i on should be Rurnl 
Education with the object of improving fund amental 
knowledge, skill , and, where necessc.ry, stimulate the 
farmin g community to appreciate and where possible to 
solve their own problems . 11 30/ 

Thus there is a need for extra extension services to the 

farmers on the Rangitniki Plains and in Galatea . 

When considering improving farmer knowledge level it is 

important to remember the following points m2de by Leagans: 

ttThe process of extension educ o. tion is one of worki ng 
with people , not for them; of helping people become 
self-reliant, not dependent on others; of making 
people the centra l acturs in the drama, not the stage­
hnnds or spectators . In short, helping people by 
means of education, put useful knowledge to work for 
them . 31/ 

29. Tl-:lis sup1,orts the ideecs of such people as Hudson who claim that 
there is a large gap betweec researc h and the farmer. Hudson, 
A. . W. , nThe Farm Improvement Club Hovement and the Place of the 
General Adviser in Agriculture 11 , New Zenland Institute of Agric­
ultural Science, 1955, pp 52-57. 

30. Report by No . 6 Committee on Workshop I'To.1 . , H. Z.I.A . S . Massey 
College Extension :'forkshop, 196 1 , p.19. 

31 . Le :~gans , J.P., i;some Principles nnd Concepts of Extensj_on Prog­
rnrnre Development'' , Cornell University , Ithaca. 



8.2 . 3,1 Types of extension media and informat ion to supply 

In the following section the extension media best suited 

to farmers in Survey Group Bare discussed. 

V&rious workers including Beal and Bohlen, Rodgers and 
33/ 3~-/ 35/ 

Beal , Copp, Sill and Brown, Mnson, and Presser and Russell , 

have shown t ~~t mnss media, ~roup media and individual contact have 

different p~rts to play in the adoption of new practices. 

Mass media is gene rally most effective nt the awareness 

and interest stages of new ide~s. 

Group media is of greatest importance in the evaluation and 

trial stages of adopt i on, and individual contact plays its greatest 

part i n the trial and adoption stages. 

8 . 2 . 3,11 Mass media 

Section 7 . 2 . 2 g~ve an outline of the farmers' use of mass 

The me dia receiving attent io n by about 50 pe r cent of the 

farmers in both Survey Groups A and Bare the Dni r y Factory 

32 . Beal , G.M . , and I3olllen, J . l'lj ., Op.cit._ 

33. Rod u;e rs, E . I_V• ., and Beal , G. :M ., l!The Importance of Persono.l Infl­
uence i n the Adopt ion of Technol ogical Changes 11 , Social Forces, 
_3E;, 1958, pp 329-335. 

34 . Copp , J . H., Sill, 1 . L ., and Brown , E. J . , 1·The Function of Infor­
mation Sources in the Farm Practice Adoption Process'' , Rur2l 
Socio logy, 2~, 1958 , pp 145-157, 

35 . Mason , R . G., 1;The Use of Inform2t ion Sources in the Process of 
Adoption'; , Rural Sociology , 29_ , 1964, pp 40-52. 

36. Presser, IL.A ., and Russell, I-I.!~ ., n/1. cceptance of Research 
Results by Farmcrs 11 , Review of Market ing and Agricultur2l Econ­
omics, 33 , 3, 1965, pp 147-165. 

36/ 
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Newsletter , local farmer conferences , and success stories or general 

farming articles in farming journals or local newspapers. Radio 

broadcasts are not playi ng a very significant part in extension 

amongst the f armers contacted in this survey. The existing radio 

programmes are at unsuitable times , and the radio is turned off at 

nights in preference to television. 

The author concluded from this survey that t~ere is little 

value in continuing the present local radio farming programmes, at 

l east in their p r esent form . 

The farmers'attitude towards television suggest that this 
37/ 

is potentially a very useful extension media. Television, 

although a more costly extension form that most oth8r mass media, 

has a very wide audience. I n using television as an extension 

media it would be essential to have programme times which are suit-
38/ 

able to farmers, say between 7. 30 and 9.00 p . m. 

37 . The use of this nectia has been discussed b~ Mccannon, N. R., 
t.Makin o; the most of Television TimeH, Department of Agricultural 
Journalism , University of Wisconsin, Bulletin 20, Novembe r 1956. 

38 . The current eringle cl12.nnel situation in :new Zealand probably 
forces the director of ncountry Calend2_rt1 to strive for a more 
'gener.s1l I appeal than would be really suitable for a prog:t2.mme 
wit h a primary exter:sion function. The nutl1or considers, how­
ever, that short intensive extension pro~rammes a re a feasible 
possibility under tho present situation ~nd that they could have 
a high extension value. 

Su.ch programmes could not be done specifically fo r the Rangit­
niki Plains but would have to be integrated within a pattern 
suitable for all fnrmers within the Auckland televi sion network . 
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The author would ouggest that the most uaeful mass media to 

use for extension in this district a r e the Dairy Factory Newsletter, 

local farne r confere n ces , newspa per articles and televi sion . 

The use of spec i al printed bulletins is also likely to be 

useful . 

In using nass aedia it i s i a portant to remembe r the follow-

in~ comment by Read: 

11 The effectiveness of nass media is directly related 
to the extension workers' co n fidence in t he uedia and 
his skill in uR ing t he techniques required by the 
media . 39/ 

Mass media, which s hould create awareness and interest , 

could be used to provide information to the farmers visited in this 

survey on the followin g subjects: 

(i) The availability and type of service provided by 
cxtensicn officers . 'I'he value o:f discussion 
groups ahould be emphasised and information supp­
lied on tbe cs t abl i s hr.wn t of groups . Thi,s would 
be de.signed to stimulate farr:1ers into joining 2 

group a~d approaching an extens ion officer to 
advise them . The aveilability of individual 
service from extension officers (including free 
advice from ~ e p~rt~unt of Agriculture and Dairy 
Board officer:-:, and paid advice fro r· Private Con,­
ault ants a~d Farr IcproveEent Club Advisors) chould 
a l so be advertised . 

39 . R0r1.l, H., ;' The Effective Ro l e of f-17..s s Fed ie.. in Agriculturo.l 
Extension Educntion 11 , Australian Agricultur~l Extensio n Confer­
oace 1962 , Reviews , Fnpers , :::nu Reports, Cor:nonwe.'.11 th · .'.3 cientific 
o..nd Industrial Research Organization , Me lbourne , 1963, p, 255. 



(ii) The current o.vnilabili ty of finance o.nd terus of 
lendinfl . Although there is never a shortage of 
people wishing to borrow, no.ny h ighly profitable 
develop□ent p ro jects are not being carried out 
because of a lack of capital . The author found 
nany farne r s unwilling to approach a lending 
institution be cause they thought the i nstitution's 
policy was the sane as ten years ago . 

(iii) Cowshed design . 

(iv) Lucer1-:e growth c.nd mano.geDent. 
was needed by all survey fRrQers 
plo.nt . 

This infornation 
who g rew this 

(v) Pasture re210wal nnd lu.ter calvi ng , All farmers 
had reached the m,mr oness stage fo r these i teri.s, 
but □o re mass nedia could be used to exhort fnrn ­
ers to pro gress further with these ideas . 

(vi) lnc r ecsing stocking rates and encourn~ing farners 
to rear raore he i fer calves as well o.s r:mking the1:1 
cware of the effects of compulso r y Tuberculosis 
testing . On most fnrms in Group A this item had 
been seriously c ons idered and furners were either 
in, or near, tl ,e 2.dopt ion staP;e . In Group B 
hm·rev0r, onl y 3 fo.rr:wrs were near the adoption 
stn.ge and 7 fnruer .s -,wre only vaguely appro,J.ching 
t}1e awnreness stage . The rerw.ining 10 fo.rriers 
were in between these tuo extremes , 

(vii) Devel opment priorities. For at l c3st hnlf the 
faraers in Group Dan understandinc of priorities 
in development hL,cl not ranched tl10 o.war eness and 
interest stages . Farmers r ecognised that they 
only wv.;.'ltod to do thii'l[;'G which were profitable 
and congeni al , They fre0uently did not, however , 
fol l ow the □ost profitable o.nd congenial path 
because of a n i sunde r sto..nding of priorities. 
Mass □edia can stress how to select priorities 
and t he need to ~uke sure they are fo llowed, in 
the best order, Tho first priorities i n devel­
opnent wil l differ ;rn different fo..rns . The 
far□er co.n only be properl y v.dvised after direct 
contact by the extension worker, with the indiv­
idual situation . As a general rule however, for 
farmerc in Group B i ncrensing stocking r utos is 
the no.st i mpo rtallt i tec . 

161 
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8 .2.3,12 Group media 

Section 7 . 2 .2,4 has shown that the f a r ~ers in Survey Group 
40/ 

B arc very interested i n discussion groups amo ngst their friends. 

This sugscsts t hat this means of extens ion has a great poteatinl 

a Dongst farme rs who a re not receiving much extens i on advi ce fron 

other sources , provided th e me□bers of the group are interest e d in 

deve lopment . It 1;.ms o bservGd however that fctrme r s who wore able 
' 

to got regular indi vidual ass istance preferred t h is to discussion 

groups . 

If extra extension personne l become ovnilable some of t~ese 

r esources should be utilized in oncouragin ~ farners to fo r m discus s-

ion gr oups, and t hen in servicing these gr oups. 

Discussion groups could be used to h e lp bri ng c l oser to 

adopt ion a ll the itcn s sugges ted under mnss media . 

they coul d emphasize: 

I n a d ditio n , 

(i) The development of the use of sound bo rrowi ng 
principles ; 

(ii) The education 0f f a r me rs in the decision-makins 
proc e ss; 

(iii) The widening of farmer 's knowloJge of the prod­
uctive pote n tial of thei r land ; 

(iv) The type , rate, tine and method of application 
of fertilizer . 

40. The author found in this surv ey tha t ' fr i ends' were genera l ly 
other fRrncrs at a similar level of production rand with a 
sinilar outlook t o fo.r! ,ling . Ne i ghbours i.,.rere not ne cessa rily 
classified as ' friends' . The outho r found that there was 
generally n l a c k o f comu.uniccttion between pro gressive and 
statj_c f[,_rmers. 



8. 2, 3, 13 Individual contact 

In Table 7 , 1 it was seen that 84 per cent of far□ers in 

Survey Group Bare willing to use nn extension officer if he arrives 

on the farn . Li '110.ble 7. 3 however , it was seer that only 46 pe r 

cent of the farmers in Crour Dare ke~n to join a discussion group. 

Thus , although discussion groups have a large pote~tial for exten­

sion \rorl~, they will not be able to reach all farmers wl10 are willinG 

to accept advice . 

'l'he success of discussion groups \-rj_ll largely depend on 

initially activatins a few farmers in the group by individual contact . 

The autho r believes that in addition to the accelerated 

u.se of nc.1.ss i.:.llcl ,c;roup 1:icdia. r.:JOTG individual contact exten.:::;ion serv-

ices need to be ~Jrovidcd in this district . 

Inc~i vidual co n tQct,s wi tL c1.::: extension officer ccu:: he.vc an 

inports.nt role in: 

( i) Providing f2ctunl L1.fornation previously unc~v2.il-

nble to the f0r□er □; 

(ii) Bringing to adoption ::::ta:te 2.n ideci. which has 

' progressed, in the fcr~crs ~ind , through tho 
4,/ 

previous stagec of the 2Joption process; 

L~1 . Beal , G. M. , nnd Dohlon , J . ~L , 2..E_._£_it . 
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(iii) Inspiring tho farmer with th2 confidence to 

undertal=e a pror::r :1.r::Jm0 by integrc.ti!1.g pr.::vi ously 

knowL i nfor~at i an into an evidently profitable 
~2/ 

and fe2sible progrn□rne . 

Individual coutacts should provide the saLle infornation as 

reconnended nbove for c roup med i a . 

8.2.3,2 Providing extra extension servi ces 

The exist ing extension officers in this district are already 

fully employed ~e lping and encouragin~ the more progressive far~ers 

t o adopt new practices . In order to increase production on the 

farns visitea in this survey, raore extension officers will be requ-

ired in this district . 

Extension services a re provided to farm~rs by gove rnment, 
43/ 

industry nnd private resources.-

Government a~d industry extension officers are not directly 

dependent on their clients for their income and thus a re able to use 

whatever nec.1.11s of extension the/ think will hc.ve the lc:1rgt.;st effect 

on district produc tion. If they think it desirable they can spend 

all their tine on ~c.ss media. 

42. Gee Section 8. 2.4. 
43. The existinr services to suppliers to the Ilengitaiki Plains Dairy 

Co~pany were discussed in Sec tion 2. 8. 



Frivate sources such as Farm Improveoent Club Advisors and 

Private Consultants are linited in the rn3~e of services they c a n 

provide bec8use they a r e directly dependent for a living on paying 

clients. They are thus, prir1arily lirni ted to indi vj_c'l.ual con tac ts, 

or to groups which may forrn and pay f o r their services. They are 

only a ble t o spend a limited amount of tir-1e on maso ,1edia because 

it gives little direct casl, ret urn, and is an inefficient ncthod' of 

increas~ng the productivity of their uarticul2r clients. The use 

of so~c n2ss media oay however be necessary for building up t heir 

reputation. 

For political reasons government and industry resources, 

nust be spread relatively evenly throughout the country . 

because of the limited number of extension •rorkers ~vailablo to both 

the Departnont of Agriculture and the Dairy Board it would be unrea­

sonable to expect these sources to provide the extra extension 

services required for full developnent of the Rangitaiki Plains and 

Galatea districts . 

Private sources are not res t ricted by political factors. 

'/"here o. high fino.ncial r eturn can "be expected fron. extrc1 extension 

services, private individurls or groups who will receive tl1e be~efit 

fron such returns, can afford to pay a high salary which will be 

sufficiently conpetitive to attr.:::.ct extra extension officers. 

The extra extension services required i n this district would 

only be likely to accor::plisi1 their purpose of r ee.ching t he non-adopt ­

inq fnrRors if, in the first olace at least, they a re provided free. 
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Far□ers who have not learnt the value of extension services 

would be liesi tant to pa.y an extension officer to visit their farr.1 . 

This □eRns that the extra extension services could not be satisfact-

orily provided on a Farm L:iprovement Club or Priva te Consultant 

basis whore payment is nade for each vis it. 

The o bvious gr oup to back a private , free advisory service 

is t~e Dairy Co2pany . The extra pro duction and turn-over at the 

Dair7 Factory woul d tend to offset the salary of an extension officer, 

and even if the oanufacturing eccnoTiies did not fully neet the cost 

of the extension service tbe fact t~at suppliers had higher net 

incoTies, would correspond to the co-operative spirit of runnin ~ the 

factor y so as to ~aximize the incomes of suppliers. 

8. 2.4 I nprovin r farmers' c onfidence 

In discussinq the function of a f a rm ~anage~ent adviser 

Schapper states: 

n1u1 tb,qt the f2.rY>J r.w.nar;ement advisor does, and that 
is a big t a sk, is to help the f a rmer clarify his 
r oals, to select the best means , and to make better 
decisions thai1 he would otherwise . Even though some 
of the decisions may be the s a~e as those without the 
adv i ser, it is hypothesised that the far~ rnanageaent 
adviser is able to inspire the farner - the decis i on-
Daker - with confidence . In other words the adviser 
can reduce uncertainty . ~ven though some dec i sions 
may be exactly the sa□e , t h is reduction of uncertainty 
of itself is a worthwhile function . Perhaps it will 
not be reflected in highe r net returns, but it will 



certainly be reflected in pe2ce of r.ii nd. 11 

This definition of the function of an extension officer 

shows the i~portance he has in inspiring confide~ ce within the 

f a rmers he c o ntacts. The boosting of co n fidence is the nain actvan-

tage of being a mern½er of the Farm I aprovement Club according to 3 

of the 9 survey fnrmcr,s i,,r)•o were r.embers of the Club. 

During this survey t~e author wo s e ble to discuss nnd budget 

with the far no r possible develop~ent programmes on several f~rms . 

In ~t l enst 2 c nses this day spent with the farruer discuss ing h is 

far e c'.'.nd its production potential precipitatc .. c1 an i nE'.edi.:1t e larE,e 

scale development programme . 

Case F~rm I in Chapter 6 was one of these farms. The 

farner had the technical knowledge for larpe scale development but 

lacked sufficient confidence . This was gRined by talkin~ with the 

author who d r ew up b ud gets t o show the profitability of the proposed 

prograBrne and suggested a few technical modifications. The farner 

having i nitiated the development following a visit by the author 

proceeded with the ~rogramme himself . He had p revious1y gai3ed 

infornation concerning development from 9~st experience, farnin r 

journal.s , Ruakurn field days and discussion p.;roups, as well ns sone 

indivirtual cont~ct with extension wo rkers. All that was needed to 

44 . .Schapper, H.P ·. , HFo.rm Man2-o:enent Clubsn, Austra.lian Agricultural 
:Sxtension Cor,.ference 1962 , Reviews, Papers , n.nd Reports, Corl!'1on­
wealth Scientifi c and Indust rial Research Organization , t ielbourne, 
1963 , p . 168 . 
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set a largo scale development programme going was t he encourage~ent 

fro! .. an extension worke r to boost the farrner 's confidence , and to 

show on pape r, using the farMer 1 s fi gures, the profitability of the 

proposed pro z r a~me . 

I n the second c as e , the f~r me r had thou~ht a little about 

development, hevin~ been pro0ptad by circumstan ces, and mass rnedia 

such as fnrminr journ~ls, as wall as talkin ~ wit h nei~hbours and 

seeiTI~ their s uccess. This f a r ne r howeve r, was lacking bot h tech-

n ical knowlad~e and confidence . The autho r w0s able t o drnw up a 

developme nt prograu□e along the line s the f a r mer had b een thinkins, 

with budcre ts to s how t he p r ofitability of development, and suggest 

specific sources of s~acia]ised technical advice. This farmer a lso 

p roc ee ded 1-1i tl-1 a cr3.s1.1 cle velopr1ent progret,,1!7\0 following- one visit by 

the au thor. Previous to this, the farraer had been delib e rating 

for years bvt had ne t made the effort to invite an extension worker 

This far me r h2s since c om;·Jenced making use of 3. 

r egular direct extension service. 

Extension worl:ers c Rn build up far mers I confide n ce in devel-

opDent by providinc sound infor08tion on the success of develop□ent 

on other far ms, an~ by he lpin~ the f a r me r to understand and lea rn 
~5/ 

mo r e 2bout development practices . Words of encourage1.1ent also 

often t end to inspire confidence. 

45 . See Section R. 2. 3,13 f 0 r t½c uses of individuPl contact for 
extension purposes . 



8 . 2 . 5 Conclusion on l .:cck of kno1.1ledge and confidence 

It h~s been shown 2bove thnt a lack of knowledge and confid-

ence is the majo r factor hindering increased production on fnrms i n 

Survey Group B. To overcome this ~roblem it has been seen that 

extra extens i on services including mass media, group 0edia and 

individual contact services ara re ouired, and that these can best 

be supplied by the local Dairy Factory providing an advisory service. 

8. 3 S~tisfaction with the Status Quo ---------- ------ , 

There are 5 farmers (20 per cent of the sample) who are 

satisfied with the status quo. These can, howeve r, be divided into 

two categories . 

8 . ~~1 Far1aers personally satisfied and disinterested in progress 

There are 2 farmers who are satisfied with the existence 

they ,c,_re r.1aki ng 0nd are conlpletely disii1terestcd in finding out what 

is gain~ on around thera . Both these farmers are over 45 years of 

age. Their ambition is to keep t~emselves out of debt and do as 

lit tle work as possible . One farmer recently increased production 

a little because he is sending two children to boarding schoo l and 

needed h i ghe r personal drawings . 

The author considers that the time and effort which would be 

required to motivate thes e farrners into action would be unprofitable 



in ter~s of extension workers time. 

8.3.2 Farmers interested in progress, but too sceptical to adopt 
neu technology 
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There are 3 farmers in this category who are mentally alert 

and i nte re sted in what is goin~ on in the progressive farming world. 

They a re, however, extremely sceptical about h i gh production and high 

stocking rates, and are personally convinced that the farBers doing 

these things must soon suffer a setback . These farmers read farming 

journals and go to farmin g conferences in order to keep up to date. 

They are not , however, so willing to have direct contact wit h exten-

sion officers on their farms. In their present frame of mind , these 

nen would be very hesitant to accept advice from an extension officer 

who happened to c a ll on their farm. 

Due to their present scepticism about adopting current devel­

opment techniques, the author considers that time spent by extension 

officers t r ying to motivate these farmers by direct individual cont­

act now , would be uneconon ic a l compared with what could be done on 

other farms. :',Then it has been shown in the mass !",1edia that develop-

ment is successful over many years these farmers must be affected. 

The ide,rn will insidiously become part of their way of thinking. 

They will then be ready for more intensive advice in order to help 

46. I n any case whilst one c a n easily argue that outside agencies 
should help f~rme rs achieve their own goals, it is ouite another 
thing to argue that these a~encies should try to change farmers 
goals . 
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them implement these ideas on thei r own farms. 

8.4 Old and Disabled Farmers 

8.4.1 The problem 

On 4 farms in Survey Group B the farmers' health was poo r. 

All of these far me rs were about fift y years of age and 2 of them still 

had dependent c hildren. The deterioration in farmers, he~lth meant 

that the effective l abour input on these far ms was reduced, and there 

was a conse~uent labour shortage . 

Anderson and Eichhorn have shown that although older farmers 

in poor health are handicapped in making efficient use of their 
47/ 

l Rbour some are s till efficient. 

On 2 of the se 4 farms the farmer would be capable of managing 

the property for so me years to come, but he could not do the physical 

work required to increase butterfa t production . In order to increase 

production on these far ms labour would have to be employed. Neither 

of these farmers are willing to employ outside single labour because 

of the disadvant a ges associated with it. The employment of married 

labour ~ould re ouire expenditure to build a house . 

One of the farms concerned here is only a small property of 

70 acres and the owner considers that it Hould be over-c2pitalising 

the property to build another house. 

47. Anderson , R . M., and Eichhorn, R. L ., rrcorrelates of Labour Effi­
ciency Amongst Older Farmer s in Poor Health' 1

, Rural Socio lo gy , 
29, 2, 1964, pp.1 81-193 . 
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This farm (Number 16) is on Soil Group 3 and in 1965/66 was 
48/ 

producing 260 lb butterfat ner ac re. The author considers that 

360 lb butterfat per acre would be a realistic figure to expect on 

this far7 under the present management . This would involve a total 

increase i n butterfat production of 7,000 lb, which if the per cow 

production remaine d constant at 280 l b butterfat per cow, would 

require an extra 25 cows thu.s making the stockiiig rate 1. 25 cows 

pe r ,':'. ere. 

Appendix F.1 gives an outline of development proposed by the 

author for this far~, which would i nclude employing a youth and mi l k-

ing an extra 25 cows . It has been shown that this would be profit-

able to the far□er, returning Rn added annual post tax cash profit 

of $L~L~7. 8 , aft e r a 4 ye 2.r payback period. 

A younger fitter man would be able to manage this farm on 

his own at the proposed level of production. 
49/ 

Since the survey this farmer has so l d the property . The 

farmer's inability to do much physical work over recent years le d 

h i m to take up extra educ a tional pursuits off the farm . He sold the 

property with the intention of pursuing his education further in 

fields where his physica l disability will not hinder him. 

48. The maximum production obtained in the 1964/65 season on Soil 
Group 3 wa s 390 lh butterfat per acre . 

49. No causal rela tionship is inferred from this sequence of events. 
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On the other far m (Number 18) where t he f armer is capable 

of m&naging t he property , but not of doing the physic a l work required 

to increase production , a son is being employed on a 29 per c ent 

sharemilking basis. The so n does not want to spend a ll his time 

on the fa r m. This farm i s in Gal atea and even if outside si~~le 

lRbour was wanted , it woul d be hard to obtai n , and retain, because 

of the icolated situation . This fa r m i s of ~dequate size to support 

anothe r married man . 

A:;:ipendix F . 2 outlines the autho r's proposed deve lopment for 

this f arr;1 1,rhich woul d include build ing a nother house and empl oyi ng 

a marr i ed man , milking 50 extra cows, apply i ng extra f ertili zer, and 

enlargin~ the cowshed. 

1st irngust. 

Calving woul d be put bac k from 15th July to 

This development would not be profitable to the son on a 

29 per cent share milkin~ agreement . If the farmer howeve r, ope r ated 

the f a r m on an owne r operator basis and paid his son the same income 

as at present the programme would be profitable. 

In this later case the added annual post tax c ash p r ofit 

woul d i nc r ease by $1 ,1 53 . 2, after a 9 year payback period . 

Proceeding with this deve lo pment, which is s i milar to that 

on C2se Farm I in Chapter 6, would meRn that the owner wou l d not have 

to work as hard as at present, yet he would still have the i nte r est 

of manaRing the farm . 



This farmer h2d not carefully considered the profitability 

of e~ploying labour, nor the personal benefit to himself in social 

or medical terms. In the author's opinion 

these lines should be made to this sort of farmer by extension workers
1 

2nd the profitahilitv and ccn~eniality of the proposed development 

clearly presented, The farmer must make the final decision, but 

until the a l ternat ives have been clearly portrayed he cannot aake 

a sound decision . An extension officer by formulatin CT the problem 

and the altornntives can pln ce the farmer in a much i mproved posit i on 

to mnke c1 decision. Even talh::inp:; with an extension officer night 

help the f r-- rmer face the real decis io ns he needs to make , where 

without this outside interest, the problen mi~ht remain for several 

y e ars at an unconscious level . 

On the other 2 farms Hhere the farmers' old nr:;e ::ind ill h ,.:al th 

were the mo jor facto rs hindering increased p~oduction, the farmer 

,-J2,s no lon,c:;er c,-~pable of either tlw physic3_l work or the manageria l 

effort required to incrense product ion. 

One of these farmers has now sold out, and the other is 

retaining the f~rm in the hope that his son will want to run it. 

Appendix F.3 shows n partinl buJ~et for the profitability 

of increasine product ion to a reaaonable l evel on the farm being 

retained. The fc-;_rr:1 (?:umber 22) is in Galatea and the proposed 

dcvelopcent would double butterfa t production from 21,000 to 42,0oo 

lb. After a 6 year payback period this develonment would return 



50/ 
an added 2..nnu2l post tax cc.sh profit of $2,456 . 8.-

8 .4. 2 I.J<:t tion2 l cost of al lowi nr, low levels of product io n 
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Tbe above proposed development on farm Number 22 shows that 

there is a direct cost to the nation (from reduced taxes) of $2,413 

per 2nnum in not deve lo p~ ng this farm . This c an a lso be expressed 

as the op~ortunity cost from export earnings on 21,000 lb butterfQt , 

Appendix F . 6 summari zes the profitability of the proposed 

development on 5 survey fQr ms. It is shown that taxation t ake s an 

average o f 52 .5 per ce nt of the present value of ad ded c a sh profits 

fro m the proposed d e velo pme nt on these 5 fares . Th i s re presents a 

total annu~l income to the nation of $6,241.4 , which is not a8 de if 

developme nt does not proce ed . 

The export e a rning s on the 70,000 l b extra butterfa t that 

development of tbe 5 f rrms would produce would amount to about 

.1J/ 
%25,000 per annum . 

Thus, using either of the above ~easures, there is a high 

cost to the n :::i. tio n in ::i.1101:,rinp: low production to continue. 

It is an interesting facet of nationa l agricultural policy 

thnt where increased production is hindered by old disab l e d far me rs 

it ~ay be worthwhile making a substantial payment (direct or indirect) 

50 . Taxa tion also increases by $2 , 413. 
51. This was c a lculated using the s ame return for butterfat ($0.3596) 

as has been used throughout this study . 
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to get these farners off their properties, and to let younger, more 

pro z ressive men take over . 

Rec om~ending that farmer s mo ve off their l and poses a number 

of problems, which include: 

(i) Suitable incentives to get the far Ller off t he 

property; 

(ii) Suitable arra ngements for housin~ facilities in 

town for displ2ced f a r me rs; and 

(iii) Supe r annuation scheme . 

Before sound practical incentives coul d be recom□ended for 

encouraging o l d, less productive farmers off their properties a full 

study of their situation and att itudes would be required. For t~is 

a larGer sanple of farmers in this category would be needed than 

occurred in the p resent survey . 

8 . 5 Sharemilking Agreements 

TRble 8. 3 sets out the number of farms in Survey Group B 

run on R sharemilking b a sis and the type of a greement . 

Table 8.3 Sharemilking Agreements 

i 
Type of Agreement Family situation I Non-family situ 2 tion 

29% 1 farm I Ni l 

39% I 
Nil 1 farm 

50% ! 1 farm 2 far ms 
f, 

' 
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Two other farms (Nurn½ers 24 and 32) were run on a 50 per 

cent s~arenilking agreement until sho r tly prior to the author's 

visit, These were both family arrangements where the owners sons 

had recently purchased the farms . In both cases production had been 

hindered primarily because of conflicting aims a rising within the 

shr1 r emilking agreeme1.c t . On farm 1-:umbc, r 32 the son did not wa_nt the 

purchase price of the property to be inflated by improvecent . On 

farn Nunber 24 the fath e r w:;wted nll the money possible to use for 

anothe r purpose and so nothing was put b2,ck into the far m. 

Once these agreenents were ternin~ted the new owners looked 

forward to making l arge increases in production. 

On the farms beinp run by sh~rernilkers at the time of this 

survey the share-a~reenent was the mos t limiting factor to increa sed 

production on 1 far m (Number 26) . This farm is situated in the 

Whal::atnne river vaJ_ley, 2 nd is rt:n by a. 39 per cent non- far,1ily share-

r::-iilkcr. 

A Herringbone cowshed on this farm would enable t he sbare­

n ilke r to handle extra cows, however es the existj_ng li--doubled- up 

internal race shed is only f i ve years old the owner j_s unwilling to 
52/ 

build 3 new shed for sone yenrs. 

52. This is R good illustra tion of the conflict situ2tion which can 
arise in s harefarraing agreements . If production is to be 
incre2sed on this farm the owner f ee ls th~t the sharemilker 
should ndd lnbour whereas the sharefarmer considers that the 
owner should add capital . 

For further details on the innate tendency to inefficiency 
in the present shc1.rer1il 1r:ing agreements see: Sargent, E . D. , ii Some 
Proble ms Arising from Present Sharefarning Agreenentsr 1 , Op.cit . 



Append i x F . 4 evaluates the profitclbility of e mploying a youth 

and □ilkin3 an extr~ 35 cows on this fa r m. If the f a rn were owner 

ope r ated this would be profitable and would r eturn an added annual 

post t ax cash profit of J,1 ,31 6.4, after a 2 year payb~ck pe riod. 

I n the sharefarmi nG s ituat io n the development would be unprofitable 

to the sh~r enilke r. 

I n Section 8.4 it was seen that far m Punber 18 , whi c h is 

being run on a 29 per c en t sharemilk ing bas is, could not be devel-

oped profit atly by the sharemilker. A profi table a lt ernat i ve for 

the successful operation of this farm was suggested to enable full 

deve l opment . 

The shar e -agr eeraent was not the most li rnitinc f actor to 

i ncreased p r oduction on the r emaining share - farms but it wa s still 

a linitinG factor , 

It c~n be seen fro□ the above examples that a chan~e is 

required in the p r ese,1t ,s har efr.r n i n g 2.gr eer:10nts before owners and 
53/ 

sha r2fnrrue rs alike can profitab l y deve lop their farn s . 

53 , ,Such e change has been proposed by: Candl e r, :,I. V., np._ New Look 
at Sharefar ~in~ Agree rnen tsi 1 , Dairyfar ming Annu~l , Eassey Univ­
ersity of Manawatu, 1965, pp . 41-45 . 
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8 . 6 Labour Shortage 

8 . 6 . 1 The problen 

On 1 far r:i in this survey where the farmer is capable of good 

physical work a nd has the mana£>,·erial abili ty to i ncreo.se butterfat 

production , increases 2 re being hindered priDarily by a labour short age . 

Thi s far ~ ( Number 19) is situated i n Gal atea , whero, due to 

isolation it would be di:ficult t o hold single labour . Prior to the 

survey the fprmer had not se r iously considered employinR ~Rrri ed 

l abour . At present he is re qring extra calves to sell as in-calf 

he i fers in order to utilize some of the sur plus feed. 

Append ix F.5 outlines the current situntion on this faro and 

presents n proposed profitabl e development prograrnne which includes 

add ing 55 cows, a narr i ed l abo ur uni t , and building anothe r house . 

Aft e r a 7 year payback period the annual post tax cash profit would 

be increased by $1,686 , and the far r.,e r's Hife would not have to work 

a s hard ns at present . 

8 . 6 . 2 Demand .:_:,__nd avai l ability of farml:._~bouE 

Most fnrners in Survey Group D will eventually cone to a 

labour shortage if butterfat production i s subst antially increased. 

In most c ases , however , production could still i ncrease considerab l y 

with the existing labour force, provi ded th~t other labour-saving 

devi ces a re enployed, such as replacin~ an o l d walk-t hr ough milking 

shed with a well designed Herringbone shed. 



180 

Far;.:.1e rs in Group A i,,.rho have rece n tly been ro.pidly incre a sing 

pr oduct i on h2ve had to employ ext r Q labour and as more farmers in the 

district start incre~sing production by significant anounts mo re farm 

l abour will be required. 

In considerins the far~ labour situation it is a f~llacy to 

think only of the situation on an individual f a r~. The district 

situation must be considered o.nd the labour requirerients must be ne t 

for the district as well as for the individual farm. 

The potential for increased production on the 25 farms in 

Group Bis 640,000 lb butterfat (or 100 per cent) above their present 
54/ 

l evel of production. 

At this r nte the potenti~l for increased production on the 

far ms of Group B type (one sixth of suppliers to the RRngit a iki Plains 

Dairy Company) would be o.bout 2,700 ,000 lb butterfat. 

Tha a uthor would estimate that the total current potential 

for increased production aLlon~st the suppliers to the Rangitaiki 

Plains Dairy Company would be approxiDn tely 11,000,000 lb butterfat 
55/ 

(or 55 per cent incre ~se ) abo ve the 1965/66 seasons production . 

54 . Potential production has been taken as the maxinum production 
within soil groups i n the 1964/65 season. 

55. The author is not imnlying that this is the maximum production 
ever likely to be attained by the suppliers to the Rangitaiki 
Plains Dairy Compa ny, but rathe r t he production that would be 
at tained if ctll farmers were producing near the current top 
levels of production . 



On a dist rict basis, to produce the above estinated potential 
56/ 

production about 350 extra farm labourers would be required. 

If the rate of far2 deve lop7ent is rapidly acce l erated a 

major labour shortQge nay occur . In thiG case it would be necessary 

to consider ways of improving the supply of trRined reliable fur~ 

labour on the Rangitaiki Plai ns and in Galatea. If this need arises 

the author would recoi;ir,end that a survey b0 done specifico.lly studying 

farm labour ~nd investigating wnys of incre~sing the supply of good 

reliable lnbour in the district. 

8.7 Flooding-

There are 6 farDs in Survey Group B situated in such a position 

thn.t severe local floods cover a substantial a re a of the fnrm, Each 

farmer in this category said that fl ooding was limiting his production. 

This w:rn true to 2, certnin extent, in thn.t production was reduced 

fron what it could h~_ve been when n flood dcinaged a lot of po.sture 

in the a utumn . This nlso had a carry-over effect, in some cases, 

into the following spring if there was bad pasture damage. 

Only in 1 of these ceses is the fear of flooding the nost 

iaportant fRctor hindering an increase in butterfat production. On 

5 of the farns where the faraer stnted that flooding w~s tho main 

renson hindering increased product ion, the author found other more 

56. This cessumes thD_t no othe r mo.j ar steps are r;mde in technology 
enabling the number of cows milked per nan to be significantly 
increased abo v e present levels. 



liniting f ~ctors which included, old a~e nnd ill heclth (1 far m), 

sh2..refa rr1ing agreer.ient (1 f 0..r m), s r-i. tisfa ction with th o stntus quo 

(1 farm), and~ l a ck o f technical knowled ge nnd confidence (2 f a r ms ). 

On the 1 fnr r1 (Nur:ibe r 23) whe r e the flo oding f ear is the oajor 
57/ 

li□it inf factor it is refl ec t ed in t he shnremilkinp agree□ent. 

The owner is hesita nt about up~lying ouch fertilizer or inve sting 

l a r ge sues o f c apit a l u~t~l t he floodin g dan~er is r eaove d . The 

sharerailker is also fe a rful of the po ss ible consequences of flooding 

as this far n has been badly flood e d . 

Tho floods on th e R~ngita iki Plains have ~eno r a lly o ccurred 

i n l 2 t e sum~er or au tumn - hence primarily a ffecting th e l a tter part 

of the dairy season. 

I n tho au t hor's opinion the fear of flooding is not n valid 

renson fo r low stocking rat es . The :farms which nre flood able a r e .'.l.11 on 

good rive r silts and capable of very hi p,h production. I n Section 2.5 

it was shown that stock losses have been very low in each of the floods 

on the Rangit a i k i Pl2ins. Hence it c an be s~fely a r gu ed tha t the 

v a lue of s toc k losses irrespective of whether farmers have o h igh or 

low stockinP r 2te would r emain low. If t h e far mer has some high l . nd, 

t hen stock can b e s<1fe l y put on these nr eas in the case o f n floo d . 

It ~-w uld not matter if pnrt or a.11 of the herd had t o be dried off in 

the early c1.u tuw.n ::1-s h i gh p roduction would h2.ve been p;ained ove r t he 

spring :-nd surnner and th e fnr n er could well o.ff ord n holiday for tho 

57. Even if this fnr ~ we r e o wne r operated production would not be 
i n creased bec a use of th e fear of flooding . 



rest of th e serson i f need be . 

8. 8 Cow Ill-thrift 

Co w-ill t hrift is the mnjor factor hindering inc r eased 

production on 1 far n in Survey Group B. Each ye o.r since 1962 prod-

uction h a.s be e n cons i der .'.:1 bly l ess thF.ln would be re a sona b l y expected . 

L~bour h ~s changed over this ti0 0 without affecting produc tion . 

Tr ;,_ce elei1.ents, cobo.l t, co pper , o.nd seleniun have a ll been t ried 

without l a stin~ e f f ect . The stock have a lso been cho.nged - a complete 

h e rd which W'1S producing well on another fv..r r:i was brought onto this 

property and the sane poor results were obt e ined. The mi l king pla nt 

ho.s been test ed for voltage rtnd pulsations . A sma J.l voltage was 

c orrected wit hout effect i n ~ production . 

probleM r earing healthy calves . 

There hRs a lso been~ uajor 

Stock nuabers were i ncreased by 25 per cent over the years 

1962/65 , but as this p r ob l em h nd not been remedied, i n spite of ~uch 

effort, the owner c ons i de r ed th0.t it was not wo r thwhi l e trying to 

58 . This s ame a r gument has been put forward by Ashworth in the case 
of su ru:10r drou phts whe re he says : 

11 01 d Joe , over the fence, kept tellinc us to wa it for 
the drought . And while he wo.stes nway the years 
pre paring for the dry sea son, or the wet winter, we 
will h nve cashed i n sufficiently i n al l the o t her 
sea sons to be alDost abl e to afford to tak e the year 
off rtnd l e t the drought or f l ood go by . ,; 

Ashworth , V. , 11Dairy Fnr:.1ers Calend:trll , The Hew Zealand Farner, 
Fe brua ry 24 , 1966 . 

59 . This p r oble ··1 wns discussed in Section 5.3.7. The cows fn l l off 
rapidly in p r oduct i on durin~ the sprin R and their coats become 
very dull. These a nimals have gene rally gone dry by lnte sum~er . 
Once the y stop mil~ing they pick up body condition r ap i dly. 
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incre ~se stock nunbors a ny further . In the 1965/66 season 22 acres 

of r1e.izc were grotrn ns n neans of utilis ing the land mo re profite.bly. 

The i ll - thrift p r ob l em has generally been 2ssociated with 

f a r ns where stock nunbers hnv0 been rapidly increa sed i n one year, 

oven though the stocki ng rate mny not be at n par ticularly hi ~h leve l . 

The proble~ of ill-thrift needs c 2 reful research . 
60/ 

So fn.r 

thur e h~s been nn investigat ion , but the r esu l ts were not conclu-

sive enough to be ~ble to trnce the mRin fault . On sane far~s this 

problen hQs appenred in one yeor and gone the next . On the fnrrJ 

~entioned abo ve t he probler has been present for five cnnsecutive 

yenrs. 

Thi,c: proble,;1 constitutes one l egitinate argu ment rtgainst 

increasing stockin~ rates . Farmers who do go nhend in spite of this 

problen take; a risl:, which is st,ltistically s1.1all a t present, but 

is s e rious for those who happen to becone involved . 

This proble8 deserves the ~t tention of trained research 

workers. 

60. This investignt ion was done in May 1966 by the local Departnent 
of Agriculture Fnrn Advisory Officers and the Livestock Instructor 
as n study of 4 affected, nnd 4 similar unaffected farms . The 
results were inconclusive but suggested that only on 1 fc1.rr.: was 
there A.. renl ill-thrift problem which it wns sugges t ed may have 
been due to lfso ft" feed, trace e l enent deficiencies, feed short­
age nf ter calvin~ , shed technique, or water suppl y and drainage. 
It was considered that on the other 3 affected farns the probleM 
wns l ~rgely the result of weak management. 



8.9 Unsatisfactory Supervised Credit Arrangements 

There is 1 f ar~c r in Survey Group B who purchased his farrn 

under a Maori Affairs Departr.1ent Settle:".lent Plan, and who is still 

being supervised by the 11aori Affai rs Dcpart□ent ~dvisory Officers . 

The production on this farn in 1965/66 w~s 110 lb butterfat 

per ocrc , and 194 lb butterfnt per cow . The rnaxi~um production 

obt8incd on the snn c soil type in the 1964/65 season was 320 lb 

but t Grfat per acre, thus showinr a lnr~e untapped potenti~l on the 

f .'.1.rEJ • 

This far□Dr has lost a lot of the inclination for har d wo rk 

because irrespective of the work done, he only receives a bas ic 

income of %900 per year. He could increase production if ~ore irnpr-

oved technical knowledge 1.mre incorporated into the r,1anngement 

decisions nade for hi r , and if there ws s □ore in~ediate financial 

inc entive . 

8.10 Taxation 

Onl y 2 far□ers stated that taxation was a f a ctor hindering 

t hen from i ncreasing butterfat production. In 1 case t he f?rrror 

stated l~ter that l cbour shortage was the najo r problcrn on his fnr ~ , 

and th~t if he had sufficient l abour he would incre~se butterfat 
§.11 

production . 

61. It is shown in Appendix F.5 th)t enpl oyin ~ l ~bour on t his farn 
(Nuaber 19) would be highly profitable. 
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In the other CRse t h e wife was work ing off the far□, and the 

farmer was getting no taxation exemption for he r o r for the fanily . 

Durin~ the intervi2w the wri ter forTied the opi nion that taxation 

was only a side issue and production would have increased on this 

property if the fa r ~1e r 's health had been good and he was physically 

capable of doing the work requir ed . The taxation a rgunent in this 

CRse only c n:oe up when it 1rms suggested by the author th2.t e1~1ploy i n g 

labour ~ight be profit~ble . This s i tua tion had not been carefully 

budgeted in the post-tax situation by the far me r , a n d as such he had 

no sound b'lsis for sayine; th2.t taxation would make it unprofitable . 

In this survey taxation was not found to be a major factor 

hinde r ing increased production a t present , however it is star ting 

to influence t he decisions of the developi ng farrners, and nust act 

6~/ 
as a disincentive to increasing production . 

The si~nifi cance of taxation 'lS a disincentive to deve l opment 

can be seen in Table 8. 4 where the percentage of the present value of 

a dded cash profi ts taken by t ax is shown for the actual develop□ent 
63/ 64/ 

pror;rar:mes, and the proposed development pro~ran0es . 

62 . This i mpressi on concerning the effe ct of taxat i on is sin i lar to 
t h~t gained by Wright while studying the deve l opment of unplough­
ablG h i ll country . 
Wright, A. , 11 The Developnent of Unplough~bJ_e Hill Country 11

, 

Op . cit . , p . 89 . 

63 . Sec Ap~endix E . 

64 . See Append i x F . 



T2.ble 8.4 Eff e c t of Taxation on Development Profits 

I Perc entag;e of pr Gsen t value o f 
Fci r n added cash pr ofits taken by tax 

-- -
Actual Develo:ene nt 

C.::.,se Fnr::i I 48. 8 

Co..se Fara II 48. 1 

Case Farn III .. 39 . 3 

C2..se Farm IV 56. 6 
I I 35.3 • Case Fnr;n V 

I I 
Prcnosed Deve l o12ment 

Hunber 16 42.4 
: Number 18 57 . 1 

Nw:ibe r 22 56.7 
Nunbe r 26 50-. 9 
Number 19 53 .7 

The Ru ther found i n this survey thnt farmers in Group A 

generRlly or.-:_ke muc h better use of their a ccountants to reduce tax-

a t ion than f a r ne rs i n Group B. 

8.11 Mi l ki ng Machines 

During the survey th e autho r a sked the local Farm Dairy 
65/ 

Instructors to check th e rnilkinR 03chines on 18 Group B farms.-

Of th ese only 1-1 were checked . Seven of the faros on which the 

65 . See Section 4.4.4 for the r easons for onl y a s king for 18 Gilking 
plants t o be che cked . 
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author wanted the milking plants checked were not done because: 

Survey 
Farm 

Number 

15 

16 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

26 

28 

29 

31 

(i) A satisfactory time could not be a rrange d 

with the farmer, (4 far ms). 

(ii) The plant was in too poor or insanitary condition, 

(2 farms). 

(iii) The farmer was building a new milking shed, 

(1 farm). 

Table 8.5 s hows the results of the milking machine checks. 

I . 
I 
I 
' • 

Results of Milking_ Machine Checks 

Machine Air 
consumption reserve 

N H 

H H 

H i L 

' .H i N 

H ! N 

N L 

H L 

H N 

H H 

L _ _L H 

N L 

Relief valves 
reauire 

servicing 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

i 
I 

. 

Pulsators require 
servicing 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

--·-

N = Normal L = Low H = High 

- - ----------------------------------



The nain r eas c n for the □achine consunp tion ~e ing high on 7 

f ::i r ,·1s w0.s peri shed rubberuare . This reflected the f a c t th~t new 

rubber.12.r c hn.d no t yet been insta lled f or the co::1ing Geason. 

Th~ r esults in Tab le 8.5 su~ge& t th2t on 60 per cent of f3rms 

."'.dj u s t ::1ent to th-3 nilkinr~ plant would i :.-:., prove the e fficienc y of r:i.ilking 

c::.nd t h(:; confort to t he cow. 

'-\Th ittlestone h,1.s s o.id th2t: 

;r A study of the r e l G tionships betweeu n~chincc and 
u.,..,_stitis sug.~es ts thE1.t a.ny f.-:-,ctor ,,-,hich inc r e:'..ses 
t!1e tine the cups ,1 r e on t11e covs tends to co.use a 
rise in cell count , n sign tha t irrit ~tion ~nd 
possible dc:r,ag0 is i nvo lved . 17 66/ 

The ~utho r does not consider thet on a ny f~r ra visited in this 

survey the ~ilking pl ant 2nd technique w=s the najo r factor hindering 

incre~sed butt er fat , reduction . He would expect, however, thut 

pr oducti ~n could be imr rov ed by correct adjustment of the c ilking 

plant on so~e f=r□s . Considerable i□prove□e nt should be possible on 

t he 2 f a r ~~ 1~ere the ~l an t w~a in a to o poor or insanitnry condition 

to be che cked by the Far~ Dnirv Ins tru~tors . 

6[ . 1rfuittleston"' , r,r . G., 11Mir;:ing fJ hec'. s ctnd PJ.o.nts of the Fu.tu,r e 11 , 

Dairyfarrain~ Annual, Massey Universi ty , 1966 , pp.151-159. 
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8.12 Decision Mn..~ing 

8.12.1 The need to for,·inlise de cision r13.king 

An overall pattern has ene r ged with nearly all these factors 

h inde ring increased butterfat production showing the need for the 

developnent of a proper thinking pattern aoongst farcers . 

Routhe emph .,sized the ir1portance of the decision no.king 

process in extension work when he stated that: 

11 Dec ision :;1nking is the heart of n. farr,.1 r.1an::i.ger.1ent 
education programne and should be the focal point 
of our educational efforts. The central educational 
objective should be to help rural people to inprove 
their ~bility to Bake decisions that achieve goals 
with the □ost efficient expenditure of resources. 
Decision ~aking is a conscious reasoning process that 
should involve six s~eps of goal·forr.iulation, problen 
definition, alte rnative analysis, decision, dec ision 
inple,:1ento.tion, nnd evalu at ion. "67/ 

It becaBo apper 0nt to the author that the farners in Survey 

Group B arc not no.king sound decislons because they o.re not following 

a sound thinking po.ttern. This emphasises a basic need for educating 

farmers cs to how to think and nake decisions. 

A farDcrs decision to adopt a new practice may be affected by 

nany social as well a s econonic factors. The author is confident, 

bowever, thn.t fo.r:7.ers could r.1ake ouch better decisions than at present, 

if tbey could clenrly set out problems and evaluate the alternnt ive 

solutions. 

67. Routhe, H.G., 11 The Applicat ion of Dec ision Making Processes in 
Extension Vierk in Farn Managenent", Journal of Farr;1 Econor:iics, 
44, 5, 1962, p. 1506. 
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In this survey the author found tha t sooe far~ers tend to 

refrain fro n adop ting nn econo~ical p r actice because of personal 
68/ 

attitudes which are b~sed on unsound knowledge . If c.11 the pros 

and cons are carefully set out the practice nny well be adopted 

instend of bein~ put nside . If the fnr ~er is una ble to clearly 

perforn th i s job himse l f , ns frecuently is the case , then an extension 

worker should be used to present the nlternatives clearl y to the farae r 

so th,t he can nc.ke n rntiono.l decision . Prejudices n~y alsc disa-

ppear when the fan1 er has t o explicity state o.nd justify his course 

of act i on . 

8 . 12 . 2 Icprovin~ fa r ~ers decision □aking progr ess 

So□e of the local extension officers have a very def inite aia 
I 

of i□proving the f ~r~ers' decision ~aking process while advising then. 

T~is is done by helping the faroer first to recognise his problers , 

~nd then drawing hin o u t i n conversation to discover the possible 

a lternntivcs for ovcrco□ing theB . The extension wo r ker then cle~rly 

sm:r.",r,r ises the si tuo..tion c nd leav0s thr:; fnrr:ier to iJ -lke his own decision 

which is based on a clearer understanding of the whole si tuation. 

68 . An exanple of this was seen on a nunber of farms where the f~ r ners 
were hesitant to use bulk topdrass i ng services . They preferred 
to use a s~inner topdresser because of t he c onvenience of being 
atle to ~pply saa l l l ots of fertilizer at any tine . If the 
far n0 rs wer0 fully aware of the service available end the saving 
involved in using bulk topdressinr, services (see Appendix C) the 
author is confident that rmny raore far~e rs would use this service . 
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The traini nR; of fo.r2ers to ::_'ake decisions is a very i r1portant 

(and time consuni ng) part of an extension officer's job . This, 
69/ 70/ 

according to Ca::1pbell, D.nd Leagans, is nore i rapo rtant in the 

long run than just providin~ i n for ~&tion about a particular probletl 

,"".s i t 2.ins at y'lB.!:inp; farr'lers independent of the ext ension worker. 

The results of this survey h.:tve shown that there is a need 

for extension workers to ~ake ~ specific aia of educatior the Group 

B type farmers in the d ecision Llaking process . 

8. 13 Conclusion 

This very long chapter has discussed each of the oajor factors 

found to be hindering incre~sed production on the f~r0s in Survey 

Group B. 

( . ) 
l, 

These factors a. re as follow-a: 

Lack of knowledge and confidence, (9 farns ) . 

The knowledge lacking included infcrM2tion on 

both services available to fnrners and developacnt 

technology . ~s a c onsequence of the lack of 

knowledge , confidence was also lacking . The 

nethods nnd c ost of increasing production have 

been considered , and the various extension □edia 

d i scussed in relation to neeting the needs of 

Group B far:.:1ers . It h2s been seen thnt extra 

69 . Cac~pbell, E: .O. , "Farn Decision rfakin~ and its Ir.:plic -:>,tions for 
Agricultural E:xtensionn , · _1\ustralian Agricul tut-al Extension 
Conference 1962, Rev i ews , Papers, and Reports, Co□□onweal th 
Scientific and Industrial Reseerch Organization, Melbourne, 1963, 
p.299 . 

70. Leagnns, J . P . , Op . c i t. 



extension services a re required in the district . 

(ii) Sr-.tisfe.ction with the st.<--t ,-,_ s auo, (5 frr:w). 

It w.:,_s ,c;een t ·12.t 3 of these fe.r r:.;e rs sho uld begi n 

to develop cfter t he □ass aedia show t ~a t current 

develop□ent ne tho ds nre successful over a nu~ber of 

ye8.rs . The othe r 2 far nc rs have no i ntention of 

developi ng 2nd a r e not int eresteJ in advice. 

(iii) Old and disabled far~e r s , (4 f 2r~s) . 

'l'wo o f these f a r ;:'ers have neither the nana~erial 

nor ~hysicnl ability t o increase production . The 

other 2 f a r ners coul d increa se product i o n if they 

enployod l:::bour t o ::ia1ce up for t heir own physic,'.11 

linita ticns . 

(iv) Shc'.re fcr ,.,i ng agr eei:1ents , ( 3 fnr!?!S) . 

On 2 f~r ns where the sh~renilkinR asreeMent had 

hi nder ed incre a sed production in the past the sons 

h~d just purch2sed the far~s fr ee t he i r respective 

f 2thars and int ended to i ncrease production now . 

On tho third fern i n this category the shar ecilking 

agree□ent cade it unpro f itable f e r t he □ilker to 

enploy l ,'.'lbour , whi ch would be reriuire d f or cow 

nu:-,~)ers to be incre,.se d , with t;1e pre.sent l evel of 

fixed inputs . Sug~estions have been made for a new 

sharefar~ing agree~ent which would not c0nt ~in the 

present innate tende ncy towards inef f i c i ency . 

193 



(v) Labour shortage, (1 farm). 

(vi) 

One farmer was primarily hindered from increa­

sing production by a labour shortage. A 

district labour shortage may arise if large scale 

development takes place. 

Fear of flo oding, (1 farm). 

A philosophy of farming which farms for the 

good years was discussed in relation to the 

flood~ble farns. 

(vii) Cow ill-thrift, (1 farm). 

This proble~ is statistically small but can 

involve a considerable loss to a developing 

farmer who becones involved. Proper research 

is required. 
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(viii) Unsatisfactory supervised credit arr~neement, (1 farm). 

One farmer was hindered from increasing prod­

uction by the financial arrangement which had 

been made for him by the Maori Affairs Department, 

and the quality of supervision provided. 

This chapter has also discussed taxation, milking machines, 

and decision making as possible factors hindering increased production, 

although they were not found to be the major factor on any of the 

survey farms. 



(i) Taxation 

Taxation generally takes 50 per cent of the 

present value of added cash profits from devel­

opment and as such is n major disincent~ve to 

increased production. 

(ii) Milking machines 

It was suggested that 60 per cent of farmers 

in Survey Group B could iDprove the efficiency 

of milking and the comfort to their cows by 

correctly adjusting their milking machines. 

(iii) Decision making 

A considerable need was seen for extension 

officers to educate Group B farMers in the use 

of n sound decision making pattern so that they 

could make better managenent decisions than at 

present. 

Chapter 9 gives the authors recoomendations for overcoming 
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the above mentioned factors which were found to be hindering increased 

production. 



CHAPTER 9 

REC0r-1NEFDATION.S FOR UTCREASING PRODUCTION ON THE 
RANGITAIKI PLAIJ'JS AND IN GALATEA 

9.1 Introd~ction 
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This chapter attempts to suggest remedies for the production 

problems which have been revealed in earlier chapters of the thesis. 

The chapter is divided into two main sections. First, the 

problems which can be corrected at the local level are discussed •. 

These include extension services, farm finance, farm labo1:.r, flooding, 

milking machine efficiency, and to some extent, cow illthrift • 

.Secondly, the problems which would have to be corrected at the 

national level are considered. These include sharemilking agree-

ments, taxation, unsatisfactory supervised credit arrangements, and 

old disabled farmers. 

9.2 B~commendations for Overcoming Factors Hindering Increased 
Production which are Ca;eable of Correction at the Local Level 

9.2.1 Extension services 

9.2.1,1 Paramount importance of extra extension effort 

The survey results have shown that for development to proceed 

extra technical advice and/or boosting of confidence is needed on 15 
1/ 

farms (60 per cent) in Survey Group B.-

1. See Section 7.2.1. 
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The reader is again reminded of the relative significQnce 

of the ma jor factors found to be hindering increased production on 

each of t he survey farms . These a re as follows: 

(i) Lack of knowledge and confidence, 

(ii) Satisfaction with the status quo, 

(iii) Old and dis2bled farmers, 

(iv) Sharefarming agreements , 

( v) I,abour shortage , 

(vi) Feer of flooding, 

(vii) Cow ill-thrift, 

(viii) Unsatisfactory supervised credit a rrange­
me nts , 

9 farms. 

5 farms. 

4 farns . 

3 farms. 

1 farm. 

1 farm. 

1 far m. 

1 farm. 

The above results clearly show that the l ack of knowledge and 

confidence is the ma jor factor hindering increased production on the 

survey farms, and for this to be overcome extra extension services 

are re quir ed . 

Th e other factors list ed above, although currently signif-

icant on some farms, are not of such major import ence i n the survey 

as a whole . In the future, labour, finance and equipme n t problems 

may arise if farmers acce lerate their production . However, this 

will not occur until the lack of knowledge a~d confidence is overcone . 



9 . 2 . 1,2 Current extension services to suppliers obviously inadequate 

It has been shown that there is only about one full time 

extension officer available to the 588 suppliers to the Rangitaiki 

Plains Dairy Company who are not members of the Farm Improvement 
2/ 

Club . -

For an extension officer to provide a reasonab ly useful 

service to farmers he would neid to make two or three major visits 

a year to each farm. An ad visory officer providing such a service 

21 
could handle about 200 farmers per year. Thus, in order to 

provide a reasonable advisory service in this district another two 

advisory officers would be required. 

It has a lso bee2 shown that the established gove rnment and 

industry exte nsion services are unlikely to expand their ~fforts to 

fully develop the Rangitaiki Pl ains because, for political reasons, 

!±/ 
th8ir services must be spread evenly throughout the country. 

Far m I mprovemen t Clubs or Private Consultants are unsuitable 

to assist the static farmers in this survey because they only servic e 

~/ 
people who are 1.villing to 11go out and get extension for thernselvesir . 

2. See Section 2 . 8 . 

3. Dairy Board Consulting Officers make an annual average of 530 
far m visits including individu a l contact and discuss ion groups . 
New Zealand Dairy Production and Marketing Board, MFarm Prod11ction 
Report and Sumri1ary of Boa.rd's T·Jork 1964/65 Seasonn, Op . cit., p .42. 

4. Seo Section 8 . 2 . 3 , 2 . 

5, See Section 8 . 2 . 3 , 2 , 
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As a result of the above it hn s been seen that the needed 

increa sed extension se r vices will have to be pr ovided on a new basis , 

say , tho Dairy Factory , though other groups such as loc~l stock firms 

or County Counc i l could finance the service . In practice ho wever, 

these latter a lterna tives a re not at al l likely to take pla ce . 

9 . 2 . 1,3 Summary of needed extension job 

The extra extension effort required can be broken down into 

mass oedia, small groups , individual contact , and the relationship 

to the Rangitaiki Plains Demonstration Farm . 

9.2 . 1,31 Hass media 

The ~os s nedia used by about 50 per cent of the farmers in 

this survey are the Dairy Factory Newsletter , local farmer confer-

ences , and success stories or general far n ing articles in far~ing 

journ~ls or lpcal newspapers . Te l evision appears potentially to 

be a very useful extension media . The existing local radio f a rming 
§_/ 

programmes have very little value to the survey farmers . 

The author would sup.gest that a wider telephone survey should 

be done to c he ck the use of radio farming pro~rammes . If the 

results confirn the i ~pression gained in this survey, these programmes 

should either be improved or discontinued . 

6 . See Section 8 . 2 . 3 , 11 . 
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The au thor recommends that the most useful mass extension 

media to use a t p r esent in th i s district a re the Dairy Facto r y News-

l etter, local f a r ner confe r ences , newspaper art i c les and television. 

The autho r would 3.l so r ecorm~1end the u se of "Special Purpose 

Publicat ions 11 . These would be well prepare d printed bulletins on 

topics of direct appl icability to developing far mers, such as: 

i;Pr ofi t abili tv of Far"i Deve lopment on the Plains - 5 Case 

Exampl esn 

"Sources of Cred i t on the Pl ains and How to Apply ;; 

11 How to Qet Hi gh Producing Pastures i n Galn tea 1
' 

These bulle tins would be distributed free to a ll suppliers. 

The use ~nd effectiveness of mass med i a may well change if: 

( i) The for ~ of the message is changed, 

(ii) Fnrner attitudes are c hanged , 

(iii) Tha type of inforna tion be i ng convey ed i s changed . 

An open 2 ttitude rnust be maintained tow~rds the type of mass 

i1edia to use and the information to be conveyed by this means . The 

above res~lts have been found under the present situa tion. 

however, chenge in the future. 

9. 2.1,32 Small gr oups 

They may , 

It h&s been shown that 46 per cent of Group B farmers are 
ZI 

int e rested i n joining a discussio~ group. 

7. See Sectio n 7.2.2,4. 
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If sane of the farne rs in the group are interested in, and 

are stQrting to develop, then these groups could be a very efficient 

extension nethod. 

The author recommends that as farmers start to develop they 

should be encouraged to form discussion groups. A special bulletin 

nay be useful to stimulate interest and provide information on 

establishing these groups. 

9.2.1,33 Individual contact 

It has been shown that 84 per cent of farmers in Survey Group 
8/ 

Bare willing to accept individual contact extension services.- Of 

these farmers, 38 per cent are unwilling to use other forms of direct 

extension services. 

Thus individual contacts which can provide information, 
·21 

inspire confidence, and bring to adoption the farmers ideas, can 

reach many farmers who would not be contacted by other neans. 

9.2.1,34 The Denonstration Farm 

The Demonstr~tion Farm does not provide a reason for the 

Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Company employing an extension officer. 

However, it would be lo gical i£ the factory had its own extension 

officer that he should act as the Liaison Officer for the farn. 

8. See Section 7.2.2,1. 

9. See Section 8.2.3,13 for the uses of individual contact extension 
services. 
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This would help to ensure a greater continuity in the control of the 

far0 than has been the case to date, but it does not exclude the 

continuation of the existing co-operation between the local extension 

officers in formulating thiLfnrlll I s policy. 

9.2.1,4 Cost of additional extension effort 

9.2.1,41 Cost of a Consulting Officer 

As the value obtained fro~ appointing an extension officer 

will primarily depend on the man himself, it is desirable that the 

salary paid be sufficiently high to attract the best extension officer 
j_Q/ 

available. 

The salaries of Farm Advisory Officers in the Departnent of 

Agriculture range from }62,450 to $3,130, with greater security and 

scope for promotion that the situation proposed here. 

Farm Improvenent Clubsgenerally pay salaries in the range of 

%3,000 to %4,ooo. 

The position of a Dairy Factory Consulting Officer would be 

similar in terms of security and lack of opportunity for promotion, 

to a Farm Improvement Club Advisor. However, the Dairy Factory 

Consulting Officer would have to seek out his own clients and expect 

to be unwelcome on some _farms visited, whereas the Farr.1 Improvement 

10. In the author's opinion the extension officer should be trained 
in farm management, and preferably also have extension and prod­
uction econonics training. Since he will be dealing with a lot 
of ilnon adoptingn farmers some socio-psychological training would 
also be of value. 
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Club Advisor ·only visits farns where he is wanted. On the other 

hand, Farm Inprover:ient Club Advisors e.re gener2.lly expected to provide 

a 1:":1ore intensive service, and keep more up to date with the latest 

fc,rr:1ing develop::2ents than would be required by the proposed Dairy 

Factory Consulting Officer. 

Overall the job of a Dairy Factory Consulting Officer would 

require n. somewhRt sir:d Jlar person.:i.l effort to that needed by a Farn 

Irnprover-1ent Club Advisor. Thus to A.ttract a good extension officer 

the author recomnends a salRry in the range of %3,200 to %4,800 

depending on the applicant's experience and qualifications. 

The author would esti1:1.ate the following costs for employing 

.J.J/ 
one Farn Consulting Officer. 

SnL-.ry ( up to) 

General administration 

Car expenses 

Insurance and superannuation 

Total cost (up to) 

4800 

300 

900 

100 

%6100 

The estinated total annual cost of employing a Farm Consulting 

Officer is from $4,500 to %6,100. 

9.2.1,42 Free services 

As the extra extension services are to be aimed at reaching 

the stRtic farners they are unlikely to succeed unless, in the first 

place at least, they are provided free. 

11. These costs were estimated after reference to two Fe.rm Improvenent 
Club Balance Sheets·. 



The author would recornnend that all farmers who are not 

already receiving at least one full dRy of extension worker's time 

per year should be offered, by the Factory Consultant, three najor 
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visits per yen.r for three yen.rs and some budgeting working for 11 free 1
'. 

This offer would be Dade priaarily by personal unsolicited visits, but 

the service would be widely publicized by nass cedia. The ai~ of 

this free 2.dvisory service would be to change 'static fa.rrners I into 

'developing farners' by providing the ~anagernent ~ssistance they 

require. 

~fter three years free advice the farmer would be expected 

to r.1ake other extension contacts such as .joining the Farn I:nprovenent 

Club or a discussion group, or using a Private Consultant. 

The author fom1d in Survey Group A that farmers wanted a more 

intensive extension service as they proceeded with development and 

recognised the value of past advice. Thus it would 'be expected that 

if the present 'static farners' are given free advice for three years 

they will have lee.rnt the value of this and will then be willing to 
12/ 

pay for future advice. 

9.2.1,43 Paid services 

The Dairy Factory Consultant should encourage far8ers as 

they leave the 'free service r:-roup 1 to make use of the present exten­

sion services, but if El.Ore farmers want discussion gro1 1 ps than are 

12. The only compulsion put on the farJ.::1er will be that he leave the 
'free service group' after three years. Llthough it will be 
expected that he ,·Jill make use of other extension services; it 
will 1Je his own personal decision to do so. 
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avrdla.ble fron the Dairy Board Consul ting Officer, the Factory Consul-

tnnt could run these on a self-financing ½asis. 

A fee of $22 per farner would be reasonable for a group of 8 
13/ 

far□ers to receive 12 half-days of advice per annum. 

The Directors of the Ranr;i taiki Plains Dairy Co1:1pany should 

also 1212intain a flexible attitude towards allowing the Factory Consul­

t::mt to give regular intensive advic€ to farners at a fee similar to 

that of the Farm Improvement Club. They ,,,ust 1:::e re0.dy to rec-ogniso 

the need, and if other forms of extension organisation are not meeting 

the need, te willing to rnake one of the Factory Consultants avail3ble 

for this work, until a self-supporting group is established. 

The author considers that there is currently a need for a Farn 

Improve,,,ent Club service in Galatea as well as on the Ranr:i;i taiki 

Pl2,ins. A group in Galatea could be established as a branch of the 

Whak,:,_tane Farn Inproveuent Club, or possibly a sep0.rate group could 

be forned 1:1i thin two years. 

13. An advisor working full time on discu.ssion groups could handle 
about 33 groups - this nakes a tot2.l of 198 full workinc days per 
annur:i (a realistic figure after allowing for the liaison back up 
,rork needed by a good advisor). Gross income from 33 groups of 
8 farners eacb paying .$22 = $5808. By comparison with Section 
9.2.1,41 it c1;u1 1)e seen that this would be about sufficient to 
cover the total cost of an extension officer. 
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9.2.1,5 Philosophy of factory support for extension work 

9.2.1,51 Justifiable ra.nge of activity of a dairy factory 

It nay 1:e argued that co-operatives (or indeed any organisation) 

should not nave into fields already adequately catered for, however 

where services are inadeouate to factory suppliers it has lonF, been 

accoited that the factory should provide a service. The trading 

store and veterinary service provided by the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy 

Conpany are examples of this. 

It has ~een shown in this survey that the existing extension 

services are inadeouate to neet the needs of the suppliers to the 

Re.ngitniki Plains Dairy Company for development. ~sit is unlikely 

thP.t the existing free services will be incre:rned, it is reasonable for 

the Dairy Company to consider providing these services. 

9.2.1,52 Factory's participation in farming profitability 

The profitability of dairy farcing on the Rangitaiki Plains 

depends on: 

( i) Ifaxinising the value of production from the factory; 

(ii) Minimising the factory processing and collection costs; 

(iii) Mininising the per unit farm production costs. 

The Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Con2 any has an established and 

accepted res~onsibility for maximising the value of production fron 

the f2ctory, and ninimising the factory processing and collection 

costs. The diversification of products, and the installation of new 

processing equipnent in the factory, and large refrigerated vats on 
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fermc are indications of this~ 

So far as rnini7iaing the per unit f~~D production costs is 

concerned the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Co~pany has already accepted 

so3e res~onsibility by providing a veterinary service, De~onstration 

F2re, and Newsletter. 

Thus, whilst the appoint~ent of a FRctory Consulting Officer 

would be a pioneering developme~in New Zealand, it would not really 
_14/ 

constitute a new area of functional responsibility for the Directors. 

9.2.1,53 Subsidising static farmers 

The question may arise as to why progressive farners should 

subsidise advice to st2tic farmers. The re~sons for this ~re, first, 

that the cost is trivial, ~nd secondly, that increasing the efficiency 

of the farr.-1s I at the lower end of the sco.le' will help good far;:1ers 

inprov0 their own r:12.na.ger:1ent still further. Thus by increasing the 

nu.m')er of extension officers in the district there will be either a 

direct or indirect benefit to all suppliers. 

9.2.1,6 Recomnendation on extension services 

The author's recom~endations to meet the required extra exten­

sion services to sup~liers to the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy ComJany are 

given in this section. 

14. It r:1ay 1:ce remerabered that the fo,,ngitaiki Plains Dairy Conpany 
pioneered the provision of a veterinary service by a dairy factory 
in New Zealand, a :'1ove which h9.s been well worthwhile and followed 
in other districts. 
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9.2.1,61 Appoint1:1ent of two nFarn Consultants" 

The author recom:-:iends the a:-;:rpointnent of two 11 Farm Consul ting 

Officersn by the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Coupeny. 

The first Farn Consul ting Officer should be appointed i1:1ned­

iately, end the second in twelve months' tine. 

The author's reasons for not employing both Farm Consulting 

Officers i~Jedintely are: 

(i) The difficulty in finding two Den of sufficient 

quality sinultaneously, and 

(ii) It is the author's opinion that it would be better 

for one Man to establish himself in the area, and 

then for hin to aid the establish~ent of the second 

9.2.1,62 Terns of reference 

This section outlines the work the author recoEl''iends that the 

Farm Consultins Officers should perforn: 

( i) Viake unsolicited visits to fnr 1:1ers receiving less 

than one full day's injividual extension service per 

year, offering theE ~ free advisory service of three 

rn~jor visits per year plus ½udgeting assistance,for 

three ye2,rs, after which thev would be expected to find 

their , . own aavice. 

(ii) Hake I follow up I request visits to fc1r,7iers ini tial1y 

contacted by the unsolicited visits. 



(iii) In the case of the conventional extension services 

becoming ov8rtaxed with far~ers desiring advice after 

they ore graduated froc the 'free service group' the Farm 

Consulting Officers should be available to service disc­

ussion groups at a fee of about $22 per farmer for ~roups 

of 8 farmers, or individual advice at a fee si~ilar to 

that of the Far~ Inprove~ent Club. 

There would be no need for the factory advisor to 

enter the intensive ~dvisory field on a permanent basis 

since for every 40 far□ers requiring such a service, the 

Fc.t.rD Ir1prover:1ent Club co.n e.dd 2.n e:..dvisor. 

(iv) Use □ass nedia such as the Dairy Factory Newsletter, 

local farmer conferences, newspaper articles and special 

bulletins to propa,r,nte nodern fare.in?, technology and 
15/ 

r.1a-n2.gern.en t. 
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15. In Section 8.2.3,1 it was suggested that mass media could currently 
be used in this district to supply farmers with information on the 
following topics: 
(i) The availability and type of service provided by extension 

officers; 
(ii) The current availability of finance and ter~s of lending; 
(iii) Cowshed design; 
(iv) Lucerne g-rowth nnd manc.geE1ent; 
(v) Pasture renewal and later calving; 
(vi) Increasing stocking rates; 
(vii) Development priorities. 
Group racdia or individual contact should provide information on the 
above subjects and in addition attenpt to: 
(i) Develop the use of sound ~arrowing principles amongst 

(ii) 
(iii) 

(iv) 

farmers; 
Ed11c2te farners in the decision ~nking process; 
•:liden farners' knowledge on the productive potential of 
their land; 
Provide information on the type, r&te and ~ethod of applic­
ation of fertilizer. 

Information was c1.vailable on all the above i tens where fc1.rmers' 
knowledge was lacking. 



(v) Act as Liaison Officer for the Rangitaiki Plains 
16/ 

Denonstration Farrn,- and in co-operation with the 

other extension officers in the district formulate the 

policy for this farn. 

(vi) Without unnecessarily restricting the Farm Consul­

ting Officer, he should be expected to report monthly to 

the Directors of the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Company 
1 ?/ 

providin0 inforn2tion on the progress of his job.-

9.2.1,63 Number of farmers influenced 
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The farm Consulting Officer will only get about three weeks 

in four free for straight, in-the-field c:dvisory work, or, say, 200 
18/ 

days a year. Allowing for three fnrm visits, sorne budgeting for 

16. This would rnean·;the withdrawal of this farm from the 1 ~akatane 
Farm Inprover.i.ent Club. .Sui t?.ble explpnatory statements for this 
action would need to be made to avoid danage to the image of the 
Farn Inprovenent Club. 

17. The author recommends that the following inforr:1ation be supplied 
in the Farm Consulting Officer's conthly report: 
(i) Number of unsolicited visits nade to 'static farners'; 
(ii) Percentage of unsolicited visits resultin~ in requests 

for faro budget or a repeat visit; 
(iii) Number of farm developr.i.ent budgets prepnred for 'static 

farners'; 
(iv) Nunber of request visits to fnrners who have been visited 

for less than three years; 
( v) Nu1:1ber of farners ·. assisted in arranging finance for farm 

development; 
(vi) Nu0ber of farners who have grnduated to being serviced 

by other extension services; 
(vii) A break-down of time spent on the various activities. 

18. This allows for the a.mount of liaison back up work needed by a good 
advisor. 
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developnent, nnd possibly some assistance in applying for developcent 

finance, the Fa.rn Consulting Officer wculd need to spend two to four 

doys in the first year, and one to two days in the follow up years 

with each farner. 
19/ 

At the sane tine, nhout 40 per cent- of the advisor's 

unsolicited visits will turn out to be to fer~ers who don't want to 

develop, or ttho Rre unnble to do so. The renAinrler will be to farmers 

~10 will then request return visits and farm budffets. 

The above leads to the expectation that the Fara Consulting 

Officer w~--ulcl have an a:mm0l work p2ttern of 2.pproxi;-:12.tely: 

45 unsolicited visits resulting in reouests for further visits, 

30 unsolicited visits which do not justify return visits, cmd 

90 visits to farners who have had unsolicited visits in the 

previous two years. 

In the first yenr the r-dvisor should be able to r.1ake ::,bout 150 

v,ns01icited visits, since he will not h::>,ve the backlog of farr:1ers fro::i 

the previous two ye::irs. If a substantial de~and for paid services 

builds up, the above working pattern could be affected. 

19. See Section ,.2.1,1 for a bre~rdown af the najor f~ctors hinder­
ing increased producti'.:rn on the survey f2r:-1s. 
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9.2.1,64 Co-ordin~tion of extension effort 

In order to prevent extension efforts dou½ling up on so□e 

fG.r.r:.,s while nep;lecting others, and to avoid the possible contradiction 

of ide,':'.s between extension workers which could degra.de, in the far,:~ero' 

eyes, the overall value of the extension service, it is essential that 

the intezrQted nature of the extension services that has prevailed on 

the Rangit2iki Plains in the past be nnintQined. 

So lonR es it is clearly recognised that the Dairy Factory 

Consulting Officer is enployed lar~ely t0 encourage far~ers to use the 

other extensicn services, no inte~ration problens should arise. 

The whole ,-:,.rgu:·1ent for the ti:r:ipointr..1ent of the Farr:1 ConsuJ ting 

Officers is that there is~ lack of available extension services and 

there is nc hope of fillin~ this gap by the existing services. 

The sug~ested Farm Consulting Officers should only provide a 

regulnr se□i-intensive individual advisory service to fnr~ers for n 

linited period of tine. Intensive o.dvice on 2. rerrulc:r bnsis is the 

prcvince of Fo.r:·1 Inprovenent Clubs 2nd Priv,:cte Consultc:<nts. The F2.rn 

Consultinr; Officers ,,Jill in no way dispL,ce the Dep~rtnent of lg:ricul­

ture Far8 ~dvisory Officers or the Dairy Board Consulting Officer 

because they 3re si□~ly unnble to provide sufficient services for the 

suppliers to the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Corpany. 
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9.2.1,7 Conclusion 

0verell the author considers that the appointnent of two 

1 F.3.n: Consul ting 0fficer.s I by the Rnngi taiki Plains Dairy Conpany 

will gree.tly acceler:::tte the rate of 11.doption of r.1odern technology on 

the 'st~tic f~rns' in this district. The result will be a ::mch nore 

clyn2cr:1ic far1:ling syste::.1 gener<1.lly and should inc reuse the profi to.bili ty 

of far□ing to all suppliers. 

9. 2 ._?._ Finance 

The o.uthor sugf;ests that o. totsl capital invesh1ent of about 
20/ 

%6,000,000- is required by all suppliers in order to realise the 

current potenti::-,1 on their f.qrr.:s, ,2nd that rmcb of this money will 

have to he ½arrowed. 

If development is to proceed under current lending arr~ngem-
21/ 

ents- fnraers will have to reduce personal drawings for a tine. 

The developnent prograrn~es in Appendix E show however, that 

even if person2l dr.'0.wings are reduced to %2, 000 per year, sane 

borrowed finance is reauired for re.pid developnent. 

Thus a good c2se con be rn~de for nttempting to change current 

lending policies or to create new lending institutions specially 

20. This fieure of %6,000,000 consists of 2..n estin2.ted: 

$2,000,000 for stock 
$1,500,000 for cowsheds 
$2,500,000 for fencing, draining and housing. 

See Section ~.2.2,24 for more det~ils. 

21. See Section 8.2.2 1 12. 



22/ 
tailored to the needs of a r~pidly expanding agriculture. 
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There is ce.lso o. need for extension officers to help fc.ri::.1ers 
23/ 

develop sounder borrowing principles. 

A full study of fRr~ finence on the Rangitaiki Plains and in 

Galnte~ w2s not possible within the li□its of this survey. But it 

w~s evident that if all other factors hindering increased production 

were re2oved, then the policies of existing lending institutions would 

becoMe a najor hindero.nce to rapid develop□ent • 

.The· e..uthrir recommends that the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Conpany 

keep the availability of far7 development credit under review, with a 

view to attempting- to influence credit ;1olicies or the establishnent 

of new sources of credit, if a substantial shortage of f2r□ development 

capital develops. 

22. It 1.r:rc.s st.c>.ted in Section 7.2.4,2 that f.?.ri:iers hesitated froc1 borr­
owin~ fer developnent because they had 2 fear of bein~ unable to 
neet their repaynents in a disaster year. The suggestion ••ms r,1ade 
for tha revision of lending terms whereby reprtynents (both interest 
and capital) be suspended in any ye8r which is declared a natural 
disaster sec.son. This would boost farr,ers' confidence in borrow­
ing yet the 0..uthor is confident that it Fould add little extra risk 
to lending institutions becquse as develo~Dent proceeds droughts 
will have a much a~2ller effect on production. The availability 
of finance on productivity rather thnn security is also i□portant 
for R rP,:)idly ex_p?.ndinp; 2,gricul ture. For a fuller discussioIJ of 
this see: Le1•1is, J.lir., 11 Crec'lit Fe.cilities for L.grioulturen, 
o~.cit~, ~ud: Report Lgricultural Develop7ent Conference 1963-1964, 
Governuent Printer, Wellington, New Zealand, 1966, p.45. 

23. See Section 8.2.2,12. 
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9.2.3 Farn labour 

It has been suggested above that about 350 extra labour units 
24/ 

would be required for full development of the district. 

At a future d3te, and depending on the actual scarcity (and 

cost) of ~ood farm l~bour, a speci~l study of farm labou~ in the 

Rn.ngitnH::i Plains 2.nd Galaten district.s mav ::eco;::ie worthwhile. 

9.2.4 Floodin;s 

25/ 
It was sug~ested above- that on farms of suppliers to the 

lhncitc,i!d :Plrd.ns Dairy Col"1pany ,1hich :::..re subject to flc•oding, it is 

?robably best to fr:.rr1 for the good years so as to tcd~e full advnntage 

of the 100d seasons. 

Increasin~ production on the fpr~s subject to floodin~ requires 

tbe convincin9; of a sn:,11 number of farEers that it is 1.-Jorthwhilc to 

far~ for the good years. bulletin discussing nHigh Versus Low 

Production on Floodr=tble F0.r;::1s.i could be printed, n.nd toPSether ,-1i th 

follow-up person~l contact, be used to build up this confidence. 

~?-• 5 Milkin£._ :.:::achines 

The author reconmends th2t extension workers, in personal 

ccntact and through nass rnedi0, advise fn.r~ers of the importance of 
26/ 

the correct adjustrnect of nilkin~ nachines, 9.nd that ,'l free ;:1nchine 

24. See Section S.6.2. 

25. See Section 8.7 for~ discussion of the significance of flooding, 
and n. sv.gr;:-ested 0.ttitude tow:1.rds this problem. 

26. The rnilkin~ ~achine checks carried out in conjunction with this 
survey suggested that adjust~ent to the nilking plnnt was desirable 
on 60% of farms. See Section 8.11. 
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check service is nvnil~ble fron F~ra Dniry Instructors over the winter. 

9.2.6 Cow ill-thrift 

The author recorn1ends th::ct in this coming se?.son ( 1967/68) o. 
27/ 

record be nade of all herds affected bv cow ill-thrift tc assess 

the severity of the problen and to estinnte the resulting reduction in 

production. This survey would be best carried out by the Dep~rtment 

of ,'\gricul ture Fctrm Advisory Officers~ Provided thase results shown 

severe district problen they should be conbined with information 

obtained in pD.st ye::-.rs :-,.nd presented with o. persistent plea to Ru::1kurc. 

Aninnl Rese~rch Stntion for trnined resenrch worker£ to investig~te 

the proble,,. Enquiries should also be m~de to see if n similar pro-

ble2 h~s ½een noticed in other districts. 

9. 3 Recoo.111endations for Overcoming F."l.ctors Hindering Incre"',secl Butterfat 
Production th2.t must be Corrected on the J\Tr-tion:1.l Level 

9.3.1 Shareailking agreements 

The present 29 and 39 per cent shnrenilking ~~ree~ents exist 

by Act of Parli3ment. The o.uthor would recor::cend th::i.t the G·overnment 

be urge~ to r0vise theu so ~s to ~void the inherent tendency to ineff-
28/ 

iciency In considerin~ this revision the Governnent should be 

encouraged to give due consideration to the following proposals ~~de 

For~ discussion of the n~ture of this probler see 

28. See Section 8.5 for the effects of the present shnremilking agree­
raents in hindering increased production. 



by Cnndler as n basis for a new sharefnrming agreement. 

11 (i) A Fc::.rT.1 Budget for the period of the o.greer1ent, with 

c.i'J.Yappendices detniling particular husbnndry prnct­

ices to be followed. 

(ii) A Financial Agreement ns to how the earnings of the 

fz:trm were to be divided between cnsh costs, the 
29/ 

owner~ the sharefaraer.n-

9.3.2 Taxation 
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To.xo.tion wc.s not felt to be a najor factor hindering increased 

production by the survey farmers, though it was starting to affect 

decisions of some developing farners. 

The results of the actual profitability studies showed th,~t 

of 4 profitable program~es exanined taxo.tion took .'.'.n o.vero.ge of 47. 2 
30/ 

per cent of the present value of the ndded cash profits. 

On another 5 f£trrns where proposed development was evaluated 

it wns seen that taxation took an c,verage of 52,5 per cent of the 
211 

present vnlue of ~dded cash profits. 

icl though these figures a.re not as significant as those 
32/ 33/ 

obtr1.ined by Cartwright,- and Holden- they would support the 

29. Candler, W.V., 11 A New Look ot Shr.:.re F£1rming Agreementsn, Op.cit. 

30. See Section 6.6.2. 

31. See Appendix F.6. 

32. Cartwright, R.W., 11 The Iripact of Taxation on the Profitability 
of Farm Developr.1ent in Nevr Zealand 11 , 

33. Holden, J. S., 11 The Economics of Hill Country Development" Proc-­
eedings of the New Zealand Grasslands Association, 1965. 
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reconi .. r::1enda tions of Candler, and of Cartwright to the Taxn-

tion Review Com2ittee for n thorough review of the present taxation 

systen and the investigotion of new systex:1s succ as 2 1 fnctor tax' for 

agriculture. 

9.3.3 Unsatisfactory supervised credit arrange~ents 

2]_/ 
It wss shown that 1 r1aori fi'.1..rmer was hindered froE1 increa-

sing production because of strict budgetary supervision by the Maori 

Affairs Department which resulted in zero incentive to develop, since 

incrensed :production went to pay off indebtedness to the depurtr.1ent t 

while his personal drawings were held constnnt at $900 per annun. 

This one case is insufficient to infer that arrangaments for 

budget~ry supervision by the Mnori Affairs Departcent result in a lack 

of incentive to develop 7 but the hypothesis may be advanced that Maori 

farmers tend to have special problems. A survey, such a• the present 

one, on a nation wide basis may be justified to find where Maori f::tr!!!ers 

generally have any speciel proble:,1s not shared by European f~rmers. 

The person doing such a survey would need to be not only trained in 

agriculture, but also be a Maori, or nt least be well versed in Maori 

tradition on the one hn.nd, '.'md Maori point of view on the other. 

34. Candler, W.V., HTn.xation for Development, Part IIn, Discussion 
Paper No .13, Departnent of fui-ricul turnl Econonics nnd Farm Manage­
ment, Massey University of Mannwatu, 1964. 

35. Candler, W. V., "Incentives for Increosed Output of Farr'! Products", 
Op.cit. . 

36. Cartwright, R.W., nThe Il'.'.1.pact of Taxation on the Profitability of 
Far;:1 Departr:1ent in New Zenlnnd n, O:e~ cit Q 

37. See Section 8.9. 
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9.3.4 Old and disnbled farraers 

Tha cost to the nation of allowing old and disabled farraers to 
38/ 

continue on their land would suggest that a nation wide survey, 

such as the present one, studying old and disabled farmers, to find 

the national cost of allowing then to recain on their fares, and the 

inc en ti ves required to encourage them off the land, r.1ay be worthwhile. 

9.4 Conclusion 

The recor:11.;1encbtions for overco1"1.ing the factors shown in this 

survey to be hindering increased production on the Ran~itaiki Plains 

nnd in Galatea have been discussed 2bove. 

The nain reconr.iendation has been the appoint1:1ent of two '1 Fnr!'l 

Consul tin:. Officers 11 by the Rangi taiki PL,.ins Dairy Compc.ny in order 

to provide the extra extension services required by the suppliers to 

this conpany. 

The other less i>:1nedintely ir:.1portant iter1s discussed which c-·ould 

be corrected at the local level were far□ finance, farn labour, flood-

ing, milkin~ machine efficiency, and cow ill-thrift. 

Farm finance and labour were discussed as problems to be 

watched in the future. Flooding fear and nilking ~achine efficiency 

were discussed as i terns which nass r:1edio. could help to improve im@ed-

iately. For cow ill-thrift it was suggested that records be kept 

with the view to getting research done on the problec. 

38. See Section 8.4.2. 
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The proble1:is· d±scussed which r.mst be de:11 t with on a nq tional 

level were shnremilkin~ nsree□ents, taxation, unsntisfactory super-

vised credit nrran~enents, and old and disnbled f:1.rners. Recom.1end-

ations were □ade for the review of shareailkin~ agreements and taxation. 

A survey was su~[.ested to investi~ate the hypothesis that Mnori 

farmers ~ay suffer special problems either under the budgetnry super­

vision of the Maori Affairs Depart~ent or frow other causes, and 

finnlly another survey was suggested to fully investigate the situation 

of old and disabled faruers. 



CHAPTER 10 

SUMM!i.RY Ji.ND CONCLUSION'S 

10 .1 Su'.'.:u:1ary of Survey Procedure o.nd Results 

This thesis has reported the results of a survey studying 

factors hindering increased butterfat production on the Rangitaiki 

Plains and in Galatea. 
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The survey w::i.s designed specifically to study and evaluate 

the farm developnent i::.1ethods being used on the Ran5;i taiki Plains and 

in Gal~tea, and then to discover the f~ctors that led some far 1~ers to 

increase production at a much slower rate than the averase. 

The survey farms consisted of 12 purposively selected farBs 

(Survey Group A) on which production hQd increased substantially to 

a high level over the preceding five years, and 25 randomly selected 

farns (Survey Group B) which were taken from the sixth of the supp­

liers to the Ranp.-itaiki Plains Dairy Company who had increased prod-

uction by less than 2 per cent per annm, over the preceding five years 
11 

and who were at n low absolute level of l)roduction. 

Each of tha farms selected was visited for a day. 

enabled the 2.uthor to mnke a detailed whole farm study. 

This 

The interview technique was very flexible and was agjusted to 

suit individual farmers. In every case, however, the interview incl-

uded a full farn inspection, discussion with the faruer on resources, 

1~ A low level of production was arbitrarily defined as being less 
than 7Cf/4 of the naximum production obtained on the sane 
soil ~roup in the 1964/65 season. 
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~anage~ent practices, financial infornation, personal goals and devel-

opeent possibilities. 

Five case studies of the profitability of farn fevelopment 

were Br.1.de. These showed that in four cases developcent proved highly 

profi t.::cble to the farr"er, even in the post tax situation. In these 

profi t:ible c2ses the top priority in c1evelopr::i.ent had been to increase 

stock nunbers. Fertilizer, regrassing, drainage, fences, and build-

ings were added as conplenentary inputs only RS they were needed. 

In the fifth case study of profitability, "developnentn had proceeded 

by only slightly increasing stock numbers, while adding u lot of 

non-productive improvenents. This programne proved unprofitable, 

both before and after tax. 

It was concluded that developi:ient is generally profitable, 

provided that a high stocking rate is seen as the main objective of 

development, and that improverients are only added when they contri-

bute to perr::titting larger stock numbers to be run. 

During the interviews with the farmers in Group B, the author 

was prinarily concerned with finding out the factors that were hinder-

ing theB fro□ increasing butterfat production. Due to the close 

firm-household interactions in farming, the household situation was 
y 

also studied as caQsely as possible during the interview. 

Chapter 7 discussed farmersr attitudes towards development, 

e.nd extension services; f3.rm knowledge level; farner credit position; 

family situation; and risk aversion. 

2. Without the 2-uthor eno,uirinp: into private 1::1.atters, or ap:pearin0 over 
interested in personal problems. 
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There were four nain attitudes prevalent amongst the farmers 

in Survey Group B to,,vards developrien t, which can be sur.marized as: 

( . ) l, Nine fnrr.:iers who were interested in development but 

who lacked technical knowled5e and confidence as to 

how to develop; 

(ii) Five fo.rners who were interested in, nnd knew how to 

develop, but were hindered by some physical factor; 

(iii) Six farners who were interested in development but 

who lnckec~ technical knowledo;e nnd confidence as to 

how to develop, and who were also hindered by some 

physic.:11 fn.ctor; 

(iv) Five farr:1ers who were satisfied with the status qu• 

and were uninterested in developrient, or were very 

sceptical of present developnent methods. 

The farners' attitudes to extension services showed that, 

althou~h only 10 out of the 25 farmers in Group B had had direct 

contact with exte~sion officers for extension purposes over the last 

five ye~rs, 21 out of the 25 farmers were willing to talk to an 

extension officer if he arrived on the farm. 

The author 0.lso found that small groups would be effective 

in reaching 46 per cent of Group B farners, and that various forms of 

~ass nedia reach ubout 50 per cent of farrners. 

With regard to the fnrner knowledge level the author found 

that o. lo.ck of knowledge we.s widespread o.non::r;stthe farmers in Group B. 
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Knowledge w2..s lackin.g on both the services available to 

farDers, o.nd on the technical <1nd fin::tncial information required for 

developr:ient. 

The author concluded fror'.l the farm interviews th;_;,t a lack of 

knowledge vms the L1ajor factor hin-'l.ering increased butterfat procluc-

tion on 9 farns, and that out of the reraaining 16 far□e, another 6 

farners would need extra knowledge, even when other more ir.,nediately 

prevalent obstacles were removed. 

This nnjor findin~ on the lack of farLler knowledge and confid­

ence supported the ideas of the local extension officers who feel 

that the basic need for increasing production is to boost farmers' 

confid0nce in what can be achieved on their farms, and to provice 

technicD.l kncwled,:re as to how to goo.bout this. 

10.2 District Barriers to Increased Production 

If district developnent is rapidly accelerated resources 

which may be readily available tc an individual farmer may be unavail-

able t,J the district as a whole. This nay be seen from the followine 

requirenents estimated for all suppliers for increasing production to 
·2.1 

the current potential: 

(i) Cows - 20,000 head 

(ii) Numbtr of cowsheds - 250 

(iii) Labour - 350 men 

(iv) Other itens including housing and fencing aaterials 

(v) Total capital - $6,000,000 

3. Current potential has been defined as the top level of production 
on fnrns, within soil ~roups, in the 1964/65 season. 
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10.3 The Extension Preble~ 

It has been shown above that tha lack of knowledBe and confid-

ence ,·,a.a the i.:12.jor fD.ctor found to be hinderin,:;: increased production on 

the farms in Survey Group B. 

10.3.1 Extension r:,essap;es required 

Information is required on the availability of extension 

services and finni:.ce, as well D.S technical knowledge. The ;·'1ain 

technical kn0wled~e required is to deal with two b~sic problens. 

~irst, low stockin~ rate and, secondly, low per cow production. The 

required technical knowledP::e would include infornation on later 

cnlving, higher stocking rates, fertilizer rates, pasture iaprovement, 

drainage and lucerne m~nagement. 

10.3.2 Media 

Mass and group media as well as individual contacts all have 

a part to play in providins the extension services required by 
:ti -

suppliers to the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Conpany. 

The currently most useful forms of □ass media were found to 

be the Dairy Factory Newsletter, local fnrner conferences, and general 

farming articles in local newspapers or farming journals. Television 

and special bulletins were also suggested as potentially very useful 

extension r:1edia. 

4. The specific information to be supplied by each CTe<lia was suggested 
as a footnote in Section 9.2.1,62. 



Farners who are presently receiving little extension nlvice 

shewed considerable interest in joinin~ Jiscussion ~roups. These 

~roups should be potentially very useful for extension provided at 

least sone members of the group are keen to develop. 

It was seen that individual contact services would be accepted 

by 84 per cent of farners in Group B, but that there was currently 

only about one full time extension officer available to 588 suppliers 

and consequently raany farr,1ers who would accept advice could not be 

served. 

10.3.3 Fara Consultin~ Officers 

In order to urovide the extra extension services reauired in 
~ ; 

the district the author reconr3ends that the Rane;i taiki Plains Dairy 

Conpo.ny enploy two 11 F2.rm Consultinr:; Officers" who would offer a seni­

intensive free ac:.visory service to farr.1ers who are currently receiving 

less than one full days advice per yer:,r. This service would involve 

three major visits per year for three years, 3.fter which the fnrmer 

would be expected to find his own advice, presumably in discussion 

groups or intensive individual advisory services. 

If the existinp extension services do not expand rapidly 

enough to provide the extra services required by farmers, then the 

Dairy Factory Consulting Officer should be te~porarily available to 

provide a paid service. 

It is recoru:1ended that one Farn Consul ting Officer be er;1ployecl 

in.mediately and one in a yea.r's tine •. 
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10.4 Other ractors LimitinP, Production 

The lack of knot-.rledge and confidence was the najor factor 

found to be hindering incrensed production on the survey farms. The 

other problems the author found were less significant overall, but 

were still important on sotle farms. These factors were divided into 

those which could be dealt with on the local level, and those which 

rmst be ,-1ealt with on a national level. 

10.4.1 Local problems 

The problens which could be overcone on a local level were: 

(i) Fare finance; 

(ii) Farm lAbour; 

(iii) Fear of flooding; 

(iv) Milkin,~ machine efficiency; 

(v) Cow ill-thrift. 

Faro labour and finance were discussed as problems to be 

watched in the future. Fear of flooding and r,ilkinf:,' :machine effi-

ciency were discussed as i ter1s vrhich m:1ss r1edia could help to improve 

inr1edintely. For cow ill-thrift it was sug-[:cested that records be 

kept of the significance of the problem with a view to pettin~ official 

research work done. 
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10.4.2 Nntional uroblea 

The factors found to be hindering increased production which 

,:muld have to be c~eal t with on a national level were: 

( i) Shnrefarning agreer:,ents; 

(ii) T<1.xation; 

(iii) Unsatisfactory supervised credit arran~eraents; 

(iv) Old and disabled far□ers. 

Recom.::1endations were 1:1ac1.e for the review of shnrenilkin::1: af'"ree-

cents and taxation. A surve.v ,,,as sup:gested to i-!JY-~stig-ate the 

hypothesis that Macri far~ers nay suffer special prablens when under 

budgetary supervision, and another survey was suggestei to fully 

investigate the situation of old anrl disabled far□ers. 

10.5 General Conclusions 

The followin~ conclusions refer particulArly to the sixth of 

the suPl:.liers to the R2nrri tniki Plains Dairy Cor:1p.'.:l.ny who hnve had the 

slowest rnte of increase in production and who are at a low absolute 

level of production. 

With respect to these fnrners it would appear that only 20 per 

cent are sicply not interested in developcent by present oethods. On 

the other hnnc 36 per cent are only prevented fron incrensinP, produc­

tion by 12,ck of knowL::c1r.,;e and confidence (or inn.cl.equate extension 

resources in the district). The balance, 44 per cent of farners, 

appear to be licited by physical factors (or physical factors and 
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2/ 
111.ck of knowledc;e). Thar& are however six fistinct physical factors 

which lini t production L1 particular cases. 

As a sin~le limitation to production the lack of extension 

resources avail:::.ble to su1Jpliers to the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Coerpany 

app0ars to be more thqn twice as important as any other factor. Given 

the difficulty of getting a doubling or triplin~ of extension personnel 

for the whol::- dairy industry, the author has been forced to the con­

clusion thnt the Rangitaiki Plains Dairy Company should consider 

takin~ steps to reaedy the current shortage of extension services 

availRble to its suppliers. 

5. See Section 9.2.1,f for a listing of these fGctors. 



230 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Anderson, R.M_., and Eichhorn, R.L., ncorrelates of Labour Efficiency 
Amongst Older Farmers in Poor Bealth 0 , Rural Sociology, 29, 
2, 1964. 

Anon., "Block Wintering", The New Zealand Fari:1er, August 26, 1965. 

__ ., 
__ ., 

11Nurse cows rear Calves in 500 Cow Herd;;, The New Zenland 
Fo.rmer, November 18, 1965. 

;;Rangi taiki Plains Demonstration Farm", The New Zenland Farmer, 
July 15, 1965, 

Ashworth, V., nDairy Farr:1ers Calendo.rn, The Hew Zealand Farmer, 
February 24, 1966. 

Be_rnes, F.R., n270 in one Batchn, Dairyfarming Annual, Massey Univ­
ersity, 1966. 

Bay of Plenty Catchment Commission, nwhakatane River Major Scheme 11, 
Unpublished Report. 

Beal, G.M., and Bohlen, J .!'11., ffThe Diffusion Process 11, Report assernbled 
by the sub-committee for the Study of Diffusion of New Ideas 
~~nd Farm Practices of the North Central Rural Sociology Comm­
ittee, Mimeo. 

Bierman, H., and Smidt, S~, nThe Capital Budgeting Decision 11
, The 

Macmillan Company, New York, 1960. 

Brc:1dley, H. 0., 11Rural Finance: State Advances Corporation Policy;1
, 

Sheepfo.rming Annual, Massey University, 1966. 

Budge, A.A., "A Banker Looks at Sources of Farm Finance 11 , Dairy­
farming Annual, Massey University, 1966. 

Campbell, I.L., nAre Ue Using the Right Breed 9n, Dairyfarming Annual, 
Massey University, 1966 . 

--------• , "The Use of Buttermilk Power in Calf-Rearing 11
, 

Dairyfarming Annual, Massey Agricultural College, 1960. 

Canpbell, K.O., 1il<'arm Decision Making and its Implications for 
Agricultural Extension11 , ·Australian Agricultural Extension 
Conference 1962, Revie;,,,rs, Papers, o.nd Reports, Commonweal th 
Scientific and Industrial Research Organization, Melbourne, 
1963. 



231 

Candler, T·J. V., ii.A_ Hew Look at Share farming .A.greementsn, Dniryfarming 
Annual, Massey University of Manawatu, 1965 • 

• , "A Study of the Economics of Bulk Handling of Wheat --------=-on Farmsn, Review of Marketing and Agricultural Economics, 
27, 2, 1959 • 

• , nincentives for Increr:tsed Output of Farm Productsn, 
-----...,,L~i~.-n-coln College Farmers'Conference, 1964 • 

-----. , !!Production Economics and Problems of Animal Produc-• 
tion", Proceedings of the New Zealand Society of Animal 
Production, 22, 1962 • 

-----• , !!Taxation for Development, Part IP1
, Discussion Paper 

No .13, Department of Agricultural Economics and Fe.rm ManD,ge-
ment, Massey University of Manawatu, 1964 • 

-------• , nThe Role of Farm Management Surveysli, Discussion Paper 
No.39, Department of Agricultural Economics and Farm Manage-
ment, Massey University of Manawatu, 1965. 

Carr, C.E.S., n_ci.djust Time of Calving11 , Dairyfarming Annual, Massey 
University of Manawatu, 1964. 

Cartwright, R.W., 11 The Impact of Taxation on the Profitability of 
Farm Development in New Zealandn, Discussion Paper No.46; 
Department of Agricultural Economics and Farm Management, 
Massey University, 1967. 

_________ ., 11 The Potential for Increased Production on Sheep 
Farms in Hairon County", Unpublished M.Agr.Sc. Thesis, Massey 
University, 1967. 

Chisholm)1:.H., 11An Economic Comparison of Forestry and l\.griculturen, 
Discussion Paper No.30, Department of Agricultural Economics 
and Farm Management, Massey University of M2nawatu, 1963. 

Copp, J.H., Sill, H.L., and Brown, E.J., nThe Function·of Informntion 
Sources in the Farm I'ractice Adoption Process 11

, Rural 
Sociology, 23, 1958. 

Davey, A.l1'.F., HFeeding Calves on Buttermilk Powder", Dairyfarming 
Anm::..o_l, Massey College, 1962 • 

• , ;;Principles of Calf RearingH, Dairyfarrning Annual, ---~--,....,......~ 
Massey University, 1966. 



232 

Department of Scientific and Industrial Research, "Soil, Forestry and 
Agriculture of the lforthern Part, Kaingaron State Forest and 
the Galatea Basinn, Soil Bureau Bulletin 18, 1960. 

Dudman, R., nThe Methodology of Research in Agricultural Economicsn, 
Journal of Agricultural Economics, 22., 4, 1963. 

Easton, J.D., 11 Calf Hearing Made Easy", Dairyfarming Annual, Massey 
University, 1966. 

•
1Extracts from Ne1.,1 Zealand Gazette';, New Zealand Meteorological 

Service, '.vellington. 

Frampton, A., '.1The Economics of Growing Sugar Beet on Ii'arm.s in South 
Otagon, Unpublished M.l\.gr.Sc. Thesis, Massey University of 
Manawatu, 196L1-. 

Graham, J.V., and Candler, 1•,1 .V., HCows, Fertilizer, Production, Profit", 
Departi:::ient of Agricultural Economics and Farm Management, 
Massey University College of Manawatu, 1963. 

Graham, J. V. , iiReport on a Tarc:rnnld Survey 11
, Dairy farming Annual, 

Massey University of Hanawatu, 1964 . 

• , HThe Economics of High Rates of Fertilizer on·South -------,,.....-
Taranaki Dairy Farms i;, Unpublished M. Agr. Sc. Thesis, Massey 
University of Manawatu, 1964. 

Heady, E. 0. , 11 Economics of· Agricul turnl Production and Resource 1fse 1;, 

Prentice-Hall Inc., New Jersey, 1951. 

Hewitt, S. R. , and Pullar, 1-!. A. , 11Pasture Problems on Tarawera Ash on 
Rangitaiki Plainsn, New Zealand Journal of Agriculture, June 
1962. 

Holden, J.S., "The Economics of Hill Country Development 11 , Proceedings 
of New Zealand Grasslands Association, 1965. 

Hudson, A. \'J. , 11 The Farm Improvement Club Movement and the Place of the 
General Adviser in Agriculture 11

, New Zealand Institute of 
lgricultural Science, 1955. 

Hutton, J.B., "Feeding Cows well in Early Lactationn, Dairyfarming 
Annual, Massey University, 1966. 

Lake, H.R., 11 Budget 196Gn, Government Printer, Wellington, 1966. 

Leagans, J.P., "Some Principles and Concepts of Extension Programme 
Development:;, Cornell University, Ithaca. 



Lewis, J.N., ncredit Facilities for Agriculturerr, Quarterly Review 
of Agricultural Economics, VIII, 4, 1955. 

233 

Mason, R.G., HThe Use of Information Sources in the Process of Adopt­
ion", Rural Sociology, 29, 1964. 

Mc Cannon, J:'; .R., 11Y1aking the Most of Television Time n, Department of 
Agricultural Journalism, University of Wisconsin, Bulletin 
2'0, November 1956. 

McNeekan, C.P., 11Factors Affecting the Efficiency of Conversion of 
Pastures to Butterfat 11 , Proceedings Ruakura Farmers' Conference, 
1959 • 

-------• , 11 The Pros and Cons of High Stocking Raten, Dairy-
farming Annual, Massey Agricultural College, 1961 • 

--------• , iiThe Pros and Cons of High Stocking Rate", Proceedings 
Ruakura Farmers' Conference, 1961. 

McMillion, N.B., 11The Sources of Information and Factors which Influ­
ence Ji.,arrners in Adopting Recommended Practices in Two New 
Zealand Countiesn, Lincoln College Technical Publication, 
No • 19 , 1960. 

New Zealand Dairy Board, 11 A survey of the economic structure of 
factory supply d1::1 iry farms in Wew Zealand in 1963/64n, Well­
ington, 1966. 

New Zealand Dairy Production and Marketing Board, 11 Farm Production 
Report and Summary of Board's Work 1946/47 Season11 , Wellington, 
1948, No.23. 

, 11 Farm Production 
_____ R_e_p_o_r_t_a_n_d_S_u_m_m_a_r_y_o_f_B_o_a_r_d_' _s_W __ o_r_l_c_1_9..,,b_2__,7 6 3 Season t1 , 1fo llington, 

196L1., No. 39. 

, "Farm Productj_on · 
---R-,e-p_o_r_t_a_n_d_S_u_m_m_a~r-y-o--,f_B_,o_a_r_d_' _s_V_Jo_r_l_r_1-=-9--::6'"'4--,7 6 5 Season n , Wellington, 

1966, No.41. 

New Zeala.nd Dep0.rtment of Agriculture, 11 Bovine Tuberculosis 11
, Well­

ington, 15 February, 1966. 

Presser, H.A., and Russell, H.M., i.Acceptance of Research Results 
by Farmers 11 , Review of Marketing and Agricultural Economics, 
33, 3, 1965. 



234 

Pullar, W.A., Vucetich, G.G., Hewitt, S.R., McLean, I., Unpublished 
Report for Soil Survey Conference, Whakatane, 1965. 

Read, H., 11 The Effective Role of Mass Media in Agricultural Extension 
Education 11 , Australian f~gricul tural Extension Conference 1962, 
Reviews, Papers, and Reports, Commonwealth Scientific and 
Industrial Research Organization, Melbourne, 1963. 

Report Agricultural Development Conference 1963-64, Government Printer, 
Wellington, Eew Ze~land, 1966. 

Report by No.6 Committee on Workshop No.1, N.Z.I.A..S. Massey College 
Extension b!orkshop, 1961. 

Rodgers, E.Vi., and Beal, G.N., nThe Importance of Personal Influence 
in the Adoption of Technological Changes;', Social Forces, 
36, 1958. 

Routhe, E.G., :,rrhe Applic"tion of Decision Making Processes in Exten­
sion Work in Farm Management 0 , Journal of Farm :::Economics, 44, 
5, 1962. 

Salter, L. /i., ' 1Cross-Sectional and Case-Grouping Procedures in Research 
Analysis", Journal of Farm Economics, 2L~, 1942. 

Sargent, E.D., nsome Probler:1s Arising from Present Share-f2rming 
Agreenents 11 , Dairyfe.rming .. 1.nnual, Massey University of Mana­
w.3.tu, 1965. 

Schapper, H.P., "Farm Management Clubsi 1
, Anstralian Agricultural 

Extension Conference 1962, Reviews, Papers, and Reports, 
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organization, 
Melbourne, 1963 • 

• , nuses and Limitations of Farrh Surveys 1
', Review of 

.--,..,..~-
Marketing ::i.nd Agricultural Economics, 25, 1-2, 1957 • 

.Scott, J.D.J., i;,nl:hat 1 s Wrong with Your Production9 n, Proceedings 
Ruakura Farmers' Conference, 1960. 

Scott, J., 11 The Economic Implications of Re-Combined Nill<: for Town 
Milk Farmers in the Manawatu 11 , Unpublished Jvi,Agr.Sc. Thesis, 
Massey University, Forthcoming. 

Vaile, E.E., 11 Pioneering the Pumice· 1 , Whitcombe and Tombs Limited, 
Wellington, 1939. 



Vroom, V.H., r11,fork and Motivation 11 , John Wiley and Sons, Inc., New 
York, 1964. 

235 

Wadsworth, ILA., nEvaluating Farm Investments by Capital Budgeting11 , 

Journal of Farm Economics, 14, 5, 1962. 

Ward, [',.. 13. , 0 The Use of the Telephones as a Survey Method. Some 
Preliminary Resul tsH, Discussion Paper No .45, De:;,:i,'.:lrtment of 
Agricultural Economics and Farm Managenent, Massey University, 
1967. 

\·lard, J. T. , 0 1 11 vestment Analysis for Farm Improvement 11 , Agricultural 
l'.~conomics Research Unit, Lincoln College, Publication No. 9, 
1964. 

Warren, G.F., iiAgricultural Surveys 11 , Cornell Agricultural Experiment 
Station Bulletin 344, 1914. 

Wesney, D., "A Study of the Financial Returns to Process Pea Growers 
in Hawke 1 s Bayn, Unpublished M.Agr.Sc. Thesis, Massey Univer­
sity of Manawatu, 1964. 

1,\/nittlestone, W. G., "Milking Sheds and Plants of the Future", Dairy­
farming Annual, Massey University, 1966. 

Wilkening, E.A., HA Sociopsychological Approach to the Study of the 
Acceptance of Innovations in Farmingn, Rural Sociology, .12., 4, 
1950. 

Williams, D.B., Parish, 'R., and Bollen, A.G., "Attitudes and Expect­
ations of Wheat Growers in New South ·;Jales 11 , Review of Market­
ing and Agricultural Economics, .s.]_, 1, 1953. 

Wright, A., hThe Development of Unploughable Hill Country 11 , Unpublished 
M.Agr.Sc. Thesis, Massey University of Manawatu, 1963. 



.i\.PP.BHDIX A 

BlD1V3Y QUBSTIONNAIRES 

A.1 Surv~y Check List 

1. The Far1:1e r. 
Years in occuption of the far m. 

Personal background. 

2. Land and I npr ove~ents. 

Tenure, des cription, a re a , government 
vuluation, or i ginal cover, contour, 
clima te, s oils. 

3. State of Deve l opment and Condition of I mprovements. 

Pastur es , d r a inage, subdivision, wat et 
supply, build i ngs, pests a nd d iseases. 

4. I nput-Output Data . 

Information over the past 5 y e a rs on: 
stock numbe rs , production figures, manure, 
l a bour, plant and e quipment, sto ck feedin g 
and stock policies. 

Acc ounts over t he Past 5 ears . 

6. Development Progracae . 

Work involved, c osts 2.nd future aims. 

7. At titude To ward s Borrowing Finance for Development. 

8. Use of Extension Services . 

9. Attitud e Towards the Rangitaiki Pl ains Demonstrat i on Farm, 
and th e Dairy Factory Newsl etter. 

A. 1 



A. 2 Telephone Survey_ Q.ue stionnaire. 

Supplie r No •••••....... .• .. • 

I-Jame •••••••••••••••••.•••• • • 

Survey Ho . 

1. What f arnini; journals do yo u receive ? 

Straight furrow .......... . .... o •••••• 

l'T. Z. Exporter ........................ . 

1':. Z . Farrne.r •••........ • ...••• . . •....• 

Journal of lgriculture ••.•..• • •• 

What ty~J e of artic1e do you like bes t 9 

No con1rien t ••••...• . .. •• •.• • • •• ..•. . •• 

Sensonal notes ......... .. .... . . , . ... . 

LocR1 success stories ·•· ·•· ••····•··· 

Pro f essional h ints •• • .•••••••.••••••• 

Gene r al farming articles 

2 . 1·!b a t radio farning programmes do you listen t o .? 

3. Have you a T. V. set? 

4. Have you been to t h e Ru a.kura Farmers Conference in t he la.st 
5 yearc:, . 

• ••••••••• 0 • •• •••••••••••• 

5. Di d you go to t he llliakatane/ Galatea Farme rs Conference l as t 
year. 

6 . Have you visit ed the Ran~itaiki Plairs Demonstrat i on Far m 
since it started? 

How nany times hRve you visited it 9 

7 - If a monthly Discuss ion Group was establ ished a~o ngst your 
friends, with an Extension Office r p r esent, would you be 
willing to join it ? 

8 . Wh a t s .ort of fertilizer a r e you using this yee.r? 

How mu ch 

Is t h i s mo r e th2n l a st year? ··· ·•· · • ·•····· •• ·••·••• 

A.2 



A.3 

Why has it changed ? • 0 • 0 • 0 e • 0 0 0 e e O e ••• e O • e O • 0 • 0 • 0 0 • 0 

Is the fertilizer being applied in split dressings 9 

How i s t he f e rtilizer being applied ? 

••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••• 



APPENDIX B 

RESOU.RCES, PRODUCTION, AND J\IANAGEHENT ON 
THE SURVEY FARMS 

This appendix gives the individual farm details for iteras 

B.1 

described ~ore generally in Chapter 5. It covers fertilizer applic-

ation infor,:1.ation, stock and production figures, wintering :::1ethods 

and suppler,entary feeds, and the capital situation. 

B.1 Fertilizer 

Tables B.1 and B;2 respectively show the type, rate, time 

and method of application of fertilizer on the fares in Survey Groups 

A and B. 

B.2 Stock and Production 

Tables B.3 and B.4 respectively show the cow numbers, cows 

per acre, total butterfat production, butterfat per cow, and butter­

fat per acre for the two seasons 1964/65 and 1965/66, and the percen­

tage increase in production over the five years 1960/61 to 1964/65 

for the farms in Survey Groups A and B. 

B. 3 Wintering Methods o.nd Supple;:1entary Feed 

Tables B.5 and B.6 respectively show the wintering method, 

and the type and rate of usage, of supplementary feeds on the farns 

in Survey Groups A and B. 



]'ertiliser ....Jl~ase on Farms in Surve;y: Group. A 

.. . . , ... - ., ... 

Survey .. 1963764 65. .... . ...... 190Lt/1 -· . .196's766 T Method of 
Soil I Farm Spring Autumn Spring Autumn Spring I Autumn I applicatio 
,Group Number Type 1 Rate Type 1 Rate Type 1 Rate Type 1 Rate Type I Rate Type I Rate 

. I I 30-KP: 
I I I 

1 .. 2 I 12 * 30-KP I 1 1 3.0-KP I 1.5 30-KP I 1.5 30-KP I 1.5 30-KP I 2 I Bulk lorry 
.... 

2 1 + 
. 30-KP I 4 I Nil 30-KP I 5 50-KP 

1 
3 30-KP : 3 Spinner 

I I I I I 
2 5 * 30-KP 1 3 30-KP I 3 30-KP I 3 30-KP I 3 30-KP 1 3 30-KP I 4 Bulk lorry 

2 6 * I Nil 30-KP I 4.5 I Nil 30-KP I 4.5 30-KP I 2 30-KP l 4 Spinner 
I I I I I I 

2 11 * 30--KP I 2.5 15-KP I 245 30-KP I 2.5 15-KP I 2.5 30-KP I 2.5 15-KP I 2.5 Spinner 

3 I : ; I 
. Nil 30-KP I 6 30-KP I 4 30-KP : 4 30-KP I -4 30-KP I 4 I Bulk lorry , 
I I I I I 

3 I Nil 50-KP I 3 30-KP I 3 30-KP I 3 50-KP I 3 Cu. Co •I 3 
I I I I I 30-KP I I Bulk lorry 

3 10 + I 30-KP I 1 .5 30-KP I 3 30-KP I 1.5 3-()-KP I 3.5 30-KP I 1.5 30-KP I 3.5 Spinner 

4 3 + I Nil 30-KP I 3 I Nil 30-KP I 4 30-KP I 3 30-KP I 4 Spinner 

4 4 * I Nil 30-KP I 3.5 30-KP I 2 30-KP I 3 30-KP I 3 30-KP I 3 Farm bulk 
I I I I I I 

4 7 + I Nil 30-KP I 3 I Nil 30-KP I 3 I Nil 30-KP I 3 Spinnei· 

4 8 * I Nil 30-KP I 3 I Nil 30-KP I 4.5 30-KP I 2.5 30-KP I 3 Spinner 
' I I I . 

~: x-KP = x% Potassic superphosphate 

Cu.Co:..P = copperized or cobaltized superphosphate 

Rate: The rate is given in cwt per acre, i.e. total fertilizer 
divided by total farm acreage. 

. - - .. •· 
+ = ... now high produd~ng f'ar·ms .~ ·• *=Fast high producing farms 

td . 
[\) 



Table ~.2 Fertilizer Usage on Farms in Survey GrouE B 

Survey 1963/64 1964/65 1965/66 Method of Soil Farm Spring Autur:m Spring Autumn Spring Autumn 
q.roup Ifumber Type 1Rate Type 1 Rate Type 1Rate Type I Rate Type IRn.te Type I Rate application 

. 
1 20 + 30-KP I 2.5 I Nil 30-KP 13 I Nil 30-KP • 3 

I 

Nil Bulk lorry 
1 21 * Cu.Co.PI 3 I Nil Cu.Co.PI 2 I .. Nil Cu.Co.~: 2 

I 
Nil Spinner 

1 22 + p I 4 I Nil p I l+ Nil Cu. Co .i:· 4 I Nil Spinner 
1 25 + I Nil 30-KP I 2.5 I Nil 30-KP I 2.5 I Nil 30-KP I 2.5 Bulk lorry 
1 36 + 30-KP I 2.5 I Nil 30-KP I 2.5 I Nil 30-KP I 2.5 I Nil Bulk lorry 
1 37 * p I 2.5 I Nil p 1 2.5 I Nil p I 2.5 I Nil Bulk lorry . 
2 18" Cu.P I 5 I Nil 30-KP 12 Nil Co.P . 2 I Nil Bulk lorry 
2 19 * 30-KP 13 I Nil 30-KP I 3 

I Nil Cu.Co. I I 

I I I 
I 30-KP I 3 I Bulk lorry 

2 24 + I Nil p I 4.5 I Nil p I 4.5 30-KP I 2.5 30-KP ! 2.5 Bulk lorry 
2 30 + I Nil A I 3.5 J Nil A I 3.5 I Nil A I 3.5 Aerial 
2 31 + I Nil 30-KP I 5 I Nil 30-KP I 5 Cu. Co. :2 I 1 • 5 30-KP I 5 Spinner 
2 35 + I Nil 30-KP I 3 I Nil 30-KP I 3 I Nil 30-KP I 3 Spinner 

3 13 * 30-KP I 3 30-KP I 3 30-KP I 3 30-KP' 3 30-KP I 3 30-KP 1 3 Spinner 
3 16 + I Nil 30-KP I 2.5 I Nil p I 3 I Nil p I 3.5 Bulk lorry 
3 27 * I Nil 30-KP I 3.3 I Nil p I 3.5 Cu.P I 108 30-KP I 1.3 Aerial 
3 32 + I Nil p 

I 0.7 I Nil p I 0.7 I Nil p I 0.7 Spinner 
3 34 + 1 Nil Cu.P 1 3 I Nil 30-KP I 3 I Nil p I 3 Bulk lorry 
4 14 * 30-KP I 3 I Nil 30-KP I 3 I Nil 30-KP I 3 I Nil Spinner 
4 15 + I Nil p 

I 2 I Nil p I 2 I Nil p I 2 Spinner 
4 23 + 1 Nil 30-KP 1.5 Nil 30-KP I 2 I Nil 30-KP I 2 Spinner 
4 26 * 1 Nil 30-KP 

1 
3 I Nil 30-KP I 6 I Nil p I 6 Bulk lorry 

4 28 + 30-KP I 2.5 p I 2.5 30-KP I 2.5 p I 2.5 30-KF I 2.5 .F I 2.5 Bulk lorry 
4 29 + Nil p l 1 I Nil 30-KP 1 1~5 30-KP I 1 p I 1.5 Spinner 
4 33 * 30-KP : 4 I Nil ,30-KP l 4 Nil 30-KP 4 Nil Bulk lorry I I I I 

Tn?e: x-KP = x% Potassic superphosphate Rate: The rate is given in cwt per acre, 
P = Straight superphosphate i.e. total fertilizer divided by 

Cu.Co.Pf Copperized or cobaltized superphosphate total farm acreage-

"' ·:.':;!?rag r :essi ve low vroctucing farms + = J:ftatic low producing farms l ~ 
~ 



Table B. 3 
Stock and Production on Farms in Surve 

in 1961+/65and1%57b6 

Soil 
!Purvey 1';;1t:>4/b5 season 1':-Jb')/bb season Percent 
'.farm Cow Cows; Butt- Butter- Butter- Cow Cows; Butt- Butter- Butter- increasE 

Group :t:l"umber numbers acre erfat fat/cow fat/acre numbers acre erfat fat/cow fat/acre 5 years 

1 & 2 12 * 172 o.49 Lr9958 291 143 180 0.51 48737 271 139 15.8 

2 1 + 169 o. 91 59012 347 317 181 0.97 58956 326 317 2 .1 

2 5 * 90 o.86 30258 336 288 104 1.00 36293 349 346 22.2 

2 6 * 114 0.78 35074 308 238 123 o.84 4.1546 338 283 8.9 
2 11 * 112 0.70 35105 314 210 130 0.78 41231 317 256 43.0 

3 2 * 132 1. 05 48095 364 384 150 1.20 Lr4075 294 353 6.7 

3 9 * 101 1.25 32042 317 396 115 1.40 35184 306 435 2lr. 7 

3 10 + 141 0.85 52169 370 316 149 0.90 516B8 347 314 3.2 

4 3 + 134 1.10 56774 424 465 152 1.25 57187 380 474 3.4 
4 4 * 300 0.92 105470 352 323 390 1.20 108019 277 331 8.9 
4 7 + 165 1. 09 60410 366 400 176 1.16 65703 374 4.35 3.4 
J+ 8 * 185 1.28 66118 357 472 198 1.37 ·68556 3Lr7 477 20.3 

*=Fast high producing farms +=Slow high producing farms 

ttJ 
• 
+-



Table B.4 
Stock and Production on Farms in Survey Group B 

in 1964/65 and 1965/69 

Soil 
Survey 1964/65 season I 19-65/66 season Percent 

Farm Cow Cows/ Butt- Butter- Butter- Cow Cows/ Butt- Butter- Butter- increase Group 
Number numbers acre erfat fat/cow fat/acre numbers acre erfat fat/eQW fat/acre 5 years 

1 20+ 75 0.39 21215 283 150 80 o.41 21604 270 112 -1.5 
1 21 * 72 0.51 22301 310 157 89 0.63 26398 296 186 1. 8 
1 22+ 70 o.4o 18597 266 106 75 o.43 20740 277 118 1. 3 
1 25+ 65 o.48 11730 181 87 67 0.5; 13599 203 101 -7-9 
1 36+ 60 o.4o 18048 300 120 65 o.43 17951 277 119 0.5 
1 37 * 70 0.36 20341 291 104 75 ,0.38 22909 306 118 10.0 

2 18 * 110 0.73 33720 306 224 110 0.73 35907 326 239 0.9 
2 19 * 97 0.62 28349 270 182 105 0.67 30025 286 192 0.2 
2 24+ 72 0.60 18252 254 152 .72 0.60 19672 274 164 1.2 
2 30+ 53 o.46 11480 217 99 57 o.49 12767 22~ 110 -6.3 
2 31 + 80 0.57 18601 232 132 78 0.55 16114 207 114 -1. 9 
2 35+ 67 0.35 17489 261 92 72 0.38 18858 262 99 -2.1 

3 13 * 70 o.88 21126 302 264 70 o.88 22813 :,26 285 1. 7 
3 16+ 63 0.90 18273 290 261 63 0.90 17838 283 255 -o.8 
3 27 * 83 0.75 21194 256 193 78 0.71 23445 300 213 -3.2 
3 32+ 115 0.69 35507 309 213 95 0.57 30590 322 183 o.4 
3 34+ 115 0.55 34799 302 166 115 0.55 38758 338 186 o.o 
4 14 * 81 0.95 23515 290 277 97 1.14 28683 296 338 -3-9 
4 15+ 85 0.90 19897 234 212 67 0.71 19043 285 203 -0.1 
4 17 + 78 0.89 19677 252 224 Out of production 1 .5 
4 23+ 110 o. 71 28376 258 183 115 0.74 36493 318 236 -0.5 
4 26 * 81 o.84 27167 335 280 73 0.75 27304 375 282 -1.1 
4 28+ 88 0.79 29047 330 259 93 0.83 23867 257 213 -0.2 
4 29+ 160 0.72 39671 248 179 160 0.72 46351 290 210 -5.3 
4 33 * 221 1.10 51100 231 256 235 1.17 52542 223 263 -4.2 

*=Progressive low producing far-ms + = Static low producing fa·rms 

b:J . 
\J1 
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Table B.5 Wintering Method and Supplementary Feed Used 
on Farms in Survey Group A 

Type and approximate amount of 
Survey supplementary feed used er cow 
Farm Method of wintering Hay bales/ Silage tons/ Crop tons/ 
Number cow cow cow 

2 * Break of grass en 20 1.3 Nil 
3 + 17 o.8 Nil 
6 * run-off plus hay or 27 Nil 1 Turnips s 
7 + - 12 0.7 Nil 
8 * silage 35 1.5 Nil 
9 * 10 2.0 Nil 

4 * Break graze run-off 
then platform silage 10 0.7 Nil 

11 * Block grazing 20L 0.5L Nil 

1 + Split wintering with Nil 2.5 Nil 
5 * 15 Nil Nil 

10 + hay or silage or 15 0.9 Nil 
12 * 27L 0.4L 1 • 3 Turnips) 

s ) 
crop 1.3 Swedes ) 

w ) 
,. << 

Notes: L = supplementary feed made partly from lucerne 
w = crop used for winter feed 
s = crop used for summer feed 
Average crop yeilds taken as: 

Silage= 8 tons per acre 
Swedes= 30 tons per acre 
Soft turnips = 25 tonsper acre 

* = Fast high producing farms 
+=Slow high producing farms 



B,.7 

,= I~ - ~=--·==• ~r '"~Type andapproximafe~amomit-~f < 

I Survey! .: .. -13-1:lPl2.~1!'-11taE~L~e.~__:e~r cow J I ]"arm p,fothocl of winteringrttay I Silage I Crop I 
~wi1~r+--- _ . ~ ~~- r-a::~°':~ns/ covj ··. " _ to}'s~cow ~-

j 13 '·' ( Mob stocked \ 20 ,_ 1.1 I Nil ! · 
I 1~. * I i 1.8 j Nil f Nil I 

20 + ! ! 35L I 2.0 ! Nil i I 21 >:: I ! 35L ; Hil· ( 1. 2 Swedes W 
1 22 + I and i 28L . 1.0 j 1.3 Turnips S ! 2l~ + I I 25L I Nil 1(1.3 Turnips S 
! ! 1 1 . j(1.5 Chou Moellier WI 
i 25 + i 25 I Occasion Nil i 

I 26 * I rotated around 25 I 1.0 1 Nil \ ! 33 ,:c I 20 0.6 Nil 
, 34 + I 22 2. O Nil i 35 + 

1
1 th

e , 38 (_ Occasiorl (2.0 Turnips W 1 

i i I 1 (2.0 Turnips S : 
I 36 + ! farm I 25L j OccasioJ Nil ! l;s ~=l~--~=;~~;;~~-~-==--,~ ~ ~-~-~-r·•-~~~;-=t~-~~~ N~~~~l' 
I 19 ° I I 30L J Occasio~ ( 1. 2 Turni]'S S , 
I: I i l i_ ( 1 • 5 Swedes 'W ! 
I 27 ,;, ! I 25 I o. 7 i Nil ! 
~ 28 + ! I 20 , 1 • 4 i ( Often I 
( i · ( 1 • 0 Turnips S ' 

" and 29 + f 15 1. 5 Nil 
30 + I 25 3. O Nil 

1 ' 3 + ~ 1 24 _ Nil r 2. 0 Turnips W , 
~ 32 + I ; 30 t 1.5 ( 6.0 ChouMoellierW 
l 37 * ! set stocked ; 27L ~ 1. 6 : Nil i 
~= ·. ·,~ .. ~~~~=~-~-~-~= --~·-~- ·=~·i-"··~-•-;~. ·=-•- ' 
I 15 + : Split I 17 ; Nil t - Nil r • :, ~ r -- r , 
f 16 + I i-7intering t 35 ; Nil i Nil t 
~==~L-.~~--=~•-•·-===~•-·~-~~ .,~J r.c-•~=~--=J....-.~=--•-...-.L= "=--~--~ ~ 
t ~: L = supplementary feed made partly from lucerne I 
i W = crop used for winter feed I 

S = crop used for summer feed 1 

Average crop yields taken as: 
Silage= 8 tons per acre 
Swedes= 30 tons per acre 
Chou moellier = 30 tons per acre 
Soft turni,)s = 25 tons ner acre 
tr. = Progre;sive lovr producing farms 
+ = Static low producing farms 



B.4 Capital 

The following assuLlptions have been made in assessing the 

capital situation on the survey farms: 

B.8 

(i) Land and buildings have been taken at government valua-
1/ 

tion.- This method of assessing the value of land and buildings 

meant that where a farner was leasing part or all of his farm, this 

has been included as his personal asset free of debt. This was the 

case on farms 6, 14 and 36. 

as a footnote for these farms. 

The farmers true equity has been given 

This method of assessing the value 

of the farners' land and buildinss was necessary if meaningful conp­

arative figures for total capital invested per cow and per acre were 

to be obtained. 

(ii) Plant and eguipcent have been taken at book value, 

since a valuation of these assets would have been expensive. 

(iii) Stock. Pigs have been entered at standard value bee-

ause in most sets of accounts the classes of stock were not shown, 

and hence the author was unable to revalue them at narket values. 

Cattle have been valued at the market value for each class of stock. 

1. The book value of land and buildings in the farmers accounts were 
extremely unrealistic because of the varying purchase dates and the 
way they had been depreciated. 

2. Market values for stock in May 1965 were obtained from the New 
Zealand Dairy Producers and Marketing Board, Pers.Co~m. 



Class of stock 

Dairy cows 
Heifers 
Reifer calves 
Bulls 

Price% 

So 
74 
42 
80 

(iv) Shares, bank balance and debtors have been taken direct 

froM the balance sheet in the farmers accounts. 

(v) Total assets represent the sun of the value of the land 

nnd buildings, plant and eauipment, stock, and shares bank ba lance 

a nd debtors. 

(vi) Tot a l liabilities have been assessed from the balance 

sheet in the farmers accounts - this includes nortga~es a~ well as 

current liabilities. 

(vii) Equity has been calculated as a p ercenta~e as follows: 

(Total assets - Total linbilities) 
Equity=( Total assets ) x 100 

(viii) The value of run-offs ha s not been included. In some 

cases run-offs were owned by the far1'!ler and in other cases they were 

leased. In 1~2.ny cases on leased properties the value of the land was 

unavailable because of complicated M2ori leases. The area of run-
--2./ 

offs associated with each farm is shown in the capital tables. 

(ix) The cow numbers given are for January 1965. 

Tables B.7 and B.8 respectively show the capital situation on 

the farms in Survey Groups A and B. 

3. Since run-offs have been ignored the capital figures in Tables 
B.7 and B.8 may underestimate the actual capital invested per cow 
or lb of butterfat. 



Table B.j 

lsoil 
Survey 
Farm 

G:r-oup ·Number , .. 

1 & 2 12 * 

2 1 + 

2 5 * 
2 6 * 
2 11 * 

3 2 * 
3 9 * 

3 10 + 

4 3+ 
4 4 * 

Notes: 

Capital Situation on Farms in Survey Group A 
at Balance Date 1965 

$ Capital invested in 
Total 

land plant t k shares Total Area 
soc 

asset~ 
liabi- Equity 

& & bank bal. lities 
acres 

bldgs. eqpt. debtors 

36800 2780 18474 7934 65988 23302 64.6 350 

4-9800 6316 17970 2030 76116 23750 68.8 186 

21900 184-2 11224 1972 36938 17672 52.2 105 
27100 4468 11 11--94 2984 46010 19692 57.2"11: 147 

21770 454-6 11956 1984 40256 21936 45.5 161 

35928 3338 17588 4448 61302 22428 63.4 125 
23200 3146 10560 3540 40446 24190 40.2 81 
41480 5268 15310 3798 65856 13828 79.0 165 

27460 2072 16858 2500 48890 25930 47.0 122 

54700 6684 35700 1100 98184 39994 59.3 327 

Total 
Run-off Cow 

capital 
acres nos. 

invested 
per acre 

N.A. 172 188.4 

N.A. 169 409.2 
N.A. 90 351.8 

22 111+ 313.0 

50 110 250.0 

84 132 490. 4-

59 101 L1-99. 4 

N.A. 141 399.2 

50 134 401.0 

53 300 300.2 

** The farmers true equity was 28% 1 N.A. 1 indicates 'not applicable' 

1 *=Fast high producing farms +=Slow high producing farms 

Total 
capital 
invested 
per cow 

383.4 

450.4 
410.4 
403.6 
366.0 

464.4 
4oo.4 
467 .. 0 

365.0 
327.2 

to 
• __,,_ 

0 



Table B.8 CaEital Situation on Farms in Survey Group B 
at Balance Date 1965 

$ Capital jnvRR~P~ in Total Total . burve ·-·--- - -- Total 
130:il I F YI land plant shares Total li b. IE . t 'Area 'Run-off 'Cow 
~oup "'r · abrm & & stock bank bal. assets 

1
. at. i- qui y acres acres nos. 

· .,.um er J. ies · · bldgs. eqpt. debtors 

capital capital 
invested invested 
per acre per cow 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 

20+ 23710 2528 
21 * 18400 3029 
25 + 15400 2220 
36 + 17900 2334 
37 * 20000 2098 

7938 
8072 
7158 
9030 
90L1-4 

18 * 15960 
19* 19730 
30+ 15500 
31 + 26680 
35+ 21230 

16+ 21110 
27 * 21982 
32 + , 28350 
34 + · 38900 

4122 i3100 5494 2538 
1520 6142 
281 Li. 9120 
3162 9160 

730 6480 
1204 8378 
3228 13306 
2202 997~· 

14 * '. 19760 10448 8760 
26 * . 27000 2084 8706 
29 + : 52200 5274 16410 

3284 
3064 
874 
594 

1134 

63,64 
5706 
1034 
286 
874 

396 
1122 

432 
4026 

552 
2844 
1594 

Notes:. 
--·** Farmers true equity = 30.0% 

++ Farmers true equity= 55.0$ 
1 N .. A .. ' indicates 'not applicable' 

* ... Progressive low producing farms 
+=Static low producing farms 

37460 
32564 
25652 
29858 
32276 

39546 
43468 
24196 
38900 
34L1-26 

28716 
32686 
45316 
55102 

39520 
40634 
75748 

20318 
1872 
4976 
8502 

16664 

13228 
9490 

16448 
5832 
8506 

53~·2 
22858 
5392 

20790 

8904 
15168 
36926 

45.8 j 140 
94.2 142 
80.6 135 
71.0* 150 
48. 4 195 

66.6 
78.2 
31.9 
85.0 
75.3 

81.4 
30.0 

s 
62.3 

1.50 
156 
116 
141 
190 

70 
110 
167 
209 

77.5+1 85 
62.7 97 
51.1 221 

N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
50 

N.A. 

30 
21 

N.A. 
N.A. 

40 

N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 

30 
N.A. 
N.A. 

75 
72 
65 
60 
70 

110 
97 
53 
80 
67 

63 
83 

115 
115 

18 
81 

160 

267.6 
229.4 
190.0 
199.4 
165.6 

263.6 
278.6 
208.4 
276.0 
181.4 

410.0 
297.0 
271., 
263.6 

465.0 
419.0 
341.6 

S - Farm 32 was run on a 50 per cent sharemilking 

499.4 
452.2 
394.8 
498.0 
461.0 

359.6 
448.2 
456.2 
487 .. 0 
514.0 

455.8 
394.0 
394.8 
479.2 

488.0 
502.0 
471.8 

basis until June 1966. The milker owned everything 
except the land and buildings. He has since 
purchased the whole farm and increased his liab­
ilities by $20,000. No equity figure has been 
calculated because of these complications. 

ti:J . 
...\. 
...\. 
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JPPEI-JDIX C 

COST OF USING BULK ':i:'OPDRr;ssING 

Thi s appendix comp~res the cost of bagged fertilizer railed 

to Edeecunbe and delivered to the far ~ g~te with the applic a tion of 

bulk fertilizer applied by two different contractors operating on the 

Rangitaiki Plains. 
1/ 

Costs used we r e those current in February 1966- and have bean 

ca lculated for applying 30 per ce nt potassic superphosphnte at 4 cwt 

per acre. 

Case 1 

Co nsider a farn 3 miles on the Ta uranga (north west) side of 

Edgecumbe . 

Table c.1 

Method of 

Co~ts for this farm are shown in Table C.1. 

Fertilizer Costs for a Farm 3 Miles No rthwest 
of Edgecumbe 

purchnse Fertilizer Ca.~tage 
Jt % 

Application 
% 

Total cost 
per ton% 

B2..gged fe:ctilizer 28.05 4.13 
i 

N . A . 32.18 ' 
Bulk contractor 1 25.55 3.55 
Bulk contractor 2 25.55 4.45 

3.50 I 32.60 ! 
3.25 _1_ 33.25 I 

~-,-l'-T-. _-/1,_-.-,-i_n_cf_ti.. __ -c-a~t-e_s_..,_
1 

n_o_t_a_v_a_i ___ l_a_b_l-e1-
1 
----~----=~ ~ 

1. Costs were obtained by Pers.Comm. with the contractors. 



c. 2 

Ca se 2 

Consider a f a rn 3 miles on the south-east side of Edgecurabe . 

Cost s are shown i n Tabl e C.2. 

Tctble c.2 Fertiliser Costs for a FarLl 3 Miles 3outheast 
of Edgecu.Qbe 

1 I Method o f purcha.se 
Fertiliser 

% 
Cart ,1ge 

% 
Applic a tion-, 

% ! 
Tot nl 

per 
cos+1I 
t on 

i 
i 
t Bagg ed fe rtiliser 
I I Bulk co nt r actor 1 I Bulk c ontractor 2 

r--------

r----
N 28 .05 lt. 'I 3 i 
I 

I 25 . 55 4.oo 

25.55 1+. 45 I 
1 

i indicat es ' no t available' 

IT . A . 

3.50 

3.25 

1, 

32 .1 8 

33.60 

33.25 

There is an avera~e d i fference 0 f $0,70 pe r t on between bulk 

~ ;. · 1. re r i~i :;_ ,s e r s prcnd on the fa r m and bagged fertiliser de live r ed at the 

farra gate. This $0 . 70 hRs tc c c ver st or age on the farm, l abour, 

r:w.chine ry, c1nd fuel f o r :.:rpre.:1di ng. Even if t he l ,c1_bour wov_ld be 

idl e if no t used f o r a~p l y i ng fertiliser, it would s till be c hea~e r 

f o r the f a r mer t o use Lulk l orry . 

The c o nditions of the se rvice availuble c an be ob t a i ned fron 

the ind i vidual contra ct o r s operating i n the a rea, but tbev are desig­

n ed t o Ele et the ne e d s o f the f a r mer. 

' 
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APPEHD IX D 

PRICE HTDEX FOR INPUTS ON HEW ZEALAND DAIRY F.l\.RMS 

The information for this index was obt nined by the author 

durinR a personnl interview a t the New Zealand Dairy Production and 

Nnrketinr~ Board. 

The f ollowiw; co mne nts on the cnlculntion of these i nc1. ices 

1'.'.re fron a f1raft copy of n. :pc1.:;:ier ~1 repnred by the New Zenl.?.nd Dniry 

Production D. n c1. Mi'.'.rketin r:~ Eol'.rd, ;tJndex o f Prices Prdcl by Dairy 

Fnr::1ers". 

nThe 1~rices of ~1 r1.n ~·e of i terns cov ,:: rin i:,; i:;cods and 
services used by dairy fqrmers are ~scertained ~enernlly 
in Mey o f each ye ~r. The infor mnti ~n is collected · fro c 
nerch,::mts a n c'. o ther s ources in 2.11 c'! ,:. iryine: re ,-·ions, 
a cc or din~ t o the rel ~t i ve i mport a nce of d~iryin~ , mostly 
throu~h the Bo a r d 's consulting officers and this is 
t r ou ~ht to~ether in Wellington alon~ with fatn collected 
centr-lly s ome of which is provi~ed throu ~h the courtesy 
o f the Government Statistici2n. 

The wei[hting of the items within t he total index 
is in ncc ordnnce with the pattern of expenditure shown 
in the Govern~ent Statisticia n 1 s l a test ~ublishcd ' Survey 
on D1:dry Fa r r:1ers' Inco r:1es', which, ho..-1e ver, hn.s be en 
br oken ~o wn into R~iitionnl sub- ~r ou~s on the basis of 
infornnti0n :1.vailc1l::le to the Boarc: f r or1 other s c,urces." 

This in~ex wns based at 1000 in 1949. The fi gures supplied 

by the New Ze~lnnd Dairy Production and Marketing Board hnve been 

convertorl to a 1966 bas is of 1000 in order fo r everytbin~ to be 

expressed in tern s of current prices f or use in this survey. Table 

D.1 s hows the index figur e s used in this survey . 
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Pric e Index for Innuts on New ~ecl nnd Da iry Fnrms 

,------·- r 

I Ite:,1 ! 1960 I 
I- ----·---------1·---- i 
i i , r 

995 I Contrc"cctors ! ')94 ! 994 j 
i~ep~irs 2nd m~intennnce !I 905 I 920! 932 1 955 
,M~ nure ~~~ seecl 8 0°0 I 0 93!.; 9o0 2j 9~'~ j " .. _ c . u. , / .. j ;; , I v 'i 

!R::itos I 71 4 \ 731 I 769 j 814 

jzl ectric power I 1C23 I 10001 9981 9971 

'Cnr end tr~c t or I 907 i 9081 91 1 i 943 ! 

f I~cJ.il c1.nc: c:.1.rto.i:;e ! 921 ! 917 I 9'17 I 935 j 
p·1e:·rec i '.lt i on ! R74 i 901 l CJ 24 1 9371 

\S tock foo ,.1 o.n c'l v e terina ry j 925 : 959 i 1; ·0 1 ! 996 I 
" I ; I k I :i in,surnnce I 9GS l 1012 1012 ij 1012 I 
' I n I " r.

1
. 1 

, Tr.:wel i 093 i 896 ! 91u 919 !_· 

; ~ q i ~ 

\Other j E398 j 955 j 982 l 99r; · 

.'Ja,·es ')25 i 95 7 967 i 9G9 

,Rent 

:rntere,st 
> 
I, 

i/,.11 i~;rOU)S 

I u 
923 i 9 10 9~2 i 1020 

88 1 i s90 i 914 ! 947 r 
t I t : 

971 

951 

979 

881 j 
9')9 

934 

939 
95(; 

1018 

1008 

939 

996 

·----) 

1065; 196i 

---1 
996 1009 

980 1009 

983 . 1ooci 
946 1ooc1 

; 000' 1009 

973 ! 1 oor1 
986 I 1oocl 

I I 

9:G 1 100Cj 
9o7 i 1-::oc! 

1000 i 100~ 

993
1 1001 

1000 1 ooc, 
9'71 989 1 on9 

\ 
974 993 100Q 

~ 
9G7 9G9 1 ooci 

I 

i 91 1 [ 932 ! 9Lt5 I 957 t 
L _ __ _ ..._ . . ___ ,...,.,. ·•- · -~ ... ---..- •••.. , ,.....,. __ .,...__..._._J_~ .. -_J___ ... -.,_ ........ -1 ...... -.- -ii-----

9Glt 980 j 1 ooc! 
_i~· --·· 1---·..t 



i~PPENDIX E 

PhOFI T.~BILITY OF DEVELOPMENT 

E.1 

Th i s c p pendix ] r esent s the five c ase f ::tr rn studies o f ~ r o fit­

ability o f developnent r aferre i t c ~nd sumnnris0d in Chap t e r 6 . 

The ori ~inn l situnt i o n o f ench fnr□ is d i scussed . The 

c1 eveloimen t p r ogr anc c is o u tlinecl o.nc1 the resulting final si tun tio n 

is sb.own. In each ccse future possi t le aeve lop~ent i s J iscussed 

te f o re sho wi nc the p r o fitab ility o f t he past d eve l o~rne nt p r o c r nnne . 

Lt the end c f this c ppe ndix sunmnrised bud ~e ts a r e J r esent ed f o r 

e::,ch cc.se farl'1. 

E.1 Case F~rn I (Survey Fnr□ 1 1) 

E . 1 . 1 The for n 

This fnr7 o f 161 ac r e s is situnted in Galntea; the coil 

type is ~ainly Ilo r onnnga snnd , ( S~ il Group 2 of thi s survey). The 

fn r c h a s n sc n tle even s l ope fr e e front t c bnck which facilitates 

the d r ninnge reauire~ in so □e pnrts due tc seepage fro□ the hill s 

surfacing through s p rin~s o n the fnrn . 

The far~er purc h a sed this p r cperty i n June 1962, when he 

::clso 0 btaine d s rnzins ri rh ts o n n 5 0 - a cre i'bori p roperty ::1.1.Jcut 12 

~ i l es a wny . This run .o ff is rented o n a 6-nonthl y basis with a 

re~s0 nnblo desree c f cert n inty of r enewal. 



E.2 

E .1.2 Orir;in:-:::1 c o ndition 

Lt t he ti□o o f purchnse the far□ wns renernlly in a run- do wn 

c o~1c.1ition . It h ad a l o t o f l ~n ~ r ou g h poor 1unlity grass . The 

~ilk ins shed , n 4-d~utled -u; walk thro u s h type, wo..s in u ed i o cre 

c ,_; n.c~ i tion . The h ouse wns nvern~e . Fences were in n eed of 

repa irs , a n c1 the f nrn wns 0 nl y subdivide d into 19 Jnddo cks v n ryinc 

i n 3j_ze iron 3-5 to 24 . 8 n cre s. The far□ wns c3rrying 92 c ows 

( 0 .57 c ows ;er acre) which r r oduc ed 23,000 l b butt e rfat whi ch i s 

eq uiva l ent t J 143 l b butt or f a t ~e r a cre n n d 250 l b butterfat ~e r c ow. 

t ~en t h i s p r c~e rty wn s ~urchnsed t he fn r oe r stretched his 

ca:)i tnl t o tho uti:1c) st ::i.nc1 borrowed th e no..xi i:mo 2 llow::1.bl e l oo:1.n of 

t2c ,ooo fro □ the St a te ~~vnnces Cor poration. Equity w~s l ow, nnd 

it wnc necess a ry t o □nkc n v e r y c~reful nsse s s n ent of the far o's 

potenti~l nnd the (evelopn0nt n sedcd t o r each it. 

Due t o the l u c k o f wo r k i n ~ capitn l de v e l o~nent h od to 

~roce cd first wi t h i tens th ~t ~nve the gr eatest vo ssi½le return. 

~t w2s ~lso Je cided thn t hnrd wo r k c oul ~ substitute f 0 r c onvenience 

The □nin ? Olicy rle ciJed o n wns 

n his h st u ckins re.to. Stock , e~nur o a n d pasture i avrove~ent have 

L:,_ter, ,,..,_ l c. r -:: G co.:1it :1l in;~ut i n f encinc , water 

reticuln tic n., □ilkinR s hod nnf extrn l nbaur wns n~ ~ed . 



Tnbl o E.11 

It e n 

J nnu ,:c r y c ow 
nur:b e r s 

'j.'o tn1 ~)r e du c tio n 

t 
I 
' 

Butt c rfr,t/c CJ w 

Butt e rfn. t / o. c r e 

Cci_l ves 

Ye .::.rlin e;s 

Cull C ,, H s".l e s 

Pie i nc cme % 
CT ,.-1n.y bnles 

]Si l ~~/~C t o ns 
~ 

1 ::i 

l b 

Su rn~l'.l :C'Y c f De velom1e nt o n Cnse F n r n I 
(1 61 n cre s) 

Bnse I ' 
h963/4 1964/5 ye :-i. r I ! I 

1 
I 

92 91 107 l 
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Tab l e E.11 gives n su□~nry o f ench yenr's develornent p r ocress 

a s well ns t he stock c nrried and production nttained. 'rhis table 

wns ca lculat e~ on nn a cc oun ting year basis, nnf not on~ dnirying 

se ,,son ]jec 2.us 0 fir~ures h::.c1 t o 1::G o btnined fr o;:,_ the f nrner 's acc ounts. 

I n the first se c:tson 92 c c. ws were nilked, this wci.s hicher thnn 

Little else was done at 

this sta~e ns the f~raer was just ~e ttinp used to the f2rr ~nd 1~e ns­

urin~ up i ts ,ctentinl. 

E.1.3,1 Pasture in~rovGaent 

The noans used f or pnsture i□Jrove~ent have been: 

(i) Fertilizer - 30 per cent potnssic SU]erphos~hate 

in svri ng nnd 15 Jer c~nt votnssic super~hosphate in 

nutu□n , appl i ed n t the rat e o f 2,5 cwt /acre a t ench 

c1ressin;:-; . This hns now teen increnscd to 3.0 cwt/ 

ncre n t each dressins . 

(ii) Consolidation - the f nrner ec t t.:-..ches g;re .'1.t i npor t-

nnce to consolifntion on this s 0il tyre, NeVJ lucerne 

pnddocks nr e c a refully rolle d to f 0re s 0win~ . One 0 f 

the vnlues the f ,:,_rner s 2cs in block ~raziw; is consol­

i cb tion. 

(iii) Full utilizntion ~f nll ~cs ture gr0wn - the f~rner 

sees t his o.s i!llporto.nt in enc cur~1.sinr,:; cc c.,d species of 

l"):'t.st ure :,lo.nts. 

In th e first yenr the p~stures showed little res~c nse t o the 

f ertilizer, riainly , the ;armer telievGs , bec~use the p~s ture species 
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were very peer nn~ run ~ut. In 1964/G5 pnstures coa7enced to 

i ~pr 0ve nn2 by the 1965/GG seascn r~s ture pr ~ducticn w~s well in 

excess o f stock reo.uire r.-.ents even th .:., u r·h the stockin:-· rnte wo.s :Jeinc 

increased. 1 .. lso , c.t this stnge :;_·, ~stures were stnyinc: s reen through 

the sunner nnd c r: ntinuing to grc,w during the winter. This wns the 

r esult of the ch::i.np:e in s pecies frc,m brownt up type po.stures t ci 

rye f;ro.ss-whi te clover s j)ecies. No oversowinr- or rer-rnssinr0 wns 
~ ' . 

d c ne, the better species just cnce in thenselves after nnnurin~ 

~s nn insura nce 8.5 acres o f lucerne were s own in 1963 and 

nnother 7.5 o.cres in 19G5. 

E.1.3,2 Grnzing mannse□ent 

Lucerne 1)r ovides r·rnzinc over the autumn and winter, as 

well ;:is n cut c f sil.:-,ge in Oct :: ber, nm~ two cuts o f hny over the 

su;_1ner. 

Hny is □N1.e fr ,,m youn c; r:w.terinl ( t:::.th lucerne nnc1 ne:::.dow ) 

zc that 2. 1--;L: O·~~ qun.lity 1,roduct is ob tained. 

h s~lit herd winterin~ systen wns used in t he e flrly yenrs 

of de velo pment but in 19G~ bl a ck Fr c.zinc w~s successfully used 

runnin~ about 1CO cows pe r a cre. It was f ou~J necessary t o ~ive 

the stc ck exercise i~ the lnst twr weeks o f ~re gn~ncy t o a void 

cnlvin~ tr~ubles. 

In s ~rin1 an electric fence is used as recuired. For the 

rest of the sea s on a 12 hour c razing r a t~tio n hQS ~een used, but 
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in future a ~ore flexible puttern is t0 be introduced so that the 

st0ck cle~n out each ~~ddock ~efore noving on to the next. The 

eJ:1:,hasis is changinr:; to ,11akin:o- full utilis1"'.ticn, in situ, of '7.11 the 

E.1.3,3 Duiry stock 

The sf".les c,f cull cows were exce~)tionally low. They were 

lower thnn wouli te expected in u normal herl. This was ~ossible 

because in the first yeur on this f~rM n hiph percenta~e of the herd 

w·1-s yc·unc, anc'. consecuently they h:-i_ve l;-sted ever the ye[:rs. Every 

cow which still nilks h0s 1Jeen ke:,t to raise the stock nun::ers. It 

will be sone time before the herd settles down to~ nor~al s~read of 

.i'i.l though n-:l cullin~· h,·.s 1'.:leen possi:)le ::i.rtifici~l breedinr: hn.s 

teen used each year in order to cnin as ~uch ~enetic infrovement in 

the her~ as possi~le. 

E.1.3,4 Calvin~ <lnte 

The cr,.lvinr: <.:.'.'lte wees 1st July e,)ch ye;-..r prier to 1966, when 

cnl vins r'.id 110t cor1T.1ence until 1nth July. In 1967 cnlvin~ ~i~ not 

commence until 27th July. In 19GG the l.~ter co.lvinr~ w:,s _;:.rim,-,_rily to 

pive plenty of ti□e for the tuilding of the new cowshed. The contin-

ued later c~lvin~ now is Q result of n ~uch hi~her stockinr rnte, and 

the fnrmer's renlisntion of the need to fully feed cows with fresh 

;1-ro.ss from c;-:i.l vine onw:::rds, rnther th:--.n usinr,7 1:-i_rge nr,icunts of sur:,10-

r;'tentr.-,ry feed. 



The farmer believeJ that ½ecause of ?Oor rand access to 

E.'1:~ecu:.1be in 1963 1 the cbiry fr-tctory ·polic~r wouLl not chani:-~e to 
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whole r;1ilk collection in Ge.lo.ten in the forsee,'.:'.l)le future. LS the 

:;:,i;; :1ccounts shovrnd th0t the :irc:fit.'.'.bility fron skim mill;: was low 

the f8rmer deciied to develop the ~i~pery first. Six round farrow-

in~ houses were built in the winter of 1963. Lt the end of th~t 

yeo.r ti-m 1-1enner houses were built. 

In 1965 the c~;:dry factory policy chane;ed to whole milk 

c~llcction in Galatea. Due to the lack of ln~our on the f2rm, the 

fc_r,Jer deci,:e~l to cho.nc;e from 1:j_r:s to whole milk collection in 

Oct,~ber 1965, after buillinr:; n. t.':l.nkstanc1 and moc-:ernising the 11.ilk 

roor.1. 

The incre2.sed J::,ig- returns ( fron ,'.'.. --:ross cash incol?le of /t29C 

in 1)62/63 to %948, ,%2860 nncl ,81634 in the su:..sequent yec,rs) snggests 

thc1t the expencti ture of ;t852 on }.:iggeries wc.s still ~ 1-;orthwhile 

investnent even for 2.5 yenrs. 

E.1.3,6 Builc1.in?s ~ncl su'-:1.ivision 

In 1966 Q new house, n. 16-a-sitle herrin,,-bone co1•Jshed anc1. a 

hay b0.rn vmre 1.,uil t as ::.~•art of ,'.:'. crash ~1.evelopment 1:roo:r:1rr..me. Llso, 

in this year the whole f~rn wns re-laid out anJ subJivi~ed into 

thirty, 4-acre p::ic:.docks, with wnter trou~hs in each paddock. 
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E.1.3,7 Lntour 

Prior to tbe 1";66/67 sen.son the f:::rmer clicl all the far□ work 

with f2..mily cJ.ssistance. This me.-,nt hri.r<l work. In 1')(G a 0;ood 

nc..rried :nan Wr:'.fi em~)loyed. 

Rn inccme of about $3000 to the worker which is an r,ttractive wa,,~e. 

E.1.3,8 Dr2.ino.ce 

A little o~en dr~ina~e has had to ~e done in or1er to incrense 

the stock num::,ers from 150 to 20n cows. 

E.1.3,9 Fin2nce 

Finnnce hns been n limitins fnctor tc the rnte of develo?ment 

The reason for the liaited 3Vailnbilitv of 

7edium or lonr-term finance hns ~een that len~in~ institutions hnve 

been Jubious ~bout the success of developin~ to such hir;h levels of 

;reduction in Galatea, ?articularly ~t the ru?id rate of increase t~is 

A au~stantial bnnk overdraft hns been ~nin-

t:::.ined and :::: lot of c:evelo~Jment he,--,s Leen dcne out of revenue. 

severe hnnJicn~ resulteJ from the lnck cf fin2nce to ~urchnse nnother 

50 ccws in the 1966/67 sen.son 1,r:-en all the -::1ther cc.pi tal i te1:1a nee:led 

to h0ndle then had been nddeJ. This rssulte~ in Q lot of sur~lus 

foec:, wherec1.s cooJ utiliso.tion of the feed .,:rown co1.1.ld have teen ::w.cle 

with extra stock. 
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E .1. 4 Concl. i tion 2.. t the e n d of the development pro p;r ar.nne 

At the e n d of the d evelopment :-,:iro c:-ramme this farm wil l b e 

c a rryin~ 20C cows, that is, 1 .25 cows per ncre , plus replacements. 

Th e .)x:,oct ed :;_) ro duc·i.; ion ~LS 6 0 , 000 l::i but terfr-:..t , which is equi v o.lent 

to 373 l b butterfat per acre and 300 lb butterfat per cow. 

The calvinp date will be 27th July. The 50 ncre run - off 

will bo us ed for ~r nzin~ h e i f e rs during t he y ear, as well a s f o r 

wi n t orinr s oraG o f t he d a iry stock . Wi n t e rinf o n the ho me f a r m will 

be 2o n & by b l c ck ~r nzinr a n d n littl e hny wi ll le f e d out n t the 

ond o f winter and in t he e arly s r rj nc . Conserved f e e ~ will b e used 

at t he r a t e of 15 to 18 b ~l e s of hay ~ or cow p l us n littl e lucerne 

silnRG . Th e ~r ~zi n~ pntt e rn t h r ou r h out tho y unr will be fl ex i b l e 

~nd 2ac h Jnd~a ck will ~e well g r n z e2 be f o r e mo ving on t o the n ext. 

Fert i li ze~ wil l be nJ~li ed by farn s p inner i r s plit d r e ssinc s at 

the r ~ t o o f 6 c wt of po t u ssic suJer~ho s~hat e ) Sr a cre ~e r y ear. 

The 1 n1:-our for c e c onsists o f tl1 e f ;-:-, r Do r nnd n. n nrried n cm . 

Th e d e v a l o pn~nt i□prove□ents ha ve reduced the amount o f work 

rlona by tho f2r ne r ~nJ h i s fa□ily nnd, c Gnsc cuently , hQve c ad e the 

busine s s n u ch □o re c o n ceni nl . 

Tnbl o s E. ~2 n n t E.13 show the results of the c a lculations 

f o r ~ro fit nbility o f develop□ont on Case Farn I. These t nblc s show 

tha t the r ewor d t G the owner incre ased by $5, 807.6 p e r n n nun in the 

vast-tax situa tio n. 
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When the persona l rlr::-win:;;s during developnent were s 0t n.t c. 

n ininun of the b.:i.se ye~r l0vel, the pre-tn.x return on investno nt 

was 168.4 ,er cent QUd the post-t.:1.x return on investoent wns 86.3 

per cent. 

This shows a very hi~h return for the ca~ital i~vc~ted. 

Very few other enterprises would return 168.4 per cent on inv0sted 

c npitc l with such security. Governnent sha res with sinilnr s e curity 

would return ~bout 4 per cent. The 1, nximur'.1 overdrc.ft rose t o 

$6,086. 6 in the fo urth yenr o f developnent. The ?nybo.ck period 

wo.s 6 y eo.rs. The pres ent va lue of the pre-tnx nddec.l. tot a l C,'J.sh 

pr ofits wr:,s $135,306.0 and t he present vnlue of the pos t-t:::i.x ac1<'. el1 

t otnl c~sh pr ofits w.:i.s $69,379.2. This is n very high return. 

T..Jh on the r ewar d t o owner during c1evelo:;:inent wns recluce c!. fr on 

tho.t o f the base yenr l eve l t o a nininun c f $2, 0()0 the ~:evelopr.i.ent 

pr o~r nnme ~roceoded with n lo wer cnxinuo overdraft but with the sane 

paybnck peri od. In this cnse the 1:-".nxin.un over<'.ro.ft wo.s %5, 331. 4 

nnd the payback period wns n~ain 6 years. The present value o f the 

pre-t ,:i.x n.ck!.ed t o t a l en.sh pr ofj_ts wn.s then $135,523.0 nn(! the :)o st-t.::i.x 

a d~ed total cash profits wns $69,478.8. 

Thi s l n. ter si tuntion of ::_Je rson2l drawinr~s fnlling t o $2, 000 

c0uld only ap~ly if personal r eouirenents were l ow and r revious 

nort rasc comnitnents were on ensy repayncnt ter~s. 

The develo:pnent progr::::.nne ho.s been shown to be highly prof-

itnble to the farner. This inc icates that the profit~bility o f 

2.evelo~inent t o hich levels of ) r oduction on a run--down dairy f.:i.rm 



Table E.12 The Profitability of Development - Case Farm I 
Reward to Owner Set at a Minimum of the Base Year Level 

Base 1963/4 1964/5 1965/6 1966/7 1967/8 1968/9 New 
year equilibrium 

Income 

Gross cash income 8146.4 9055.6 12584.6 17117.0 17313.8 21932.6 24177.0 24177.0 
Additional cash income N.A. 909.2 4438.2 8970.6 9167.4 13786.2 16030.6 16030.6 

Expenditure 

Tax deductible cash expenditure 5216.6 6339.ll 802406 7623.8 10618.0 15547.0 10619.4 10382.0 
Non-tax deductible cash expenditure Nil 1294.o 1638.0 1714.o 9600.0 600.0 Nil Nil 
Depreciation 828.2 970.8 784.8 1244.o 3452.0 1665.0 1545.0 1545.0 

Taxation 

Taxable income 2101.6 1745.4 3775.0 8249.0 3243.8 4702.4 12012.4 12250.0 

Total tax paid 174.6 115.2 582.6 2557.2 427.2 902.8 5071.6 5232.0 

Cash Statement 

Reward to owner 2755.0 2755.0 2755.0 3357.6 2755.0 2755.0 4526.4 8562.8 

Annual overdraft Nil 1448.2 415.8 Nil 6086.6 Nil Nil Nil 

Cu~ulative overdraft Nil 1448.2 1864.2 Nil 6086.6 3959.2 Nil Nil 

Interest Nil Nil 86.8 111.8 Nil 365.0 237.4 Nil 

Development Cash Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits N.A. -1507.6 -7.8 4849.2 -5834.o 2855.6 10627.6 10865.2 

Post-tax added cash profits N.A. -1448.2 -415.8 2466.6 -6086.6 2172.2 5730.4 5807.6 

Note: 1 N.A.' indicates 'not applicable' 

Pre-tax Return on Investment = 168.4% Payback Period= 6 years 
Post-tax Return on Investment= 86.3% Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits= $135,306.0 

! Maximum Overdraft= $6 1086.6 Present Value of Post-tax Added Cash Profits=$ 69,379.2 

tr.l . 
--" 
--" 



Table E.1). 

Income 

Gross cash income 

Additional cash income 
-

Exoenditure 

Tax deductible cash expenditure 

Non-tax deductible cash expenditure 

Depreciation 

Taxation 

Taxable income 

Total tax paid 

Cash Statement 

Reward to owner 

Annual overdraft 

Camulative overdraft 

Interest 

Development Cash Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits 

Post-tax added cash profits 

The Profitability of Development - Case Farm I 
Reward to Owner Set at a Minimum of $2000 

Base 1963/4 1964/5 1965/6 1966/7 1967/8 year 

8146.5 9055.6 12584.6 17117.0 17313.8 21932.6 

N.A. 909.2 4438.2 8970.6 9167.4 13786.2 

5216.6 6339.1.+ 7979.2 7531.2 10618.0 15501.8 

Nil 1294.o, 1638.0 1714.o 9600.0 600.0 

828.2 970.8 784.8 1244.o 3452.0 1665.0 

2101.6 1745.4 3820.4 8341.6 3243.8 4765.6 

'l-174.6 115.2 592.8 2614.8 427.2 919.4 

2755.0 2000.0 2000.0 4933.8 2000.0 2000.0 

Nil 693.0 Nil Nil 5331.4 Nil 

Nil 693.0 322.6 Nil 5331.4 2420.0 

Nil Nil 41.4 19.2 Nil 319.8 

N.A. -1507.6 37.4 4941.8 -5834.o 2900.8 

N.A. -1448.2 -384.6 2501.4 -6086.6 2156.0 

1968/9 New 
equilibriun: 

24177.0 24177.0 

16030.6 16030.6 

10527.2 10382.0 

Nil Nil 
1545.0 1545.0 

12104.6 12250.0 

5134.o 5252.0 

6095.4 8562.8 

Nil Nil 

Nil Nil 

145.2 Nil 

10719.8 10865.~ 

5760.4 .5807.6 

Note: 'N.A.' indicates 'not applicable' 

Maximum Overdraft= $5,331.4 Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits= $135,523.0 
Payback Period = 6 years Present Value of Post-tax Added Cash Profits=$ 69,478.8 

--
l?:l 
• 
--' 
[\) 
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in Gnlrten, on tho Hororann~n snnJ s oil tyJe, shcul J be very ~r o fit-

~ble t ~ nny f nr ncr c0ncernod , providetl pr c cedures siailnr to the se 

,)Ut1ine ;:! i n SectL·,n E. 13 o.re cnr;_, l oyecl. I n suDBnry these were: 

Ye~r 1: Th& f~r□e r es t abl i shed hi nself on the far□ □nJ 

evalunte~ its po tontinl . He then set go o.ls o.nd 

vl nnned ~eve l c pnent t o acccnpl i sh this Jotentinl. 

Milked 92 c ows. 

Yenr 2: Milked 92 c ows . Built piggery to i mrrove the 

efficiency of the pi ? enterpri se . Plante~ 8.5 

ncrcs o f luc a rne as nn insurance u~□inst sunner 

Doubled the fert-

ilizer r a t e to 5 cwt/acre o f 30 per c en t ;o tassic 

Sold the piss 

an2 ch3ngatl to who l e Milk suppl y i n Oct ober, af t er 

.stand., Fl a nt ed 7.5 ncres cf luc~rne . 

Incrc~sed cow nunbe r s t o 150 . 

1:1:1.rried ;:1c,n. Built a new house, n 16-n-si,1e 

Herringbone ccwshed ~nd a haysheJ . Re-subdivic1ed 

the f □rm and install ed a new water r et i culation 

The c0.l vinr;; dntc we.s j_)U t br.-,.ck fro n the 

1st t ~ the 1rt h July. 
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Yenr 6 : Incrense~ caw nunters t o 280 . Incrensec1 

fertilizer r n t e to 6 cwt/acre nf ~o tassic 

Chan~erl the calving dat e 

t ~ tho 27th July. Built nn i mplement shed, 
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E.2 Cr.J..Se Fnr?:1 II (Survey Fnrn 5) 

E.2.1 The fnrn 

This fnrn of 105 acres is on the Rnngitniki Plains; the soil 

typo is Onehu Sandy loa~ fSoil Group 2 of this survey). 

The l::i.nd is hu.cpy in pnrts which 1~1nk2s ,lrninn.ge difficult. 

The fn.rner i,urchasecl this pro:perty in 1960. 

E.2.2 Ori~inn.l condition 

When this fctrner took over the property it bQd a now house, 

nn 8-n-si:1.e Herrin:3bo11e cowsh;;c1, o.nd wns subdivic1ec:. into 7 po.c1cfocks 

with ?Oar fences. It wt1.s stocked with n dniry herd of 65 cows (0.62 

cows per t1cre), sup1,lyinp: whole milk, nnc.1 npproxir.1Cttely 250 l2x:1bs were 

fc.ttener1 c1.urinr the o.utunn .• The production wo.s 14,400 lb buttc~rfnt 

which is equiv;,_lent to 137 lt butterfo .. t per ncre a.nd 237 1 1J butterfat 

per cow. 

Fnsture species were poor and inclu<~cd yc.rrow, brown top, 

yorkshire foe, and thick rushes on pnrts of the farn. 

E.2. 3 The developr.1ent pror:;-rn.nne 

When the fr.>.rmer .:purchnsed the i)roperty he h:1/: very little 

co..~:iit:,l, but ho.cl o. stronr: clesire to build up n highly profitl'..ble unit. 

In order to do this cows r:.ni..l fertilizer .-rere cl1osen us the 1:10st l)rod­

uctivc itcris, ,1nd it w;;..s decided th.:--:.t other itens could w;:-,it for n few 

ye~.rs. Once the cnpha.sis on stock c.nd manure w,:-,s sto.rted it wns 

rco.lizec1. that cot1ple1:1entr1ry inputs cf :;::,nsture ir:iprovenent nnd renewo.l, 

su1Jui vis1:bn, and drr-i..ina5e were required. 
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This f.,rncr h,? . .s made regulr-.r use rd r'!irect <:::xtonsion services 

to ai(1 with the fnrm dovelopmont. 

Tho mnin features of t}~.c r1.cvG101,rwnt r,rogramme r.i.re c1iscussed 

below, r.md c1 sum~1:.ry of the !J.nnu:::.l steps in development is shown in 

Tabla E.21. 

E.2.3,1 Pn.sturo i:iprcvcnent 

· In en.ch of the first three yc,rs of dcvelc.•p·1ent a 9 n.cre 

sutiDer crop of turnips w~.s trtkon. This wns :;_)nrtly to prnvi:-!e 

sunri.-.:r fee 1]. t-.T:1ile the pastures were J;oor, n.nd :~nrtly a.s a. ste:::; in 

The roughest pnddocks were nelectcd for cror-

?ing hcforo being regrassed. In tho fourth ye~r of development, 

when a crop HctG not considered to be needed for summer :feed, 13 acres 

of new grnss were established nfter rotnry hoeini the old pasture. 

Tho remaining lJ'1Stures en the fnrm have ~,con improved by usinG 

stock n.nd fertilizer alone. Up to 15 cwt/ncre of 30 por cent 

potnssic suporphosph8.te has been o.pplied in one yonr to a pe1.sturc 

for improverr:ent. 

B.2.3,2 Fertilizer 

The fertilizer used is 30 per cent :;:,otassic cui,crphosphnte, 

The i:1.pplico.tion 

rate h~s increnaoJ ~nnunlly during develo?nent from 2.6 cwt/acre to 

G.1 cwt/~cre in the 1964/65 senson. The fnr1:1er is 1-1..ininc to rt:;_:ply 

1 ton 30 per cent potassic auperphos~hate rer 1000 lb butterfnt 

produced. 



Sunnnry o f Develc~nent on Case Fn r m II 
_( 1 n5 acres) 
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;-------------·---
! l Dn,se j '- / ! J !1 New J 
j Iten t vec.r 119,)1 2 1·1962/3 11963/4 

1
1964/5 eciuili 

!--------!--" _ i __ 
1 

_ __ 1-:-t·--ri 1Jriun 1 
IJ c:. il 'cl0.~Y cow ! I I I 
j nurn~ers l 65 GG ! 90 ! 81 8CJ 1n4 I 
iTot~l rr0~uction 1Jl 144G6 24345 I 238~5 !24085 I 3026; i 31512 
! I I k t 
j:Gutt c, rfo.t/c ow l b ! 237 285 i 2G5 1 2 ')8 34C ! 3C'3 j 
;Butt e rfr1.t/'.lcre lb I 137 237 227 ! 233 295 11 3'.')0 ! 
; i i . I 
;co.1 v eE, i 22 11 25 i 25 28 I 28 i 
!Ye:n.rlin :-;s i 17 22 ·11 i 25 25 ( 251 

;,s1toe~: r 260 C Nil Nil Ni l Fil Ii 

:H.:.i.y bales I 12-:-:0 2200 15('0 2000 1900 2000 
1 ) I 
i'l.'l,r ni·ps c.'.cres i 9 9 9 Nil Nil Nil I 

/2w i;rc.ss C\.Cres ! 9 9 9 13 ! i'hl Niljl 
r i ( ' 
jFertilizer cwt/n cre l 2.6 1 4.2 i 4.4 5,5 , 5 .1 6.1 

\c.::.lvin, ~ c1.~te I 15 Jul~ 10 Jul~!: 18 July ?.4 July! 7 1'.u c 10 Lu .i 

/ITun')c r ;)2clc:. c·cks I 7 ., 11 : 13 13 \ 13 13 I 

!oa tside i'.~rri.zing \ 
1 

cc.> ,\:i· l I ! 
:,rn. heo.c1 i 25 1. 25 1 

/ ' 
;Cutsi c:.e ,~rD.ZillC 1.· 

( Fn . w2cks 14 14 Ni l 16 I 
I 

25 Nil f 
F 
f 
~ 

16 
r 

Nil ! 
i 
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There h~s t een little r r~zin~ mQna~ement on this farn . Prior 

t o 1964 st c ck u se2 t0 s ?end 3 or 4 days in one pc..~lock . now with 

s 0uller vndfo cks the uor n ~l ~razinR ti~e is 24 hours. 

11interin~ is do ne on~ s plit herd b ~sis on half the farm. 

Huy is useJ as re auired. The auantity of conservert feeJ s~ve2 ~na 

use~ ~&r cow has ren~inoi a l ~ost constnnt durin~ the Jeve l opment 

Given re~s : nn½l e s pring ~r owth in 

fuirust the f nr ~er expects this t o fall c0nside r Qbly with the lnter 

cal vin,,; . Silage h 2 s not been n~de or usert o n this f ~rrn. 

Th e only pasture s pve d f0r eRrly c~lvers is thnt which 

ever the winter, 

:?rior t o 19::,6 t he yec.rlin;-.:; heifers were -:;-rc..zo r~ out for f o ur 

nonths over the :::i.utu;~m - wir:ter :;::•eric,.1. 

feer~ s i t u,'ltion . 

The he rd is mainly Je rsey-Friesian crossbreJs. Stock were 

~ur chused in three o f t he d evelo ~ment years in or~er to incre ~se the 

he r e'. s i ze. There h~s be en nn e□~hnsis, ~Rrticularly in l a ter ye~rs, 

on re c ring ns ranny calves RS possible be cause o f the c ost a f ~urch-

e.s i ng s to c J.c . The ~eve l a pment pr o~rarnme sta rted b~d l y with only 11 

heifers re ar2 d in 1951/62 . Thi s was pnrtly because of the owner's 

he nlth e nJ fa□ily situatio~, ~na pnrtly because c f a henvy J ecth 

~ate amonp the ca lves. 
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E .2.3,5 Cnlvinf tlat e 

'l'ile c a lving date h:1.2 been r.1.::c!c pro gres.sively l ater each ye a r 

in 0r~er t ~ fit feed re nui rements t o seasonal p r owth. In 1960 the 

cnlving c1atG wa .. s 15th July FJ.nd in 1965 it wns the 10th !.ucust. 

E . 2.3,G Buildincs and subf ivision 

tut the f a r m h~s been su~divided fron 7 to 13 padrto ckc with ~er~anent 

five wire fences, 2 n d ~11 e xcept 13 che ins of t he ori~inal interna l 

fencins has ~cen renewed. 

During the f irst three ye2rs of deve l opment some casua l 

labour w~s em;loyed f o r de v e lc~ment wo r k . Since 1964 a youth has 

:~een employe,-'! f or ha.lf -;;he ye2r to hel~, ti, e owner with mi1t:in s and 

othe:c f a rn work , 

l~out $100 h a s been spent a ~nually on dr~inage , mainly on 

deepening end cle~ning exist ini d rains. 

}~. 2.3 , S Fin~nce 

The f &r rn Nu s pur:tased on n t nble mortga~ e 

co ::1p 2.ny . 

It hos been ne c essary to purch a se stock in three yenrs in 

order to increRse the ierd size. Stock purchnses h a ve requireJ Bore 
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finance than any other item in this development project. The non-

tax eectuctible Cctsh ex~enditure shown in Tables E.22 and E.23 was on 

cars. Finance has been obtained fro~ a bank overdrr-tft, stock firms 

and a priv.;;i.te loan. 

E.2.4 Condition at the end of the development progra1111ie 

In 1965 the area of this farm was increased anc:. thus the 

development proGramme considered here has been ended at this date. 

The figures given for 19(;5/66 are for a static post-development 

situntion. 

li.t the end of the development programme this farm was 

carryin~ 1 cow per ~ere and producinc 31,512 lb butterfat, the 

equivalent of 300 lb butterfat per acre and 303 lb butterfat per 

cow. Stock are wintered 0n :-c split herd basis and hay is fed out 

as required. Hay is the only supplementary feed useds and is fed 

at the rate of 19 bales per cow per year. 

The calving date is 10th Lur;ust. 

Thirty per cent potassic superphosphate is applied by bulk 

lorry in two si)li t dressin~s, each of 3 cwt per acre. 

The crazin::;; pattern thrcu:.)10ut the year :i.s flexible, but 

gener~lly amounts to 24 hour frazinG. Each paddock is well r5razed 

before proceeding to the next. 

:full use of all feed ;:;rown. 

This method was desi,;ned to m;::ike 

The labour input consists of the 

owner, and n youth for about half the year. 



E.2.5 Future possible c"'.evelo2ment 

This farmer considers the potential of this proper ty much 

hicher than that which hn.s already been obtained, and development 
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will continue. Future develo1,ment will consist ma-inly of Jasture 

improvement 'yy re gr2:ssing am; draina ;:e ~ as well as increasin :-; stock. 

numbers . 

E.2.7 Prcfitabili ty of developmen~ 

Ta bles E.22 and E.23 show the profitabili ty of develorGent 

on Case Farm II. From these table s it can ½e seen that the reward 

to the owner a fter develo~ment, net of tax, was increased by $1 ,463.2 . 

This me.de his total reward ecinal to %5, 5c31+. 2 per yeD.r . 

When the reward to owner durins development was set a t a 

m1.ninw:1 of the base year l evel the :1re-t2.x return on investment was 

240 . 4 DEr cent and the post-tax return on investment was 129,0 per 

cent. These fi~ures represent very hi ~h returns to investeJ ca? i t~l . 

The m~ximum overfraft rose to $1 , 057. 6 which was in the thir~ year 

of develorment . The pay~ack period was 5 years. The present vnlue 

of the ~re-tax added total c, sh profits was $36,564. o, and the present 

vnlue of the pos t-tax added total cash profits was $18,907 . 0 , 

,;._Then th2 reward to owner durin.z devE>lopr;1ent W8. S reduce d from 

the level of the base yeer to a mi nimum of $2,C0C no overdra ft was 

n~eded fer d evelo?ment. This meant thnt as well as the maximum 

overdraft being nil, the pay~ack per i od was nil. The present v a lue 

of the pre-tax added tot a l cash profits was then %36,658, 2, and the 



Table E.22 The Pror'itability of Development - Case Farm II 
Reward to Owner Set at a Minimum of the Base Year Level 

Base 1961/2 1962/3 1963/4 1964/5 1965/6 New 
year equilibriulI 

Income 

Gross cash income 7594.o 116.23.2 9820~·4 9803.6 12148.2 12787.2 12787.2 
Additional cash income N.A. 4029.2 2226.4 2209.6 4554.2 5193.2 5193.2 

Expenditure 

Tax deductible cash expenditure 2737.2 6848.6 4891.8 3839.4 5930.2 5236.8 5218.4 
Non-tax deductible cash expenditure Nil 128.0 Nil 1308.0 Nil Nil Nil 
Depreciation 610.4 352.8 343.6 305.1+ 362.8 362.8 362.8 

Taxation 

Taxable income 1+246.4 4421.8 4584.8 5658.6 5855.0 7187.4 7206.0 
Total tax paid 735.8 796.2 853.8 1270.0 1353.2 1975.2 1984.4 

Cash Statement 

Reward to owner 4120.8 4120.8 4120.8 4120.8 4120.8 5266.8 5584.2 
270.4 46.2 734.8 

p 

Annual overdraft Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Cumulative overdraft Nil 270.4 316.8 1051.6 308.0 Nil Nil 

Interest Nil Nil 16.2 19.0 63.0 18.4 Nil 

Development Cash Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits N.A. -210.2 Tl .6 -200.6 1361.0 2693.4 2712.0 
Post-tax added cash profits N.A. -270.4 -46.2 -734.8 743.6 1454.o 1463.2 

Note: 'N.A.' indicates 'not applicable' 

Pre-tax Return on Investment = 248.4% Payback Period= 5 years 
Post-tax Return on Investment= 129.0% Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits= $36,564.C 
Maximum Overdraft= $1,051.6 Present Value of Post-tax Added Cash Profits= $18,987.c 

f\J 
[\) 



Table E.2-' The Profitability of Development - Case Farm II 
Reward to Owner Set at a Minimum of $2000 

Base 1961/2 1962/3 1963/4 
Income 

year 

Gross cash income 7594.o 11623.2 9820.4 9803.6 
Additional cash income N.A. 4029.2 2226.4 2209.6 

Expenditure 

Tax deductible cash expenditure 2737.2 6848.6 4875.6 3820.4 
Non-tax deductible cash expenditure Nil ·128.0 Nil 1308.0 
Depreciation 610.4 352.8 343.6 305.4 

;I'axation 

Taxable income 4246.4 4421.8 4601.2 567708 
Total tax paid 735.6 796.2 859.6 1278.0 

t::ash Statement 

Reward to owner 4120.8 3850.2 4085.0 3397.0 
Annual overdraft Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Cumulative overdraft Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Interest Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Development Cash Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits N.A. -210.2 88.o -181.6 
Post-tax added cash profits N.A. -270.4 -35.8 -723.8 

Note: 'N.A. 1 indicates 'not applicable' 

1964/5 New 
equilibrium 

12148.2 12787.2 
4554.2 5193.2 

5876.2 5218.4 
Nil Nil 

392.8 362.8 

5918.2 7206.0 
1380.6 1984.4 

4900.2 5584.2 
Nil Nil 

Nil Nil 

Nil Nil 

1424.2 2712.0 

779.2 1463.2 

Maximum Overdraft= Nil Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits= $36,658.2 
Payback Period = Nil Present Value of Post-tax Added Cash Profits= $18,040.6 

f\) 
\.N 
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present value of the post-tax added cash profits was $19, 040.6. 

This development pro;;;:ramme has also been shown to 1)e hig hly 

profit~)le to the farmer. The final reward to the owner did not 

incre a se proportionally as much on this farm, as on Case Farm I. 

Ho1·Jever, there was still n substantial increase. This farm was not 

develo~ed to such R hish level of p roductivity as Case Fara I. It 

will, how9ver, be capabl e of producins at a similar level and future 

incre~ses in product~on 11ill protu~ly increase the profitability 

consicterably more . 

Case Farm II shows that a low producing unit on Soil Group 2 

on the nangi taik i Plains can be raised to reasonable levels of 

production with a considerable increase in the reward to owner 1 in 

a short space of tine. 

The key featur~s of this development procra~ne in order of 

priority were: 

( i) An crn.rl1cwis on increas ing stock num1::iers, and 

fertilizer ~~1licatio n rate as fast as possible. 

(ii) Complementary inputs of pasture renovation and 

renewal, suL~ivision and drai~~ge were added as re auired. 

CrovpinJ was used for some of the rasture renewal. 

(iii) Calving date was made , ro CTressively l ater in order 

to fit co1., reauj_rement,s to ::i;rass ;;rowth. 

( tv) Pasture :nana,;ement was very slack initia lly 1mt 

is n,)w beinr; i1:1provec1 to assist with ~.cetter feed uti1iz-
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E. 3 Ca~I:-- Farm III ( Survey Far m 10) 

This f erm of -1(;5 acr-:::s is on the :uangit -:_,_iki I'l2ins; and the 

soil tyDe is Omehu Lo2my Sand with Tarawera Ash throu s h it (Soil 

Group 3 of this survey). The land is level, but has a few coarse 

JU~ice rid~es throu~h it. 

'~ho f~rner ~urchase~ 11 6 acres in 1956, and an ad jacent 49 

acres were ;urchasef in 196r . The farm i s owner operated . 

In 1)GO the wtole farn wns cenerally in average condition. 

Buildings, which included a 4-doubled-u~ walk-through she~, two 

hou,"3es, c1.nd tHo hc<'l barns I Here in average concU tion. Fences were 

[;erier0.lly in need of repa.irs o.nd the l ay-out was poor. Pastures, 

211 of which wer,~ over five years of ar;e, ccntaineC::. a lot of pas:;,,-

a lue, The f~rm was stocked with 128 cows (0.78 cows ver ocre) 

plus repl ~ccments an~ p rJduc ed 46,000 l ½ butterfat, supplied as 

whole milk . . This production is equiva lent to 279 lb butter f at ~er 

.,, Cr--, ·1n r1 ,;c:::;9 1 1 1 " 1-'- terr"~ t .,,.,,,, ,, C 0'' ~ C l.. ~ ✓../ , . .) ,.Jl- l., , • .. ,. -~J G... ., v·11 0 

The deve lo pment on this far□ has ~een slow and c&utious 

and the resultant inc~e2se in production has jeen small. The 

farmers aim in develoJment has been influenced considerably by his 

Increases i .n stock numbers have been on the 



conaervative 3ide each y ear so thet the farmer i s sure th~t ho won ' t 

have to send any youns stock out for grazing, and hence have to spend 

time mmy from the home fnrr:1. 

The expenditure on this farn would be cal led 11 developnentn by 

P :ny fa:::-mors hov.rev2r it is in no way ;1develonment" in tho sense of 

the other case farms. Expenditure h2s been mainl y on c ~pital itens 

~hich hnve i□provod the convenience 2nd workability of th~ farm , but 

~hs farmer h~a 0ude r cgu~ar use of u dir e ct extension service , 

Tho unnunl steps ~n the development prcGrnnme nra su□□nrized 

in Table E.31 an~ tha essential features ~r e discussed below. 

Except fer 17 acres tne pnstur0s a rc over 10 ye~rs old . Sone 

::r ·, p·:io::.· .:i.:cc:t conto..in n J.ot cf weeds, ethers ['.TO clove r doninnnt. Th <.", 

of Lriki ryegrnss nnd white clover. 

The re ; r~ssins w~ s done bec~use: 

(i) Tho p~sturo hcd boen badly danaged by So l ~ier fly; 

(iii) The ground was very uneven; 

(iv) The: po.,sturc v,.-,s t ,~_clly run-out. 

ThJ sto ck nn~ fertilizer applied durin~ devc lopnan t wcr0 
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Tabl e E. 31 Summary of Development on Case Far m III 
( 165. E, cres) 

I I tem 

Je.nuary cow 
numbers 

Total production lb 

Butterfat/c ow lb 

Dutterfat/acre lb 

Calves 

ye·arlinp;s 

Cull co1Hs 

Heifers purchased 

Calvin[,' date 

•Hay bales 
Silage tons 

!Fertilizer cwt/ac r e 
i 
fDevelopment 
I i ture 

ex-;::iend-

roads & fences 

buildings 

cowshed 

water supply 

i 

' 

7 

Base 
year 

128 

lJ.5876 

3581 
278 

35 

31 

26 

Fil 

July 

3500 

75 

3 

' i 
• I 

Hi l t 
~ 

Hil • 

Filt 

Nil' 
f 

1961/2 

139 

43846 . 

315 , 

2661 
29 

32 

20 

131 

7 July 

3500 

75 

3 

1962/ 3 1963/4 

13Lf, 125 

484121 43397 

347 , 3611 

2931 263 

37l 31 

26! 361 I. 

39 26 

7 :Nil , 

7 July!7 July 

L,.oooi 
100! 

31 ,, 
f 
( 
1 
~ 

Nil( 
I 

Nilt 
L 

rTi l1 ' i 

Nil[ 

4000 
Fil • 

3 . 5 

~ 

t 
6oot 

f 

2ooi 
I 

3oot 
' 6oor 
~ 

New 
1964/5 1965/G egui l i-

·brium 
_._ 

141 149 150 

5'1491 51909 52500 

365 348 350 

312n 314 318 

44 40 40 

30 42 36 

25 35 30 

17 Nil i'-JiJ 
i 

7 July! 1Lf Jul y 20 Jul;y 

3000 1+700 5300 

75 150 lhJ 

4. 5, 4 . 5 

! 
4 . 5 

t 
' I • 

1100 
I 

900 Ni] 
f 

Ni l Nil Ni~ 

Hil Ni~ 

160 I Ni:lt 
__J_ __ _j 
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E.3.3,2 Fertilizer 

~11 fertilizer used is 30 per cent potnssic superphosphate, 

nost of which is rcpplicd in nuturm by G:;?l.nner topdresser. Prior. to 

1963 the r~te WQS 3 cwt per acre all applied in nutunn. Since then 

a sprinc top<lressins of 1.5 cwt per acre hns been introduced for the 

wintcrinp; nreri., o.nd the autumn dressing over the whole fnrr1 has been 

incro~sed to 3.5 cwt per ~ere. 

E.3.3,3 Gr2.zinc r.:ianagerient 

At the commencenent of the development progranne wintering 

was done by nob stocking, however, this wc1.s changed, in 1964, to 

split wintering at the rate of 3 c0ws per &ere. Due to po.sture 

dalinse this was reduced to 2 cows per acre, and thus half the f3rn 

is used for wintering. The other hnlf is shut up in Murch and fed 

off in A1Jril - May, nnd then shut ag,,.,_in for spring feed. The arec 

used for wintering is shut in ~pril. Hny and silage are fed out ~s 

required over the winter. Ai1 electric fence is used in the enrly 

spring to ration feed, then a 12 hour grnzing rot~tion is used. 

Hay is the Da.in conserved feed, nl though si.lar,~e is .l!lnde if 

the s1-1ring wenther conc~itions prevent early hayna.king. During the 

development period the ouantity of hay usecl was reduced fron e.'!:iout 30 

to 20 hales per cow per year. 
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E.3.3,4 Dair y sto ck 

The herd consi s ts of al l Jerseys . Artificial i nsemi nation 

has been widely used in t he he rd i n orde r to try and i mprove the 

gene tic meri t . The i ncrease i n stock numbers was hampered by t uber-

culosis t es ting in 1963 which took an initial r eactor r ate of 25 per 

cent . 

E , 3 , 3 ,5 Calving date 

Prior to 1964 the calving date was the 7th July, i n 1966 it 

was the 20th July. This is s till early calving , particula rly for 

the pastures on this farm, however the farme r i s unwilling to calve 

l ater bec ause of a fear of summe r droughts. 

E . 3 . 3 , 6 Buildings and subdivision 

A 10-a:-side Herringbone cowshed was built in 196 1 as a con­

version fro m the walk-through shed. An extra hayshed was built in 

1964 to increase hay sto r age capacity to 5,500 bales. Over the 

three years 196 3/64 to 1965/66 most of the farm was r e-subdivided 

to give 40 paddo cks and a central r ace system so as to i mprove the 

workabi l ity of the property. A lo t of the s ubdivis i on has been 

done with permanent two wire electric f ences . 

~ . 3 . 3,7 Labour 

In the i nitial stages of this programme t he l abour force 

consisted of the owner and a narried man . I n the 1964/65 season 

and subseq u ent l y a V.F. M. student has been e mploye d for 6 months a 
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year, To handle 150 cows this is a fairly high l abour input, but it 

neo.ns that the lnbour force can have adeQunt e time-off4 

E.3 .3, 8 Water r e ticulntion 

~ith the r e-subiivision of the farm the water ret iculation 

schene hns been changed ~nd improved. A large oxpend~ture was oade 

0_1 this in the 1963/61:. /:JGD.G011. There is now o 0.75 inch main 1 o.nd 

t rGughs ~n nll pad~ocks. 

E,, 3, 3 s 9 Fino.nee 

Lath p~rts of thin fa~u were purch~sed on a vendor nortgo.GG 

with a totnl repayrnen~ of $2,200 per yeur. This has neant n he~vy 

drain on Ci.H.3h, which has hindGred the rate of developnent. In 1965 

whc·n tho total c10bt w;,,, s re c1ucf::c1 tc. 1513 : 000 it wns c1ecicleJ to refino.nce 

~nd to t~~o c tnblo aortca~e with slower repny~ent s. 

~~--) .•. ~ _C£_nd i tion_ c.t th e encl _of J;h0_clevolo~pr.1ent _progTo.m.10 

/1.t t lw cnrl of this deve lo:pr.:ent pror,r01:1E1e this fnr:-,. W.'.l.S runn:L1r-~· 

i50 cows and proJuc ing 52,5CO lb bu tterfnt. This is erui v~lont to 

0. 9 cows )O: ncre, 35C l h butt0rfut pe r co,,, ~nd 318 lb butterfat pe: 

acre . The per cow pr oduct i o n is his h showin~ goa d in~ividunl c ow 

trc~t□ont, h ~weve ~ the va r aero producti0 n is l 0w. 

The cnlvinR dnt e i s th e 20th July. 

There 2re 17 ncres c f neN rrr ass , but the renainins pasture R 

~ro ~varnce er poor in aun]ity. 



Thirty per cent potassic superphospho.te is applied nt an 

avera5e rate of 4.5 cwt per ncre, nest being used in autumn. 

The Grazing pattern over the summcr-autunn period is n 12 
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hour rotation. Split wintering is used at the rnte of 2 cows per 

acre. Hay is the nnin c~nserved feed, but sane silage is used. 

The lnbour input is high and consists of the owner, n □nrried 

w111, D.nd n V.F.M. student for 6 oonths of the yePJ.r. 

E.3.5 Future possible d~velo12nent 

The fnri:1er considers that n.s nore grass is grown by iriproving 

pasture species through re~rnssing, riore stock will be carried. 

This farn should be capable of considerably nore production per acre 

than nt present. The author would suggest that the stock could be 

done a little harder without any adverse effect, Rlld thus, even with 

the existing grass production, nore stock could be c~rried. 

E.3.6 Prcfit~bility of developnent 

Tnbles E.32 and E.33 show the prafit~bility of developnent 

en C2.se Fnr~ III. 

The rew2.rd to owner in the base yee'.r wo.s high. This wns 

%8,734.4. 1fuen the reward to owner during developnent wns set at 

a ninir.mn of the base yenr level, the progrnnne wns shown to be 

unprofitnble. The extr:i. return v,rculd never r.10et the debts incurred. 

t·Jhen the rew.J.rd to owner during developnent w2.s reduced to 1.1. 

ninirmn of $2,000 the :;_:iost-tnx ndc1ec1 cnsh :i_)rofi ts were increr1.secl by 

_%296.2. -The present vnlue of the :.'.<ldecl co.sh profits wc..s a negative 



Table E.l_2 
The Profitabilit of Develo ment - Case Farm III 

Reward to wner Set at a Minimum of the se ear vel 

Ba11e 1961/2 1962/3 1963/4 
1ear 

1964/5 1965/6 1966/7 1967/8 
Income 

Gross cash income 18063.2 17156.2 19576.2 17196.8 20195.4 20927.6 20930.0 209;,o.o 
Additional cash income N,A. -907,0 1113.0 -866.4 2132.2 2864.4 2866.8 2866.8 

Exnenditure 

Tax deductible cash expenditure 7054.8 8325.2 8831.4 9603.6 12334.8 11601.6 10425.0 10431.0 
Non-tax deductible cash expenditure Nil 1070.0 476.0 2560.0 2498.0 820.0 Nil Nil 

DeprPciatio11 932,2 907.0 1233.8 1226.0 1106.6 1404.o 1250.0 1250.0 

Taxation 

Taxable income 10076.2 7924.o 9510.8 6367.0 6753.8 7921.8 9254.8 9248.8 
Total tax paid 2273.8 1296.2 1991.6 751.6 874.2 1295.4 1870.0 1867,2 

Cash Statement 

Reward to owne:r 8734.4 8734.4 8731•.4 8734.4 8734.4 8734.4 8734.4 8734.4 
Annual overdraft Nil 2269.8 457,6 4453.0 4246.o 1524.o 99.6 102.8 
Cumulative overdraft Nil 2269.8 2727.6 7180.6 11426,8 12951.0 13050.6 13153.6 
Depredation Nil Nil 136.0 163.6 430.8 685.6 777.0 783.0 

Development Cash Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits N.A. -3247.4 -739,6 -5975,2 -5645.8 -2502.4 -503.4 -509.4 
Post-t~x added cash profits N.Ait -2269.8 -457,6 -4453.0 -4246.o -1524.o - 99.6 -102.8 

Note: 'N,A,' indicatos 'not applicable' .. 
. 

Pre-tax Return on Investment = Infinite Payback Period= Infinite 
Post-tax Return on Investment• Infinite Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits =-Infinite 
:-:-, xi mum Overdraft = Infinite Present Value of Poat-tax Added Cash Profita=-Infinite 

1968/9 New 
equilibrium 

20930.0 20930.0 
2866.8 2866.8 

10437.2 10443.4 
Nil Nil 

1250.0 1250.0 

9242,6 9236.4 
1864.4 1861.4 

8734.4 8734.4 
106.2 109.6 

13259.8 13369.4 
789.2 795.4 

-515,6 -521.8 
-106.2 -109.6 

J:j 
• 
\J,j 
I\J 



Table~ The Profitability of Development - Case Farm III 
Reward to Owner Set at a Minimum of $2000 

Base 1961/2 1962/3 1963/4 1964/5 year 
Income 

Gross cash income 18063.2 17156.2 19576.2 17196.8 20195.4 

Additional cash income N.A. -907.0 1113.0 -866.4 2132.2 

Expenditure 

Tax deductible cash expenditure 7054.8 8325.2 8995.4 9440.0 11904.o 

Non-tax deductible cash expenditure Nil 1050.0 476.0 2560.0 2498.0 

Depreciation 932.2 907.0 1233.8 1226.0 1106.6 

Taxation 

Taxable income 10076.2 7924.o 9647.0 6530.8 7184.8 

Total tax paid 2273.8 1296.2 2058.0 802.4 1020.6 

Cash Statement 

Reward to owner 8734.4 6464.6 8346.6 4394.2 4772.6 

Annual overdraft Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Cumulative overdraft Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Interest Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Development Cash Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits N.A. -3247.4 -603.6 -5811 .6 -521,5.0 

Post-tax added cash profits N.A. -2269.8 -387.8 -4340.2 -3961.8 

Note: 1 N.A.' indicates 'not applicable' 

1965/6 New 
equilibrium 

20927.6 20930.0 

2864.4 2866~8 

10916.0 9648.o 

820.0 Nil 

1404.o 1250.0 

8607.6 10032.0 

1578.6 2251.0 

7612.8 9030.8 

Nil Nil 

Nil Nil 

Nil Nil 

-1816.8 273.6 

-1121.4 296.2 

Maximum Overdraft= Nil Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits = $-10,561.2 
Payback Period = Nil Present Value of Post-tax Added Cash Profits=$ -6,416.8 

t":l . 
~ 



fi ~ure f ) r bo t h the pre- and post-tax situations. This was because 

of the l on~ ti~e period be f ore the nJded cash profits froo ~evelop­

rent beco.ne positive, ~nd because of their smnll t J tal na ount. 

Th 0 authur would sussest the following r easons f 0r the 

un:_)rJfi to.blo rcosult o f this develoi)1:1ent pror,rnr.1,·10: 

(i) Poo r pnstures were no t inprove ~. 

(ii) The fertilizer arvlicntion rnte was low, 

( iii) As u r0sult o f the nbove two fact ors and ~lso 

tecc.uso the farr::wr w::mted t ::i 11 dc his ccws well n 

tho st ock i nr, r.:1te w:.1s low, hence the lo u rc: r o.cro 

pr r.,r1uc tion. 

(iv) The ncrtga;-,:e r er:-:.ynen t r .:i. te w::1.s hi ,7.h ctnd hence 

~revanted the ~vailnbility o f fi nnnce f or r 2pid 

<1c velop:,e nt. 

(v) Th oro w~s n l nr se cnpitnl ex,cnditure on non-

;reduct ive cn) ital iteos including sub~ivision, 

wate r reticulntion, pl nn t and nnchinery, ~nJ c~r. 

(vi) Th e workc½ility of the f ~r□ was inprov2d ~nd extru 

pl o.nt c,Ec1. nr.tchin" ry were ::,.dcled incluc1inr_:; a ln.r r,e 

new trnctar, ye t with little increase in stock 

nunbers the l :i.~our input w~s increo.sed . 

Ove r a ll this ~r0grac mc wns nincd □sre at increns in~ conven-

i encc thnn ] r ofuction . This w3a l ~r ce ly dictated ~Y the farmers 

fnnily situ~tion, howev e r it w~s in n~jor contrnst t o the hichly 

~r o fitnblo ~rc gr~□□es on Cuse Fnr□s I, II a nd IV where c o~venience 



wns s a crific ed f e r n fe w ye~rs and increa ses in stock nu~:ers were 

c 0n s i d ered o f ut□cs t i ~,ort nnce . 

E.35 

This cnse farr study h~s shown the need for carefully c o nsid-

erin~ any develop□ent ~reject be f ore blindly proceeding . This is 

o f ?~rticulnr i a~o rtnnce when considerinc oddin~ nonproductive capital 

it eno . 



E.4 Case Fnr□ IV (Pre~Survey Fnra) 

E.4.1 The fa.r n 

run-off. 

Th'is f a r n cf 185 ncres is run in cc njunction with a. 2(' ncre 

The f~r n is on the Ilnn~itniki Plains; and the s oil type 

is ?ar oa lon□ on Jent (Soil Group 4 o f this survey). 

is on sand country 0cil Group 1). 

The run-off 

~his far□ has been o~nnged by the present owne r since 1961 

wh e n ha vurchnsed hnlf o f it fro□ his father, the o ther h:::tlf wns 

purchased in 196G. 

E.~.2 Oripino.l condition 

·:.Then the pres1c;n t owner t ook ove r this :,r opertv it wo.s running 

n ck.iry lw:-cl ~if 12"5 cows pr oclu cinc 34,20C lb butt er fnt, suj_, l)li e:::1 ::ts 

Hho l e nilk . This was eauivalent t o C.68 ccws pe r a cre, 274 l b 

bu t t erfnt pe r cow , nnd 185 l b butterf~t ,er acre. 

steers were also run to h0l~ ce ntra l the fee d . 

There W<lS et 6- c'. nu'.)l ec1- -u:, vmlk-through shed which 1-'as in 

reasonably good condition. 

Tbo fnr ;-1 ur--.s : ·e a rly ln.i(1 -:m t f.:;r ('.o.ir,rin r,; , -:..n '1 w:i.s subdivided 

into 32 pactd ocks. The r~stur ~s were badl y r oo t bound with pas pnlun. 

Serious ::c t tnclrn '.Jf .'.lr ny w·c- rn h;; c7. t.::tken i:1ost of the rye c rcrns out of the 

D:cninr--.r;e was i no.dequat is- f0r hirh stockin,-:- r a t es, bu t inpr ove -

2 ants t o this wero hindered by the l evel o f wnter in the nnin pu½lic 

c'!.r2ins , o. si tuntion which w.::i.s chnngeu in 1962 by the Grei r; ' s Hoc.d 



.?unpinr· Schene. 

Mnnurc wc.s o.p:~lied at the rnt0 o f 3 cwt per ,, ere of 3C per 

cent ~o t~ssic superphosrhnte in nutunn. 

Labcur consisted o f the f ~rner and a youth, with so□e fa□ily 

o.ssist o.nce. 

Tho conserved fee d wns nainly ~ay, but s one siln~e w,s a lso 

u sed. 

The Jcv0lG J□cnt on this f a r n h a s be e n l ~r gely attributed , by 

~ho f nr n2r, t o t he e ncoura~ene nt he h ns received fro□ t he r 0sul~r use 

o f n di~e ct extens i Gn s ervice. 

o~tcns i on officer. The basic e□Jhnsis in devel opne nt has b een t o 

r~~i dly incre qs e cow nu□Lcrs 1 and thus t o increo.se production. In 

i1 r d0 r t o Jc this a nuc0 er o f ccm~lcme nt ~ry in; uts includin~, ~a sturc 

i t,;; r c v0··wnt, (~rainc.ce 1 cubc',i vis i on, im~)r oved wnter reticuln. tion ::'._nc1 

a new Cerrin~b one cows hed hnv e b een ndrled. 

The develo:;:ment pr o(;ra:·.E,e hns invnl ved a cha n:;e in e nt e r ',riscs 

f ~om J o. iry a ntl bee f t o o.11 dairyinc. 

The a nnut' .. l st eps in dovel o :;:;ne nt nre su,m['_riz 0c~ in Ta b l e E.1+1 

an2 t he c sse ntin l f e atures a r c di s cus sed b e l o w. 



'l'nb l o E. 4-1 _ ______ ,. __ _ 

Bnse 1962/ 311963/:-r, 961f/5 

iJc.nunry c ow 
; 11l-.n1:iors 
i 
;TotC1.l ?ra~uct i on l b 34246 3440 

iBu ttcrht/cow lb 271+ 2551 346 1 338 j 
;Dut tori':::i.t 1ci.cre llJ Ii 185 1361 271 : 350 i 

;cnl vec I 33 30 · 35 I 78 l 
r l I I :1e~rlinca 30 30 4C · 32 

IBco f c~t tle I 81 ·'-c';)_lQ7 ',,· l-1.'j'1,To~ ,.~ I lJH ! 
' Hn.y 1) alos i 35co .. o ~ I 5900 I 
ici l .::i~e ,"'..C:"8[:_, I 8 ·;51 30; 30 ! 
jnow grar,s o.~ r es I E. l l 21 I 2C ! 20 ! 
1F\,rti1 izor cwt/.i.crot 3 • 3\ 1~ ( Li- I 

125 
I 

5 145 I 192 

sl I 
64941+ 50 193 I 

i 

13 

1965/6 ! 
I 

215 

602 '.) 7 I 
270 I 
3251 
58 

751 

'. I I ' I ' 
;c~lvinG d~t 0 I 28 Juno! 7 J ulyl15 Jul~ 2~ Julyl 31 

, : De:vo~cp:v,n ➔· CX'J ,"'ri,~-1 I I 1
1 

1 i . - ___ .._,{ ...,, ... l: .~ - - IJ . ~ 

• ituro S i I ~ , ~ ! ,. l.i 

. 1 1 I 1\T • - ! 6 1 8 , r:. " . w.::-,te r 5~.J. :,p y I ITil I 1i i.~ , 2 0 I 3 'J '7 0 0 

dr.'.'..ina so ! Fi~. t ,y ; () ! 860 ! 600 I 281 
subdivioion i 1l H i :,,,01 5CO i 170 I 513 I 
r.ie to.l f 0 r r <1ce I Nil I Nil i 1Lf-C I 460 6GG I 

___ ! ·---___ ! _______ L ____ ~ _____ J___ l 
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eouilibriu 

215 

71 0CO 

330 
3P.LL ~ ' 

58 

52 

Nil 

62cc 

12 

;hl 

6 

'i Aug 

Ni J. 

Hil 

Nil I , _______ \ 



E . 4.3,1 Pasture i mprovement 

Each year during dEve l opment about 20 acres of pasture has 

been oversown with a mixture of ryegrass , white c love r and pr~ i re 

gra.ss~ Thi s has been reaui r ed to improve poo r pastures which we r e 

the result of understocking and bad management in past years . All 

~astureG are being i mproved by the .level of stocking and fertili ze~ 

applied. 

E. L~, 3, 2 Fertilize:c 

Only 30 per c2nt potassic superphospha tc has been used. 

?rior to 1966 this was 2pJlisd by farm spinner, but is now being 

applied by bulk lor~y . L1 the bc .. se yea:;.~ and first yea:· of dev-slo~.1 .. 

ment fcrt~lizer was applied in one autumn dressing at the rate of 

This ~as increased to 4 cwt per acre in 1963/64. 

~n 1964/65 two split drensings in autumn end Gpr~ng were i ntroduced. 

In 1965/66 the tota~ applicaticn rate of fertilize~ was incre2set 

~o 6 cwt per acre . 

Throughout the de7e:op~ent period the run- off has been 

t ~pdresscd at the rate of 3-4 cwt per acre in autumn and 2 cwt per 

~ere in Novembe r . The nirn h~s been to build up fertility on the 

run-off so that most of the hay can be cut off it . 

~.4 . 3,3 Grazin~ mi~agemc~t - --

·•hnterillg is done j_n two stai:;es on this farm . During the 

firct month the herd is mo~ - o~cckod on the run- off and given~ 

~~eak of grasc e~ ~h ~aJ , plus hay. After the run-off has been 



E.40 

chewed out the stock are returned home and put on a sawdust pad where 

they are fed hay , and given~ break of gr a ss in fine weather. Spr--

inge rs are remo ved and fed pasture, silage and hay. 

is used to prevent pu~s ing damage to pastures . 

The sawdust pad 

The sum~er-autumn grazing rotat ion is 12 hours, in which 

time e a c h paddoc~ is well chewed out by 60 cows per acre. There is 

a stron~ emphasis on the full utilization of a ll pasture grown. 

The conservod feed used per co w remained almost constant 

over the development period, at 26 bales of hay and 0.75 tons silage 

per cow. The author would expect thot t he amount of conserved feed 

could be reduced without adverse effects. By 1966 less silage was 

being made because as calving became later there was less surplus 

early sprin~ feed. When a surplus did start to build up , t he season 

was f ~r enou~h advanced for hay to be made. (This lRrge l y depends 

on t he ' lateness of the spring'). 

E,4 .3,L:. Stock 

The s t e~rs were got rid of after the first year of develop-

mont, as co- : numbers star t c,d to i ncrea.se . 

The dairy stock are al l Jerseys, and artificial insemination 

i[, wide ly used. Cow numbers rose by 10 , 10, 47 and 23 in the 

re spect ive development ye a rs. This is R substantial increase in 

stock numbers. In order to increase stock numbers 11, 32 and 43 

in-calf heifers were purchased resp e ctively in the first three years 

of development. There has a lso been an emphasis on re a ring large 

numbers of heifer calves. 
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E.4.3,5 Calving date 

The c alving date whi ch was the 28th June in the b a se year 

hras made progressively later s o that it uas the 1st August at the 

end of the p ro gramme. The re a son for lat e r calving has been to 

better eauate feed supplies with stock recuirements. 

~.4 . 3 , 6 Bui l d i n~s and subdivision 

In 1965 a new 18- a --side Herringbone cowshed wi t h circular 

yar d was built at a cost of $8 ,000. Subdivision has been done so 

as to increa se the number of paddoc~s froD 32 large paddo cks? to 

52, 3 . 5 acre paddocks. 1-Ji th this ,sub di vision, some of which has 

been done in each ye~r of development, the f~rm has been re-laid out 

with a central race system. Dur i n~ the l ast three years of devel-

opment this new r a ce has been metal led . 

E . 4 . . 3, 7 Lc:.bour 

The l ~bour force dur i ng the early part of development was 

the owner and a youth, \·;ith a littl e f amily ass i stance . In 1964 

this was inc r e~sed by eddin~ a married man. 

The building of the Gr e i gs Road Pumping Sc he me in 1962 made 

it possible to p r operly drain this farm. 

jxpenditure was m~de on drainage, both in deepening existing 

open drains and diggin; new open drains , in each o f the development 
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years. The largest expenditure was in tte early years of development. 

This made it possible for the stockin~ rate to be increased and other 

development to proceed . 

E.4 . 3,9 µater supply 

The new, subdivision meant that expenditure had to be mnde L'l 

• 
1963 and 1964 on changing and increa sing the internal reticulation 

scheme. In 1965 a new 4 inch nain wa ter supply line to the farm 

was installed, as Wdll a s increasing the internal reticulation. 

An 0.75 inch main is used around the f e rm , and there are troughs in 

each pnddock . 

E.4.3,10 Finance 

The increpced production on this farm recuired a large capita l 

expenditure on s t ock anJ co~plementary inputs. F " _111ance for deve1-

opment came from a stock corapany , a bank overdraft , and a mortg2ge 

with an insur~nce co mp a ny . Budgets of future development as well 

as results of p2st develo pment, wh en showed to the lending institu­

tions were sufficient to gain a ll the finance reouired. 

E.4 .4 Condition at the end of_ the dcvel~ment _prcr,ramme 

Thj_s develo:')r:wnt prc "Tai:lrnG end s uith this f r.1. rrn carr_ving 215 

co ws and pro f ucing 71,000 lb butterfat p6r y ear - the eq uivalent 

of 1.15 cows per acre, 384 l b butterfat per acre, and 330 lb butter-

fat per cow. The calvin; date is 1st August. Winterinf7 is done 

mainly on the run-off where hay is fed out wit h a b r eak of grass. 
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At the end of winter the stock are brought home and put on a sa1·1dust 

p ad prior to c~lving. They a re allowed to graze paddocks in fine 

we n ther, Bo t h h a y ~nd. silage are used as suppl ementary feed at the 

r a te of 26 bales of hay 1nd 0,75 ton silage per cow per year. The 

gr a zinc; pattern throughout the year is El. 12 - hour rotatio n in whi ch 

paddocks are r enerally well 1ruzed . The lnbour input is the owner , 

a mar r i ed ~~n, a youth , and a little fani ly assis t a nce. 

Al t ho ugh t te initial o~phasis in development on t his f a r e was 

to incrc2Ge stock numbers and production , develo p~ent ha s considera bly 

i L1r,rove cl t he 1v'or1,.:ubili t y of t t e pro perty . 

Farms on this soil type pro duc~d 485 l b butterfut per acre in 

1964/65, s o the re is ample sco pe for increa sed production, The 

fnr ra e r r o~lise s t his an~ future devolopment will include re ~r assing, 

i~creasing stock nu~bers, An d inprovin ~ stock ~uality. 

J~ ) +, 6 Profi b.>.biJi t y _ o_f _de velo32.~nt 

T.s,bles ,"'.If 2 a nd E. 4 3 s1~ow tb.G ;1rofi_ t "'_bili ty of developme nt 

on Cc--;.se Fa r "ll IV . It can b e se ;n tha t the reword to owne r net of tax 

wa E: incrca r;od by %4 , .'.3'+?. 8, 2. 69 per cent incre ,:-rne . 

' !J.1,2n t he r ew:.i.r·d to owner durinp: development was set at a. r,·,in­

i mum of the b :::. sc yo 2.r lsvel, which W c.l. S $7,003,8 in this c ri.se , the 

pre - tnx return o n invest rn ent was 53,7 per cent end the post-tax return 

on inv 2,st r..10 nt vi:is 23 , 3 p e r cent . The m2ximum overtlraft was $16,221 . 4 

2nd occurred in the fo~rth year of development. The pny ba ck period 



Table E.42 

Income 

Gror., caah income 

Additional cash income 

Exoenditure 

Tax deductible cash expenditure 

Non-tax deductible cash expenditure 

Depreciation 

Taxation 

Taxable income 

Total tax paid 

Caah Statement 

Reward to owner 
Annual overdraft 

Cumulative overdraft 

Interest 

Development :nob Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits 

Post-tax added cash profits 

The Profitability or Development - Case Farm IV 
Reward to Owner Set at a Minimum er the Base Year LeYel 

Base 1962/3 1963/4 1964/5 1965/6 1966/7 1967/8 year 

16499.6 17506.0 19878.8 27799.6 25190.8 28767.4 28767.4 
N,A. 1006.4 3379.2 11300.0 3691.2 12267.8 12267.8 

8387.6 9978.2 13941.6 16691.2 14134.4 11747.2 11475.2 
Nil 4144.0 730.0 250.0 14520.0 Nil Nil 

684.o 1169.6 1115.0 1209.0 4292.0 1996.0 1996.0 

7428.0 6358.2 4822.0 9899.2 6764.2 , 15024.0 15296.0 
1108.0 748.8 381.4 2183.6 877.4 5484.6 5668.2 

7003.8 7003.8 7003.8 7003.8 7003.8 7003.8 7003.8 
Nil 4368.8 2178.2 Nil 1131+5.o Nil Nil 

Nil 4368.8 6547.0 1+876.2 16221.4 11689.8 7069.8 
Nil Nil 262.0 392.8 292.4 973.2 701.2 

N,A. -4728,0 -2904.8 27{;6.2 -11575.6 8908.0 9180.0 
N,A. -4368.8 -2178.2 1670.8 -11345.0 4531.4 l+619,8 

1968/9 

28767.4 
12267.8 

11198.0 
Nil 

1996.0 

15572.0 
5855.2 

7003.8 
· Nil 

2359.8 
424.o 

9457.2 
4710.0 

Nott: 'N,A. 1 indicates 'not applicable' 

Pre-tax Roturn on Invostmont "53.7. Payback Period= 8 years 
Poat-tax Roturn on Invaatmont • 23 ■ 3• Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits= 5114,948.0 
Maximum Overdraft ■ $16 9 221.4 Present Value of Post-ti!r Added Cash Profits=$ 49,838.2 

1969/70 New 
equilibrium 

28767.4 28767.4 
12267.8 12267.8 

10915.4 10774.o 
Nil Nil 

1996.0 1996.0 

15855.8 15997.4 
6046.o 6141.6 

9445.6 11851.6 
Nil Nil 

Nil Nil 

141.4 Nil 

9739.8 9881.4 
4801.8 11847.8 

t.;,J . 



Table E.42 
The Profitability of Development - Case Farm IV 

Reward to Owner Set at a Minimum or $2000 

Base 1962/3 1963/4 1964/5 1965/6 year 
Income 

Gross cash income 16499.6 17506.0 19878.8 27799.6 25190.8 

Additional cash income N.A. 10o6.4 3379.2 11300.0 8691.2 

Expenditure 

Tax deductible cas~ expenditure 8387.6 9978.2 13679.6 16298 .. 4 13842.0 

Non-tax deductible cash expenditur~ Nil 4144.o 730.0 250.0 14520.0 

Depreciation 684.o 1169.6 11115.0 1209.0 4292.0 

Taxation 

Taxable income 7428.0 6358.2 5o84.2 10292.2 7056.8 

Total tepc paid 11o8.o 748.8 436.4 2386.2 976.2 

Cash Statement 

Reward to owner 7003.8 2634.8 5032.6 8864.8 2000.0 

Annual overdraft Nil Nil Nil Nil 6147.4 

Cumulative overdraft Nil Nil Nil NH 6147.4 

Interest Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Development Casa Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits N.A. -4728.2 -2642.8 3139.2 -i1283.2 

Post-tax added cash profits N.A. -4368.8 -1971.0 1861. 0 -11151.2 

Note: 'N.A.' indicates 'not applicable' 
'··--· 

1966/7 New 
equilibriuw 

28767.4 28767.4 

12267.8 12267.8 

11142.8 10774.o 

Nil Nil 

1996.0 1996.0 

1.5628.4 15997.4 

5892.6 6141.6 

5584.2 11851.6 

Nil Nil 

Nil Nil 

368.8 Nil 

9512.4 9881.4 

4728.0 4847.8 

Maxi~um Overdraft= $6,147.4 Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits= $117,060.0 
Payback Period = 1 year Present Value of Post-tax Added Cash Profits=$ 50,763.8 

t,:j 

• 
-i::­
\J1 
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The present V8lue of the pre-tex added cash profits 

was $114 1 948.o, and the prese~t valu e of the post-tax added cash 

profitG WAS %49,838.2. 

::fhen the rew2rd tc 01,rner was set at a minimun of %2, 000 dur-

inp the development period the profitability was as follows, The 

r:1axi1m,m overclro.ft was _$6, 147 .4 which was in the fourth year of 

develop□ent, and was reDaid in 1 year. The pres -:, nt va.lue of pre-ta~: 

added ca~h p~ofits was $ 117,060.0 ~nd the present value of post-tax 

udded cnsh profits was t50,763.8. 

This deve:iopmmt pro ::i:ramme has be:en shown to be highly 

:cirof i ta.ble to both the f:,ri-:'!E':C and the nation. 

C~se Ferm I V is un example of t~e profitability of deve lop-

in~ a low producing unit on tho ~ood soils (Group 4 of this survey) 

of the H~n~itaiki Ploins to rcasonoble levels of pro duction. 'l'her e 

still a~ple scope for further developQent on this f~rm before 

uroduction rises to levels cor~arnble witj the top producing herds 

in the di.s t rict. 

In sum:.JArv thi l3 p-:'.'op;rfl.Plme involved: 

(i) A cb8 n r:;e o.f enterprises from. dairy and beef to 

all d2.iry. 

(ii) Large inc re ases in d2iry cow numbers 1 bot h by 

purchasing, ~nd rearing 0xtra stock. The final stock-

ing rate W3S 1.15 cows per a cre. 

(iii) Improving pastures by oversowing. 

(iv) Inc reasin~ fertiJi~er rate t o a high l evel (6 cwt 



(v) Calving l~ter -· ~st August. 

(vi) Improvin g farm drainage . 

(vii) Increa sing su½division and improving f a rm layout . 

(viii) I mproving t h e wa ter reticula tion scheme. 

E.47 

In this :pro a;r mnrw the initial aim wo.s to incre a se stock numb--

ars a nd production, however complementary inputs were added a s 

required n.nd t he workability of the far m wa s greatly irr.proved. The 

progTc:1.,~r.'.le resulted in a h i ';hly profi L :.ble outcome . 'i'hi,s is in 

marke d contrast to the development pro gra□me on Case Farn III where 

the ail!ls were in the op11osi te order and the profranme -prov(1d unprof •· 

it ,:thle. 



E.5 Case Farm V (Surve y Fa r m 37) 

E.5.1 The farm 

This farm of 195 acres is situated in Gala tea; the soil 

type is Galatea sand (Soil Group 1 of this survey). The farmer 

purchased the property in 1952. 

E.5.2 Original condition 

In 1961 the farm was subdivided into 15 paddocks, pastures 

conta ined a lot of paspalum and browntop, as well as better s pecies 

such as cocksfoot, perennial r yegrass, and white clover. There were 

10 acres of luc erne. The milking shed was a 4-doubled-up walk-thr­

ough shed. The herd consisted of 55 Ayrshire cows producing 14,400 

lb butterfat, which is equivalent to 0.28 cows per acre, 258 lb 

butterfat per cow, and 73 lb butterfat per acre. A pig enterprise 

of 6 sows wao mainta ined and about 100 l ambs were f a ttened over the 

a utumn. Fertilizer was applied a t the rate of 2 cwt/acre of straight 

superphosphate in spring. 

and f amily assistance. 

E. 5. 3 Development__E_rogram.me_ 

The l abour force co nsisted of the f a r me r 

This farm has been run solely as a family affair. During 

the first nine years of owne rship little progress was made. In 1960 

the f a rmer decided to increase stock numbers and produrition. This 

was partly stimulated by a need for incre2,sed personal drawings for 

f amily requirements, and partly because of the encouragemen t provided 



by mass media extension methods, particularly far ming journals. 

The low initial production h a s been increase d almost solely 

by the addition of stock to more fully utilize the existing resources 

on the far m. Enterprises were chang ed from a combination of d a iry, 

pigs and l a~b f a t t ening, to straight whole milk production. This 

chang e was ncide ma inly to release labour for milking extra cows 

which the farme r considered more profit a ble than the other enter­

prises. 

The a nnua l steps in developme nt ar e summarize d in Table E .51 

and the ess ential f eatv.res of the pro gr amme are discussed below. 

E.5.3,1 Pa sture improvement 

ures, 

No r eal attempt wa s made during development to i mprove p a st­

Another 10 a cre s of lucerne wa s sown in 1965 in order to 

provide extra hay a nd summer feed. 

E.5.3,2 Fertilizer 

Prior to 1966 the fertilizer a pplica tion rate wa s 2 cwt per 

acre, but i n 1966 it ~as.in crea s e d to 2.5 cwt per a cre. Straight 

superphosphat e is used, and is applied in one spring dressing by bulk 

lorry. 

E.5.3,3 Gra zing management 

Wintering is done by mob sto cking the herd on a large paddock 

of rough feed and hay a n d sila ge ar e fed out when required. Most of 

the year R 12 hour g r azing rotation with .night and day paddocks is 



Table E.51 

I 
1-
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T 

----·---- ·-
Item 

anuc:ry cow 
numbers 

otal produc-
tion lb 

B 
I 
!B 

utterfat/cow 
lb 

i 
utterfat/acre 

lb 

alves 

.ee.rlings I ~ 
I s heep income 

" p 

L 
ig inco r:1e 

-

% 
% 

! 

Sumr.1ary of Development on Case Farm V 
(195 acres) 

Base I 1961/2 y+- 1962/3!1963/4 1964/5 1965/6 

i 

55 60 65 70 70 75 

14408 15893 , 17779 . 17795 20341 22909 

2581 
I 

265 I 274 254 291 306 
~ i 

731 82 I 91 91 104 11 8 ! 
15 261 18 27 21 22 

13 13j 23 ·18 27! 21 
I ' 84 64ol Nil Nil Nil l Nil 
' 

4901 
' 250 736 5741 8561 Nil 

I 
. ~-----·- ____ ...J _____ . 

E.50 

1966/7 New 
equili-
brium 

82 82 

25092 25092 

306 306 

129 129 

22 22 
20 20 

Nil Nil 

Hi1 Nil 
' ___ ,._ 



used. Pasture utiliza tio n i s poo r bec a use of l ax gr a zing . An 

electric fence is used in spring to ove rc ome some o f this wastage , 

but with less t han 0 . 5 co ws per a cre c ons i de r ab l e wasta~e is inevit -

ab l e . The stock generally have to g r aze luc erne ove r the summer as 

the r est of the f a rm dries out. 

The tot a l amount of conserved feed used has remained constant 

over the deve l opment years at about 2000 bales of hay and 14 acres 

of s i lage per year . 

E . 5 . 3 , 4 .s tock 

The sheep were al l so ld i n 1962, and the pigs were sold out 

in 1965 . 

The increases in cow numbers can be seen in Ta ble E . 51 - the 

rate waR generally 5 extra per year . All stock increases havd been 

by natural increase. Arti f icia l insemina tton has only been used, 

on averege , every se c ond year dur ing d ev e l opment. 

The herd was tuberculosis tested i n 1960 and the i nitial 

re2ctor rate was 25 per cent . The farmer has not purchased any 

stock since then because o f the f ear of brin~ing this, and o ther 

d i seases back onto the fnrm . 

E. 5 .3 ,5 Calvinp. d~te 

The calving da t e was held cons t an t at the 10th Jul y, which 

is earl y. 



E.5.3,6 Building s a nd subdivision 

No additions or alterations were made to the buildings or 

subdivision during the development period except for the removal 

of the piggeries. 

E.5.3,7 Labour 

The labour input h ns remained constant as the farmer and 

some family assistance . The wages paid since 1963/64 were to the 

farmers wife . 

E.5 .3,8 Fin2nce 

No extra finance was required for this development programme 

as no stodk or l a rge capita l it ems were purcha sed, except a c a r in 

1964. 

E.5. 4 Condition at the end of the develonment pro~ramme 

At the end of this development the farm was running 82 cows 

producing 25,092 lb butterfat, which is eouivalent to 0.44 cows per 

acre, 306 lb butterfat per co w and 129 lb butterfat per acre. Mana­

g e ment changed very littl e throu~hout the programme except that the 

p i g a nd l amb fattening enterprises were dropped, a nd whole milk was 

supplied i nstead of cream. Fertilizer is applied at 2.5 cwt per 

a cre of stra i ght superphosphate in spring. There are 20 n cres of 

lucerne . Wintering is done by mob stocking the herd on a large 

paddock at the back of the farm and feeding out hay and silage as 

re quired, 



~.5.5 Future possible development 

As the owner h~s no sons interested i n farming, he does not 

consider it worthwhil e developing the farm to any more than a one-man 

unit. The a uthor considers the property eesily capable of support-

ing two married men if a lar i;e --sc 2,le development pro gr2.mme were 

carried out. This would include a large increa se in stock numbers, 

a Herringbone cowshed, another house and labour unit, fertilizer, 

p a sture i mprovement, and subdivision. 

The soil type on which this farm is situated was carrying 

stock p roducing up to 240 lb butterfat per a cre in the 1964/65 sea-

son. This f a r m is still only producing 129 lb butterfat per ~ere, 

thus sho,,\ring room for doublin.~ production. 

E.5.6 Profitability of develop□en~ 

Farm V. 

Teble E.52 shows the profit a bility of development on Case 

The r eward to owne r i n cre Rsed by $2,457.8 per annum. 

During the develop□ent pro gr amme there was never a ny overdraft, even 

when the r eward to owner was set at the base year level. Results 

b. ~ve only been shown for the ,si tuati.on where the reward to owner 

durins de velo pment was set at a minimu c of t h e base y ear level, 

because when the rew~rd t o owner was set ate minimum of $2,000 the 

same r esults were obtAined. As there was no overdraft the return 

on invest~ent was infinite, and the paybeck period was n i l years. 

The present value of the pre-tax ndded c a sh profits w2.s ,353, 661. 8 

and t he present va lue of the post-tax a dded cash profits was ,334,785,8 . 



Table E • .z2 
The Profitability of Development - Case Farm V 

Reward to Owner Set at a Minimum of the Base Year LeYel 

Base New 
year 1961/2 1962/3 1963/4 1964/5 1965/6 1966/7 equilibrium 

Income 

Gross cas►-income 5321.4 6326.4 6983.8 7313.4 7746.2 9186.6 9987.6 10079.6 
Additional cash income N.A. 1005.0 1662.4 1992.0 2424.8 3865.2 4666.2 4758.2 

Exoenditure 

Tax deductible cash expenditure 2361.8 2317.6 2001.2 2563.0 2972.0 3582.0 3330.0 3330.0 
Non-tax deductible cash expenditure Nil Nil Nil 1190.0 94.o 146.o Nil Nil 

Depreciation 570.4 504.4 409.8 370.2 420.0 412.0 412.0 412.0 

Taxation 

Taxable income 2389.2 3504.4 4572.8 4380.2 4354.2 5192.6 6245.6 6337.6 
Total tax paid 235.0 500.2 849.4 781.8 772.8 1081.6 1525.2 1567.0 

Cash Statement 

Reward to owner 2724.4 3508.4 4133.0 2778.4 3907.2 4376.8 5132.2 5182.4 
Annual overdraft Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Cumulative overdraft Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Interest Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 
---- ,. 

Develoement Cash Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits N.A. 1049.2 2023.0 600.8 1720.6 2499.0 3698.0 379.0 
Post-tax added cash profits N.A. 784.o 1408.4 53.8 1182.6 1652.4 2407.8 2457.8 

Note: 'N.A.' indicates 'hot applicable' 

Pre-tax Return on Investment= Infinite Payback Period= Nil 
Post-tax Return on Investment~ Infinite Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits= $53,661.8 
Maximum Overdraft= Nil Present Value of Post-tax Added Cash Profits= $34,785.8 

---
tr:! 
$ 

\Jl 
+" 



E,55 

Th i s deve lopme nt programme has al so proved h i ghl y profita ble 

to the farmer concerned. The reward to owner, n e t of t ax, has been 

n l most d oubled for ve r y li tt le extra work. This illustra t e s that 

f e r ms on the poor so il s in Ga l a te e can b e very profit a bly raised 

fro m lo w to ned ium l evels of production, (in this c ase , fro n 73 to 

129 l b butterfat per a cre) by solely incre2sing cow nunbers nnd more 

fully utilizing the f eed g rown a nd other existing r e sources. 



E .6 Development Budgets 

The following bud get s a re for the developnent on the 5 case 

f a r ms presented i n th i s append i x . All fi gure s hnve been quo t ed 

after adjust0ent to t he 1966 l evel. 



Case Farm I 

'I'ax 

f
i. Item I YBae:.re 

1

11963/4 !1 1964/~ 1965/6 1966/7 1967/8 New .I 

I 
o • e~uilibl 

I
! rium I ·------------,~,----_,_--i--4-~ 

Deductible Cash Expenditur e 

jweges 1500.61107'. .o,

1

1261 .2 1334.o 3334.ol 4331+.o 4334 .ol II 

1contractors 50.~ 204.o 229 . c 414.o 414.o 414.o 414.o 
jRate s 127.8! 147. 6! 152.2: 11+4.0 144.0 144.0 144.0 

1 
i ' i 
'-Rent 176 .Li-! 160. 2 157. C 256. 0 256. 0 256. 0 256. 0 
i ! 
µnsur~nce 61.21 49.6 52.0 34.o . 34.o 34.o 34.o 
~epoirs & main- I I 653. 1+1, 683.4 
1 tenance : 

!El ec tric power 114.41 126.2 
~ractor/cor 

7
, ! 402 6 j 

I 1 b • 0 1_' • I ! expenses ~ 

In . ,,_ _,_ & t f' rel f:!J.., · cnr age 

' r,ced & mnnure 

~hed 8Xpe ns e s) 
I,., eed ) 
iRay ba2.i:1r; ) 
IA . B. ) 
f1ote rinnry ) 
~de rd testing ) 
I 
\Sundry 
I 
Fn--cnlf heifers 
i 

':rOTAL 

235.0 

715.8 
l 

236.4 

727.2 

-1532 . 61• 1012. 0 

1L1-4.0 188.0 
I 

3012 . o 1 o 12 . o I 1 o 1 2 . o 

188 .0 188.o l 188 .0 

538 .4 322.0 322.0 322.0 

440.2 406.0 406.0 406.0 

590.0 1802.0 1320.0 1584.o 

322.0 

406.0 

1584.o 

- .. . -c-- l\Ton-t:-1x Deductible Ca,sh Expenditur e 

I I ! 
Euilding.s Nil I 852.0 Nil 838.0 9600.0 600. o 1 Nil 

flant & implement. Nil 41+2. 0 1638.0 876.0 rUl Nil Nil 

1- I ' 
I! I 

600. o I I TOTAL % Nil 1129~-. G 1638.0 1714.o 9600.0 !Jil 
I 1 ' ' .il 

~ 



Case Far m I continued 

D eorcc i a -cion 

[ % 
I 

828 . , 970.8 784.8 1244.o 3452 . 0 1665 . 0 TOTAL i 1545. 

·-~ 

Gross Cnsh Income 

' i 
948. ol 2860. ol I Nil -··1 !Pi gs 290 . c 1634.o Nil Nil 

' B:.i.tterfn t . 6730 . ~ 6429 .6 9102.6 14727.0 16540.8 20136.6 21575c01 
Produc e used 10.C 10. 0 10. 0 10 . 0 10.0 10.0 1c . oj 

IDniry factory reb- 20. C 50.0 62 .0 s·6.o 86 . o 86 . o 86 .01 
.:i:ce 

!Fertilizer re:ba te 1Til 66 . o 54.o 54.o 54.o I 
- r, 01 54.01 , ,.,. ~· 

jcull cows 756.C 1218.0 84 . o 126. 0 84 . c 924.G 1680 .01 
\::?otte r bulls 5 0 . (. 50. () 50.ol 50.0 134.o 92.0 142. ()~ 
!Bobby 

! 

cci.lves 290.C 300. 0 35 c~ . 0 430. 0 1+05. 0 630. 0 630. cl 
i 
i I 

I I 
. 21932.6124177. cl TOTAL $ 18146.J 9055.6 12584.6 171 17 . 0 17313.8 

! t i-



r 

I 
ItGl'..1 

I 
Wc'..ges 

1Cont:- n ctors ! 
i 
i 
:?ates 

·Insurnnc,, I 
I 

T nx 

r Rcpri ir s S:. :·1oj_ntennr1cE 

El ectric powe r 

T.c::-.ctor/co.r expenses 

L' ':t'oight & c ~:.rte1.go 

Beed & n::tnure 

Shed r ex:;:;enses ) 
Seed 
LI~~~y '• 
" 

) 
bc..ling ) 

A.B .. ) 
.I- . ...... \r ) ,, c l,-.;1. in,::.r y 

jHord testing ) 

' r~undry 
I 
lin--c:J.lf hei f e rs 
( 

'C•)WD 

kocrling bull 

Case Farm II 

T\ _,.,8ducti b l e C o.sh E xpenditure 

Base I 1961/2 1962/3 1963/41 1964/51 
Ne w 

yenr equili -
I I b riuD 

' 

261 . 2 153, ci ~-85. o 224.6 832.6 832 . 6 

Nil I Nil i.''lil 15(; .4 18c . 81 1 00 , () 

295.4 ?75,6 282.6 277, 0 222, 0 222. 0 

57. ~- 39 . 6 1+7 .4 73,4 80. n 8n.o 1 
526,ni 517 .2 245. 0 321 . 8 626.6 61G . G I 

78,0 1 146. 2 . 122.4 120. 2 152. 0 162. o I 
3S3 . 4j 588 ,4 . 1359 ,4 799,4 1099.6 ' 1099.6 

() () o . o 39 .4 38.4 149. 0 69 . 0 70 . 0 

462.G 1071.2 529 . 0 · 1017.4 11 G4. 8 · 105G. n i 

1+ 35, 8 6 39. L1- 337 ,4 434.2 I 595, 8 585.6 

24 9 .2 256 . 6 261. 0 273. (' 384. o I 3[;4. o 

ihl 3072 . 0 864. Ci Nil Nil 1 NiJ. 
i 

51 n r· ! Ni l Nil 2C!4. o Ni l . , . . I Nil 

Fil Nil 100 . 0 Nil Nil I rJi l 

' ' I r------- -----t--- ----,'-----,_ ___ ..;.,_ ___ -4-__ ,-----1,-__ --I 

2737.2 5848 . 61 4875 . 6 I 3020 .4 15867.2152 18.4 i 
I 

I' r 

Builcl.i n ;;s 

?l nn t nnd 

--

·-

TOTAL % 
·-------"'------'----

N on- t ::i.x C UC i e as_1 •xpendi ture D d t bl C 1 E 

Nil I Nil I Nil Nil 

i 1·Jpl or:10 nts Nil I 128. s Nil 1:;08 .0 

I 
TOTAL % Nil 128. o I Nil 13c8 . n 

-

Nil Nill 
Nil Nil 

1'" , !l.L 

I 
Nil 



Case Farm II continued 

Depreciation 

Gross Cash Income 

!sheep , 

I 
I 1008.0 

4995.0 

10.0 

1Butterf8.t 

~ roduc e used 

fairy factory rebate Nil
1 

74.o 

901.i 7. 2 

10.0 

84.o 

856 1. 4 

10.0 

32.0 

Nil tertilizer rebate Nil Nil 

full cows , 546.o 2058.0 882 .0 

rotte r bulls 50.0 50.0 50.0 

fobby calves 205.0 300.0 285.0 

E.C c 

Hil j Nil l 
8~60 .6 10880.2 11331.2 

10.0 - 10~ 10.0 
L j 4 6.o 5~.a 5 .o 

36.0 90 -~ 90.0 
756.0 714.q 882.0 

100.0 100.d 100 . J 

235.0 300.~ 320.0 

!C:b ntre. cting ! 7130 .0 Nil Nil Nil Ihl I'Jil 1 
I '------------1-----1-----~---+----~l I TOTAL t I 7594.ol 11623 . 2 

1 
9820.4 9803.6 i 12148.112787 . , 



C~cf' e Fo.r::1 I I I 

_ _ _________ To.x neducticle C;,.sh Exnend iture 

s:::r1961/2 196-
- ·- -

Iter: 

Co ntr-ictors 

Rates 

I nsur.:rnce 

Re:90.i.:rs G: :--·,2.in t --
enance 

Electric power 

Tr a ctor/car expense 

Frei~ht G c9rt age 

,Seed 8: nEmure 

.Shed exrici1ses ) 
Feed 
Eay o.-:iJ .ing 

) 
) 
) 

Veterin .?. r y ) 
ITe r d te&ting ) 

Sundr y 

heifer s 

y ea r 

26 83 . 4 2666 . 0 284 
:·.Ti l :1,ri l 6 

l1-24 . 0 398 . 0 9+ 
45 . 4 55 . 4 11 

954 . 4 1266 . 0 114 

.,, '.:';:> 01 ./ - . 206 .4 20 
1+27 . 4 334 . B 51 

24 . o 11- . 4 2 

564 . o 765 . 8 86 

1535 . 0 1124 . 8 141 

2/3 1963/4 

0 . 0 31 86 . 4 
o. 4 :ril 

3 ,0 54L, . G 

o.S 71 . 4 

9 . 8 2243. o 

0. 6 194 . 2 

5 . 4 4: 1. 2 

5 . 6 :::'il 

9 . 2 142 ,~ . o 

7 . 6 1062 . 8 

Non-t8x Deductible Cash 

Duil di n[;s Nil 376 . 0 Pil 3S 
Plant 0 i mplements ±''·o 476 . o 21 6, t.:: 

----------

h l 1107~~~ · . :76 ._o j_256 'I'C'I'.!-1. L 1, 

------------

1964/5 

-~644 . 8 
Hil 

L1- 67 . 2 

70 . 0 

259L1- . 0 

210 . 0 

52 S . 2 

5,~. ~ 

1321+. 6 

1108 . 4 
I 

1965/6 

1+ 362 . 0 
Nil 

44-2 . o 
55L1- . 0 

1974 . o 

220 . 0_ 

490 . 0 
32 . 0 

1546 . o 

906 . 0 
' 

820 . 0 

New 
e ouili 
b rim:1 

220 . 

490 . 

32 . 
1278 . 

905 . 

390 . 
Nil 

Fil 



Case Far m III continued 

Denreciation 

TOTAL % 932 .2 907 . 0 1233.8 1226 .0 1106 . 6 140~- . 0 1250 . C 

Gr oss Cash Income 

Butterfat 16496 . 2 15766 . 2 17408 . 2 15604 . 8 18515 . 4 18665 .511 8878 . 0 

Pr oduce used 20 .0 20 . 0 20.0 20 . 0 20 .0 20 . oi 20 . 0 
!Dairy factory rebnte Nil Nil Nil Nil 66 . o 170 .. 0 170.0 
"<'ertilizer rebate Nil Nil ,Nil Nil 94 . o 72 . 0 72 . 0 

t:ull cows 1092.0 840 . 0 1638 . 0 1092.0 1050.0 1470 .0 1260 .0 

!Pott e r bulls 50 . 0 100 . 0 100.0 100 . 0 Nil 100 . 0 100.0 

tBobby calves 405. 0 430 . 0 410.0 400 . 0 450 . 0 430.0 430 . 0 

TOTAL % 18063 .2 17156.2 19576.2 17196 . 8 20195.4 20927 . 6 20930.0 

-



E.63 

C,-:i.se Fo..r □ l V 

m 10.X e~.uc l e !:1.S ..'..Xpon cl .+ i~ure 

I ten B2se 
1962/3 1953/4 1964/5 1965/6 

New eguili-
ye;:..r 

--·--- ' 

'.:lngos 165~-.6 1572. 8 

Contrnctors Nil 168 . 8 

Rn.tes I 637 . 2 656 . 0 

Rer;. t 424.6 221.6 

.Insurnnce 39.6 106.8 

Repairs & nnintennnce 1907.8

1

1662 . 8 

!El e ctric power 1112 .2 138 .4 . 

Tr~ctor/co.r expenses 1130.6! 1597 . 0 
I I 

Freight & cartage 30 . 61 21 . 4 

1se1c;d & 224 . 01 915 . 0 1:1,::u1ure 

1Sliec1 i - expenses) 
'Eced ) 
Hay bding ) 
j'\_,]3 , ) 

Veterin2.ry ) 
Herc1. testing ) 

jsundry 

!Pucp power & r:w.in-•-
1 tei1c'.UCO 

!In-calf heifers 

IHeifer C.'.11 ves 

1502.4 1212.8 

I 
5~-5 . sr I 496 . o 

'· 

1466 .6 2L136 . 8 ~-154 . 0 

22.6 Nil 30.0 

631 .2 615 .2 424.o 

437 . 4 465.2 134.o 

61.6 100 .. 0 122.0 
i 

2564 . ol 2275 . 4( 2502.0 

176.2 270 . 0 196.0 

1Lr02 . 6 140'1 . 8 1570 . 0 

10 . 6 . 77.0 10 . 0 

q29 . 6 1440.4 1080 .0 

2000 , 0 2390 . 0 3178.0 

I 1 
473.Si 472.01 

tt 

380. 01 
I 

Non- t 2x Dec.uctible C1:.sh :2:xpenditure 
.------------,i ..... ----.--- i ., -ir---

Bu-ildin;-s j Nil 990 . 0 I Nil I Nil 6_504 . 0 

Plnnt & i cple~ents ! Nil 3154.o 730.oj 250 . 0 8016 . 0 

brim::1 

4154 . o 

30 . 0 

424.o 

134.o 

122 . 0 

1218 . 0 

196.0 

1570.0 

10.0 

1040.0 

1496.0 

380 . 0 

Nil 

J\Til 

~ I ' k 

______ T_o_T_.1u_. __ '_ ......... l ____ ~T-il ~ 14L1 .• o 730 . o 250 ·j 1·1::5~2_0 __ • a_! ____ Nil 

-------------------------------------, 

1 
i 



TOT!lL 

-

Beef c o. ttle 

Butterfr.t 

Pre,i:_1_uc0 used 

D.s.iry f e,ct ,.) ry r e 

Fe rtilizer rebn t 

Cull cows 

Potter bulls 

Bobby c o.lves 

Rent 

Hay o.nd gr az i ng 

bnte 

e 

,1 

C~se Far□ IV continued 

Denr ec i c1 tion -
I 

1169 . 61 684. oi 1115 . 0 

·--~ 

,,.,, u ,,. !. !. 

I 2732.0, 1918 . 0 Nil 

12251+. 6 I 13017 . o 17023 . 8 

30 . 0 30 . 0 30.0 

Nil l'Ii l Kil 

Fil Fil Ni l 

1008. 0 2016 . 0 1176.0 

100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 

375 . 0 425.0 455. 0 
Nil Nil 614 . o 

Nil Wil 480 . 0 

' -- ------·-

E.64 

1209.0 1+292 . 0 1996 . c 

-

Nil Ni l Nil 

24451 . 6 21681 . 8 25530 .4 

30 . 0 20 . 0 20 . 0 

160 . 0 Nil Nil 

Nil 48 . o 1+8 . 0 

1344 . o 2436 . 0 21 [V+ . 01 
100 . 0 200 . 0 200 . 0. 

550.0 805 .0 785 . 0 

496 . 0 Nil l'h l 

668 . o Nil rJil 

- ·- i • I r i~ I 1 1 
TOTAL %!16499 . • 6~17506 . 0! 19878 . 8127799 . 6~25190 . 8~28767.41 

~--·---_.__ _ __ _J_ ~ ~ I I , 
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Ccse Fo.rn V 

- - -Te.x Deductible Co. s 1·1 Ex 0,enc iture 
' I Iten Base 1961/2 1962/3 1963/4 1964/5 1965/6 1966/7 New 

year equilibriun 
' 

~foges Nil Nil Nil 86 .6 4L1-0, 8 ~-48. o l~48. 0 448.o 
R~t e s 93 , 0 148.2 145.0 145,2 141.6 136. O , 36 . O 136.0 
Insurc:: nce 25.6 41.6 55.4 57,6 68 . o 44.0 44.o 1+4 . 0 
Re re.irs & nain- 324.o 246. 8 109.0 1_51.4 359 , 2 762, . o 602.0 602 . 0 teno..nce 

El ectric power 96 . 0 102.2 1 ✓,0 .4 108. 2 112.0 2<':' 2 . 0 202 . 0 202 . 0 
rr c.ctor/c ,'.;. r 

489. 01 450.0 303 . 2 .554 . 6 532 . 4 366. 0 366.01 366 . 0 

1 
ex;::enoes 

' 2L1 . • 0 jFre i ght 8( co..rt agE 4 L· 63 . 2 · 38.4 Nil 12.2 24.o 24 . 01 • t 

~e ed & nanur e 626 .4 549.8 462 . 6 627,2 567 ,6 950 .0 79L1-. O I 794 . o 
iShe c'.. ex1:1enses) 
ir;,ee cl ) 
ll:12.y baJ. ing ) 

565 . 2 579.4 636 . 6 693 , 6 630.2 1+48 . 0 51 8.0 51 8.0 tA . B . ) 
IVet e rin ::,.ry ) 

1 ! rrie r c1 ) I t esting . 
! 

. I ' I I t ' ,, 

Non-to.x Deductible C~sh Exne~diture 

buildings Nil Nil I Nil Nil Nil I Nil I Nil Nil I 
I 

! 

94.o I ' blont & i !:!j_Jle- Nil Nil I'Jil 1190.0 146.o Nil Nil ·:·'.e nts 
--- - ·-

TCTAL % Nil i !~il ! Nil 1190.0 9~-. O 146.o Nil Nild 
I --
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C~se Farn V continued 

Dc1Jrecintion - · I 409.Sl 370 . 2 412.ol '412] TOTf..L " I 570,4 504 . l~ 4?.0 . 0 412 . 0 
- I d ··-

Gross C:1sh IncoPe ---------~o~J-· ----·- Nil] Pigs 250 . 0 490 . 0 736 . 0 57~ . o- 856 . 0 i:Jil Nil 

I Sheep 84 . o 640 . 0 ■11 ■11 I Pil Nil Nil Nil 

Butterf::tt ~-220 . 2 46~~-4 52~~ · 8,52:2 . 4 5958.2 8237 . 6 9022 . 6 9022 . 

Produce lJ.,SO tl i:'fil Ni l Nil Nil I i11 ~11 J ~o . o 20.0 
D.::iiry fact -:.,ry 

30 . 0 24. ol 24 . ol 32 , 0 32 . 0 3L1 .. 0 28 . 0 28.j rebci.te 

Cull cows 462 . 0 252 . 0 ~-20 . 0 630 . 0 630 .0 630 . 0 672 . 0 71~- . 
Potter bulls 100 . 0 100 . 0 100.0 50.0 l'Til 50 . 0 Ihl 50., 
Br:,bby cc.l ves 175 . 0 165.0 240 . 0 '195.0 250 . 0 235 .o 265.0 265. 
Hay i'Jil ! l'hl 256 . 0 600 . 0 Nil Nil :Nil Nil 

I 
I I 

6983 . ~7313.41774G .2!9186 . 619987 ,6 10079 . d TO'I'AL 1, t 5321 . L1. t 6326 , I+ i __ I i __ _J_ - I 
:i-· 

I 
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APPENDIX F 

PRCFIV.::J ILI'I'Y OF PROPOSED DEVELOPHENT 

I n this appendi x 5 c~se studies a re civen to s how t h e profit-

ability of adding s t ack and e mploying labour plus other necessary 

inputs on f Rr cs in Surve y Gr oup B. 

t o in Sections 8. 4, 8. 5 , and 8. 6 . 

The se studies have been referred 

The same method for calculating p r ofi t ability has been used 

as for the case far m studies in Chapte r 6 . 

Far□ers accounts for the 1964/65 season (t he l atest accounts 

avail able at the time of inspection of t he farm) hRve been nodified 

by an index to the 1966 level, and used as the base yeor . 

p i gs were run in 1964/65 bu t not in 1965/66 season, an 2djus taent 

has been ~ade to the farme rs a ccounts t o r cMove the pig costs and 

inc ome . These ad j ustments we r e made so that the proposed development 
y 

w~s b~sed on the current far ~ situation and current p rice s . 

The rewarrt t o owner during develop~cnt hns been fixed at the 

base year l evel , unt il borrowing hus been repnid. The .7.ssur:1pt i.ons 

2adc neqn that the ~rofi t~bility studies have been feneralized to 

n~r l y to al l farmers i n a similar situRtion. This De thod hac d i s -

~dv2n t Rges c ons iderinc the fact that these studies are be in~ used in 

Sect i ons 8.4, 8 .5 , and R. 6 to illustrate points in particul~r si t u~t -

i ons . 

1. For a fuller expl~nation of ad just□ents and assump tions sec 
Section 6 . 5 . 



F.2 

of calculation anC the more gene r nl 2pplicability of the results. 

In each of th0se studies the proposed developCTent has not 

involved an extensive p r o c r amme ~nd development has been assuMed to 

take place in one ye~r. 

Summarized developme nt budgets a re given at the end of this 

2~pe ndix for each farm . 

F .1 Survey Farr;1 Nm:1ber 16 

F . 1 . 1 The fnr;-n 

This far□ of 70 ac r e s is situeted on Soil Group 3 , on the 

R2ngitaiki Plains. 

Fixed inputs such as fences nnd buildin~s (hnybarn, tool 

shed and □ilking shed) are in good condition . The milking shed is 

a new 3-doubled- up wnlk through shed. Drainage is ave rage . Past-

ures a re p3spalun dooinan t . Fertilizer is applied by bulk lorry 

at the r nte of 3 cwt per ec re of str~ight superphosphate in autumn. 

In the 1964/65 se~son the far m was running 63 cows (0 . 9 cows 

per acre) and producing 18,270 lb butterf~t (290 lb butterfat per 

cow, ~nd 251 lb per ~e re) . 

Calvi~g f □ te was the 10th July, ~nd hay was the only supple -

□entary fee d fed. 
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F.1 . 2 Pr oposed deve lopment pl an 

The suggest ed developnent plan involves employi ng n youth and 

~ilking anothe r 25 cows . 

0 . 9 to 1.25 cows per ~ere . 

to i ncrense by 7000 lb . 

This would increase the stocking rn.te from 

The butterfnt pro c:.uction woul c: be expected 

A whar e , alre a dy existing near the house , 

would have to be renov2te ct . The fertilizer would be changed to 30 

per cent potassic superphosphate, and the application rate incre~sed 

by 2 cwt per acre . Cc.1.lving date wo uld be put back to the 1st Au gust . 

P::csture species woul d be expected to c h,-,_nge to 2. r yeG;r 0ss swa r d with 

the hectvier sto cking rate. The owner wo ul r:l h1J.ve to do a l r.1ost 2.s 

□uch work as he was previously . 

F .1. 3 Prc,fi t .-,bili t y of deve lo pmcnt 

C2.·2_~ tal Exp_~_nch ture 

Rep ,:c:.ir whare 

25 COWS @ J696 

Tota l 

Pa.rti t,,l Bud_g_et 

Extr~-, exr:_<?_~1,t=_:ec~ 

150 

2400 

r}_2550 

25 per cow expenses @ $10 250 

Wages & keep for youth 1600 

7 tons -potassic superphos --
phate i $33 231 

Totnl $2081 

Extro. income 

7000 l b butterfat~ %0 . 3596 2520 

14 bobby calves @ %5 70 

6 cul l cows a $42 252 



Table F . 1 sum:-1arizes the profitability of development and 

shows that the adderl annual post tnx cash profit would be $447 . 8, 

0fter c: 1+ ye("•_r pnyb fl. ck period . It c~n be seen thnt it would be 

profit able to employ a vouth on this faro ::rnd to mill: nn extra 25 

cows . 

Taxntion takes 42 . 4 per cent o f t he present v a lue of the 

a(1 d ec1 c. ,sh profits fro r:1 this c1evelo rJment . 

F . 2 Survey Farm Number 18 -------"------- --

F . 2 . 1 The farm 

This farn of 150 acres is situated in Gal atea on Horomanga 

F.4 

sand (Soil Group 2) and has a 30 ac r e run off . !, son is e!:1ployed as 

a 29 per cent sharernilker. 

There are 33 acres of lucerne. Most of the r8uainder of the 

farm is in re asonebly good ryegr~ss - wh i te clover pas tures , but a few 

p addocks hav e a lot of browntop in then . Fences Rnd buildings are 

all i n averac e concition . The cowshed is 2 4-doubled -up walk t h rough 

shed . 

I n the 1965/66 se ~son ~n averace of 3 cwt per a cre of 30 per 

cent potossic superphosphate was a~pli ed in spring . The calving 

date was the 15th July . In t his year 110 co,ra (0 .73 cows per acre) 

were mil ked producing 36 , 000 lb ½uttcrfat (326 lb butterfat per co w 

and 240 lb per a cre). 



TableF.1 Profitability of Proposed Development - Survey Farm Number 16 

Base New 
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 equilibriurt year 

Income 

Gross cash income 7426.6 10268.6 10268.6 10268.6 10268.6 10268.6 

Addition cash income N.A. 2842.0 2842.0 2842.0 2842.0 2842.0 

Expenditure 

Tax deductible cash expenditure 2111.2 6742.2 4263.0 4238.6 4213.2 4192.2 
Non-tax deductible cash expenditure Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Depreciation 15306 153.6 153.6 153.6 153.6 153.6 

Taxation 

Taxable income 5161.8 3372.8 5851.8 5876.2 5901.6 5922.8 
Total tax paid 1069.6 462.6 1351.8 1362. 4 1373.4 1382.6 

Cash Statement 

Re,,ard to 01Vner 4245.6 4245.6 4245.6 4245.6 4328.8 4693.6 
Annual overdraft Nil 1182.0 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Cumulative overdraft Nil 1182.0 774.2 352.6 Nil Nil 

Interest Nil Nil 70.8 46.4 21.0 Nil 

Development Cash Profits 

l 1-,789.0 Pre-tax added cash profits N.A. 690.0 714.4 739.8 761.0 

Post-tax added cash profits N.A. 407.6 421.6 435.8 447.8 -1182.0 
'''°-'" 

Note: 'N,P .. ' :!.J:l,dicac;,n ':.o t applicable 1 

.J 
""~"'""'"""" ,. . 

Pre-tax Return on Investment= 54.7~ Payback Period= 4 years 
Post-tax Return on Investment= 31.5% Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits= $10,158.6 

i Maximum Overdraft; $1,182.0 Present Value of Post-tax Added Cash Profits=$ 5,859.6 

1-:tj . 
\J1 
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F . 2 . 2 Pr oposed deve l opment p l an 

The develop~ent p r ograane analysed below include s ad~ing an 

extra 50 cows (s t o cking rnte would then be 1 . 07 cows pe r acre) , 

buildin~ another house and e~ploying a marr i ed man . Fertilizer 

ap1lication rate wou ld be increased by 2 cwt per a cre of 30 per cent 

potassic superphosphate , appl i ed in autumn . The calvin ~ d~te would 

be set back to the 1st August, and the cowshed would be enlarged . 

F . 2 . 3 Profitnbility of deve l opment 

The capital expenditur e to be pai d by the owner would involve 

$11 , 100 nnde up as follows: 

House 6000 

50 cows@ $96 4800 

Cowsh~ ~ extension 300 

Total $11 100 

The d evelopment on this farm is ev~luate~ belo,~ firstly for 

the situ~tion where the fRr□ is owner operatnd ~nd secondly where a 

29 per cent shc-.re uilker is e1:1ployed . 

Po.rtietl D~-~1.get for Owner Operator Si tuation 

ExtT·a expe~~es :.Extrn income 

50 per COH expcn.ses @ $10 500 13600 lb butt,')rfat Q $0 . 3596 4890 

15 tons fertilizer (Q J(,33 496 30 bobby calves ·~ y;r:: 
./ 150 

K'.GCS 2400 12 cull cows @ %42 50L~ 

Total @.3~§. Total %5544 



If this farn were owner ope r a ted t he son could be paid a wage 

ee; ui valent to 1·-ha t he is currently receiving- a s 2.. sharenilker . 

The p rofitability of deve lopBent on this fa r e, if owne r oper­

nted , is su~marized in T2b l e F. 2 where it is seen thnt the post tax 

ad~ed c osh profit is increcsed by $1,153 .2 per 2nnua , a ft e r a 9 year 

payback perioc~ . The r.1ax~.mur.1 overdraft is %7, 679 . 2 bec,:;.use of the 

large capi tal expenditure re ~uire d on stock an~ housing. 

Taxation takes 57.1 per cent of the p re sent value of the 

ad0ed CRsh profits from this developBent . 

P&rtial Budget for ShareEilkin~ Situation 

Ext r a expenses 

Owne r (Father) : 

50 per cow expenses Q .%5 
15 tons fertilizer @ %33 
Wage s 

Total 

29% Shar eLlilkin5 (Son): 

50 per cow ex:;_Jense @ %5 
Wages 

Total 

250 
496 

1200 

%1946 . I 
! 

250 ! 1200 

Extra income 

71% of 13600 lb butterfat@ 
%0.3596 

50% of 30 bobby calves @ %5 
12 cull cows@ $42 

Total 

29% of 13600 lb butte r fat 
@ 10 .3596 

50% of 30 bobby ce..lves@ %5 

Total 

Under the 29 per cent shar e e..greenent the wages to extra 

3470 

75 
504 

%4042_ --
1420 

75 

$1495 

l abour he.ve beei1 d ivided eq_uo.lly between the owner and the share milker. 

Ther e is very little difference between the shareoilkers extra 

expenses 2n~ ext r a incone. As a ll h i s expenses a r e tax deductible 

the development woul d leave his before and afte r tax income uneffected. 

Only i f the extra l abour enployed resulted in the sharernilker being 



Table F.2 Prof~tabilitz Of Proposed Development - Survey Farm Number 18 

Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 !'ear 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 New 
year equilibriua: 

~ 
Gross cash income 1373.2 19281.2 19281.2 19281 ..2 19281.2 ~9281.2 19281.2 19281.2 19281.2 19281.2 19281.2 
Additional caah income N.A. 5544.o 5544.o 5544.o 5544.o 5544.o 5544.o 5544.o 5544.o 5544.o 5544.o 

IExoenditure 

Tax deductible oaah expenditure 6560.4 14756.4 10417.0 10360.4 10302.0 ~0242.2 ~0180.4 10117.2 10052.0 8985.2 9956.4 
Non-tax deductible cash expenditure Nil 6300.0 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil .. 
Depreciation 1135.2 2485.2 1285.2 1285.2 11285.2 1285.2 1285.2 1285.2 1285.2 1285.2 1285.2 

Taxation 

Taxable income 6041.6 2039.6 7578.8 7635.4 7693.8 7753.6 7815.4 7878.6 7943.8 8010.6 8039.6 
Total tax paid 1434.2 161.6 2176.6 22o6.4 2237.4 2296.6 2302.6 2336.8 2372.4 2411.6 2429.0 

Cash Statement 

Reward to owner 5742.4 5742.4 5\142.4 5742.4 5742.4 5742.4 5742.4 5742.4 5742.4 6401.6 6895.6 
Annual overdraft Nil 7679.2 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Cu~ulativ~ overdraft NU. 7679.2 6734.2 5762.4 4763.4 3736.6 2681.0 1596.4 482.4 Nil Nil 

Interest Nil Nil 460.6 4o4.o 345.6 285.8 224.o 160.8 95.6 28.8 Nil 

Develooment Cash Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits N.A. -8952.0 1687.2 1743.8 1802.2 1862.0 1923.8 1987.0 2052.2 2119.0 2148.o 
Poat-tax added cash profits N,A. -7679.2 944.8 971.6 999JO 1026.8 1055.4 1084.6 1114.o 1141.6 1153.2 

Note: 'N,A.' indicates 'not applicable' 

Pre-tax Return on Investment• 19.7~ Payback Period z 9 years 
Poat-tax Return on Investment• 8.4~ Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits= $23,749.2 
Maximum Overdraft z $7,679.2 Present Value of Post-tax Added Cash Profits= $10,187.6 

r.xj 
$ 

co 
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nblo to work l GSS would thwr ~ bo ~ny inc untivG to co-op0r ~tion in 

this develo nmo nt. This is unlik0ly to bu the si tu~t ion, and thus 

t his pro~r".mm0 which would bo profitable if the farm w'-'r0 own0r 

opcrat 0d is unprofitable for c 29 per ce nt sh~r0milk0r . 

F.3 Survey Fe.rm Numb0 r 22 

F. 3. 1 Th'-' f ,,rm 

This 175 2cre farm in Ga l 2ten hns 20 ~crus of wRsto l and. 

The f a rm consists of nppr oximnt c ly two thirds Group 1 soils, and one 

third Group 3 soils . 

F0nces and buildings nra genor~lly in poor condition ; the 

cowshed will hnvo to be r enewed within five years . The fnrm he.s 25 

~cres of luc or ne , but othe r wis0 pastures 2re poor and cont ain i lot 

of yorkshira fo g ~nd browntop . Abeu t fi v0 ".Cr i:S of turnips ':l.re g rown 

c::i.ch summer. Hay ~nd sil~ge a r0 m2de fro m both lucerne and pas ture. 

Topdrc,ssing is done by fe.rm s pinne r in spring ,: t the rc.t e of 1+ c1.r1t 

pe r ~ere of str~ight suporphosphete . 

In 1965/66 senson 75 cows were milked (0.5 cows per usnble 

acre) nnd produced 21,000 l b butterf~t (276 lb but t e rf~t per cow a nd 

120 lb pe r tot .---.1 ncre ). Th e calvin'c dn.te was 12,t e July. 

F.3.2 Pro posed developr:1e nt 11~ 

The develoJment plen evaluRted be low involves milking an extra 

65 cows and doubling production to 42,000 l b butterf~t. This ,_...rould 

re quire a hicher mnnegerial leve l than at prasent. A married man 



would have to be employed, and a house and 12 a side Herri ngbone cow~ 

shed built . Fences would be r enewed and so me further subdivisi9n 

carried out . The f ertilize r woul d be changed to 30 per cent potessic 

supe r phosphate , end the npplic ntion rat e i ncre~sed by 1 cwt per a cre . 

The heavy stock ing r ate would be expec t ed to l ead to p2sture improve-

mont , bu t sorne posture renewal would be done each year for the ne xt 

t en yeo..r s . 

F.3.3 Profit ~bility---2.._~deve lopment 

Capital EXP,cnditure 

House 

65 cows (] $96 
Cowshed 

Fencing 

Total 

P&trtin.l Budgot 

Ext r a ~~ponses 

65 per cow expenses~ ]610 
8 toh fertilizer~ %33 
Fnsture re::1.ewc:-.l 
1,•rcges 

Tota l 

6000 

6240 

4000 

1000 

]617240 

650 I 

264 f 
200 i 

2400 ! 
.$75141 

Extr,=1. income 

21, 000 lb butterfat n p0 . 3596 7560 
40 bobby calves@ %5 200 
15 cull cows@ $42 630 

To-'c r-al 

Tab l e F. 3 summnrizes the profit ability o f this pro posed 

development pro gramme , und shows t h2t it would be highly profit able 

to the owner, returni n~ an ~dded nnnual post tax cash pro f it of 

$2,456 . 8, a ft er a 6 ye~r payback per io d . 

Taxation tc.kos 56. ? per cent of the present value of the 

added cash profits fro m this development. 



Table F._z Profitability of Proposed DeTelopment - Survey Farm Number 22 

Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 New 
year equilibrium 

Income 

Gross cash income 7629.2 16011.2 16011.2 16011.2 16011.2 16011.2 16011.2 16011.2 
Additional cash income N.A. 8382.0 8382.0 8382.0 8382.0 8382.0 8382.0 8382.0 

Expenditure 

Tax deductible cash expenditure 2091.2 12845.2 6287.2 6153.4 6016.6 5877.2 5735.2 5605.2 
Non-tax deductible cash expenditure Nil 10000.0 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Depreciation 527.2 2837.2 837.2 837.2 837.2 837.2 837.2 837.2 

Taxation 

Taxable income 5010.8 328.8 8886.6 9020.4 9157.2 9296.6 9438.6 9568.8 
Total tax paid 1011.2 9.0 2964.o 3051.6 3144.4 3238.6 3334.4 3422.2 

Cash Statement 

Reward to owner 4526.6 4526.6 4526.6 4526.6 4526.6 4526.6 4774.6 6983.6 
Ann1.'ll overdraft Nil 11369.6 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Cumulative overdraft Nil 11369.6 9136.6 6858.4 4.535.2 2166.6 Nil Nil 

Interest Nil Nil 682.0 548.2 411.4 272.0 130.0 Nil __ , 
P.~~l p~cnt Cash Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits N.A, -12372.0 4185.8 4319.6 1+456.4 4595.8 4737.8 11868.0 
Post-tax added cash profits N.A. -11369.6 2233.0 2278.2 2323.0 2368.4 2414.6 2456.8 

Note: 'N.A, 1 indicates 1 not applicable' ,_ 
•-'~'-"" ~-,., ~-

Pre-tax Return on Investment = 35.3% P w-• -t, Period = 6 years 
Post-tax Return on Investment= 15.3% Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cuah Profits = $1;\3,180.8 
Maximum Overdraft= $11 1 369.6 Present Value of Post-tax Added Cash Profits= $27,353.6 

t-rj 

" _, 
_, 



F . 4 Survey Farm Number 26 

l<..,.4.1 The f arm -------

This 97 n cre f a r 11: situn ted in the lfo2kat 2ne river VP.lley is 

on Soil Group 4. 

·,.,11;1.kntane river. 

Half the farm is subject to bad flooding from the 

A 39 per cent sh2remilker is employed . 

The f&rm is s ubd ivided h a lf into 2 n cre peddocks, end half 

into ~bout 5 acre p o ddocks . Fences , the hous e , and hayshed (4000 

b ~le c apacity ) a r e in avera~e condition. The 4-doubled-up internal 

r a ce cowshed is in g ood condition. 

On the flood protected h a lf of the f~r m the pas tures ~re 

nainly good ryegre.ss-whi te clover swo.rds, but the bale.nee are 

r-"l.ther rou r;h. 

In the 1964/65 season 81 cows (0.83 cows per a cre) were 

milke d a nd produced 27,200 lb butterfat (335 lb butterfat per cow 

a nd 28 0 lb per a cre). Fertilizer is applied at the r a te of 6 cwt 

per acre of 30 per cent potessic superphosphate . The time of 

npplic~tion is spread over most of the year but e Gch paddock receives 

its full dressin~ n t one time . 

F.4.2 Pro p os e d development pl~n 

A possible development scheme for this farm would include 

buildin~ a whnre, employing a youth a nd milking 2n extra 35 cows. 

The calving date would be put b a ck to 7th August . Production woul d 

be expected to rise by 1 1 ,540 lb butterfat to r ive 400 l b butterf~t 

per a cre. 
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F. 4 . 3 Profitabilitv of development 

The capital expenditure by the owner re t{uired for this devel ­

opr.ient would be : 

\!hare 

35 cows@ $96 

'I'otal 

500 

3360 

%3860 

The development on this farm is PValuated b0low firstly for 

the situation where the fa r m is owner operated, and secondly for the 

n ctua l si tuo.tion where the farm i s workec"\ by c 39 per cent sha.rernilker . 

Partial Budget for Owner Operator Situa t i on 

Extra expenses 

35 per cow expenses ? $10 

Wages & keep of youth 

Total 

350 

1600 

,31950 

Extra income 

11540 lb butt e rfa t Q $0 . 3596 4148 

22 bobby calves O %5 110 
8 cull cows @ $42 336 

Total 

The profitebility of developing this f a r~ under an owner 

operAtor situation i s shown ic Table F . 4 . The proposed deve l opment 

woul d increase the annual post tax c nsh p r ofit by $1 , 316 . 4 , after a 

2 ye ~r p~yback period . 

Taxation takes 50 , 9 pe r cent o f the p r esent value of added 

cash p r ofits from this development . 



Table F.4 Profitability of Proposed Deveiopment - Survey Farm Number 26 

Base year Year 1 Year 2 Ne·w equilibriun: 

Income 

Gross cash income 10812.8 15408.4 15408.4 15408.4 
- N.A. 4595.6 4595.6 4595.6 Additional cash income 

Exoenditure 

Tax deductible cash expenditure 4554.2 9864.2 6557.2 6504.2 

Non-tax deductible cash expenditure Nil 500.0 Nil Nil 

Depreciation 522.6 635.2 535.2 535.2 

Taxation 

Taxable income 5736.0 4909.0 8315.8 8369.0 

Total tax paid 1302.8 972.6 2598.8 2632.0 

Cash Statement 

Reward to owner 4955.6 4955.6 5368.0 6272.0 

Annual overdraft Nil 884.2 Nil Nil 
-

Cumulative overdraft Nil 884.2 Nil Nil 

Interest Nil Nil 53.0 Nil 
t-~• 

Development Cash Profits 

Pre-tax added cash profits N.A. -1214.4 2592. 1+ 2645.6 

Post-tax added cash profits N.A. -884.2 1296.4 1316.4 

Note: 'N.A. 1 indicates 'not applicable' 

Pre-tax Return on Investment = 290.6% Payback Period= 2 years 
Post-tax Return on Investment= 142.7% Present Value of Pre-tax Added Cash Profits=$40,404.6 
Maximum Overdraft= $884.2 Present Value of Post-tax Added Cash Profiu,=$19,846.6 

b:j 
• 
~ 

+'" 



F .15 

Partial Budget for Sheremilkin~ Situation 

:sxtrn exper.ses 

Owner 

35 per co w expe3ses ~ $2 

Tot a l 

Sheremilker 

35 p e r cow 2xr8nses @ %8 
Wages & keep of youth 

Tot a l 

70 

280 

1600 

g,1 880 

Extra income 

61% of 1 1540 l b butterfa t @ 
to . 3596 2530 

50% of 22 bobby c a lves @ %5 55 
A cull cows 0 $42 336 

Tot a l .$2921 

39% of 11540 lb butterfa t @ 
$0 . 3596 1618 

50% of 22 bob bv c a lve s O %5 55 
50% of VRlue of extr2 h eifers 

re a r e d 

Tot a l $1773 

The a bov e partia l budget s ~ows tha t it would be unprofit a ble 

for t h e s har e~ilker to employ a youth bec a use of the unequit Rb le 

divi s ion of extra r e turns , yet it would be highly profitable for the 

owrle r. 



F . 5 Survey Farm Nm'!'lber 19 

F . 5.1 The f a rm 

This f a r m of 156 acres has a 21 acre run-off . 

si tuRt ed in Gal~tea, on Horomanga sand (Soil Group 2) . 

F .1 6 

The fa r m is 

The f~rm is subdivided into 24, approximat e ly 6 acre paddocks, 

a ll with a good water supply . The house, haybarn (5000 b2le capac-

i ty), implement shed, and 8- n -side Herringb one cowshed are a ll ir: 

average condition . 

There are 33 ac r es of lucerne on the farm . Ha lf of the 

pastures arc f~irly good rye grass - white clover pastures, but the 

rern~inder a.re orowntop dominant . 

rcrown annually . 

Five acres of sum~er turnips a re 

In the 1964/65 season 97 cows (0. 62 cows per ac re ) were 

mi l k ed p roducing 2~,350 lb butterfa t (270 lb butter f a t per cow and 

182 lb per a cre) . Fertilizer is a ppliad, miinly i n spring , at the 

r2te of 3 cwt per 2cre of 30 per cent potRssic superphosphate . The 

calvin~ date is the 20th July . A few (5) □ore calv2s ore reared 

th0n ~re needed for replacements , and are sold as in-calf heifers . 

F.5 . 2 Proposed development pl~n 

The development pl&n evaluated below pro poses mil~ine 55 

extrn cows, emplo:ying n iaarried man, building ::i. house , extendjng the 

cowshed , carry out further subdivision, controlling gr~ss grub, and 

apply another 2 cwt per acre of 30 per cent potassic sv perphosphate 



F .1 7 

each ye2..r . Calving would be put bact to 1st August . Croppinf would 

be cut out a.i1d the f2rmers 14ife would do less f c1 r,11 worl::: than at 

present . Surplus heifers to sell would not be r eared. The expected 

totol pro duction would bG 44 , 850 lb butterfat (295 lb butte rfat per 

cow, and 288 lb par mere). 

F . 5 . 3 Profit ~b ility of develonmant 

.Ca-pi tal Expenditure_ 

House 

55 cows t'f %96 

Cowshed extension 

.Subdivision 

r;:'otal 

Partial Budg-et 

r.:xtra .cxpe::ise s 

55 per cow exnenses g $10 - -
1fa.ges 

16 tons fertilizer 0 $33 

Grass grub control 

Reduced incorae 

Loss on sale of 5 he ifers 

Total 

6000 

5280 

~-00 

800 

550 

2400 

528 

100 

l33:378 

'+80 

i~xtrn income 

16500 lb butterf~t@ fo . 3596 5930 

30 bobby calves~ $5 150 

13 cull COWf; ·:'~ %1+2 546 

Reduced expense0 

Cropping expenses 

Total 

$6626 

100 

;t6726 

Table F. 5 summarizes the profitability of this proposed devel­

opment progr Arnmc , which a fter an 8 year payback period , would return 

an ad:ed annual post tax cash profit of $1,492.6. 



Table F •.2 Profitability or Proposed Development - Survey Farm Number 19 

Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 New 

Income :,ear equilibrium 

Gross cash income 11468.8 18191+.8 18194.8 18194.8 18194.8 18191+.8 18194.8 18194.8 18194.8 18194.8 
Additional cash income N.A. 6726.0 6726.0 6726.0 6726.0 6726.0 6726.0 6726.0 6726.0 6726.0 

Expenditure 

Tax deductible cash exp,nditure 5204.8 15316.8 9767.6 9690.8 9613.8 9524.6 9453.a 9369.4 9283.4 9244.8 
~on-tax deductible cash expenditure Nil 6400.0 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Depreciation 938.6 2288.6 1088.6 1088.6 1o8816 1o88.6 1o88.6 1088.6 1o88.6 1088.6 

Taxation 

Taxable income 5325.4 589. /4 7340.1.+ 7425.2 7492.2 7571.4 7652.8 7736.6 7822.6 7861.4 
Total tax paid 1134.o 28.6 2053.0 2091.4 2131.2 2172.8 2215.6 2260.4 23o6.6 2372.4 

Cash Statement 

Reward to owner 5129.8 5129.8 5129.8 5129.8 51a9.8 5129.8 5129.8 5129.8 5960.8 6622.4 
Annual overdraft Nil 8680.4 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Cumulative nverdraft Nil 8680.4 71+34.o 6151.1+ 4831.8 3474.4 2078.4 643.6 Nil Nil 

Interest Nil Nil 520.8 446.o 369.0 . 289.8 2o8.4 124.6 38.6 Nil 

D~veloEment Cash Pro!ite 

Pre-tax added cash profits N.A. -9786.o 2165.0 2239.8 2316.8 2396.0 2477.4 2561.2 2647.2 2686.0 
Post-tax added cash profits N.A. -8680.4 1246.2 1282.6 1319.6 1357.2 1395.8 1434.8 1474.8 1492.6 

Note: 'N,A.' indicates 'not applicable' 

Pre-tax Return on Investment • 23.~ Payback Period a 8 years 
Poat-tax Return on Investment• 10.6~ Present Value or Pre-tax Added Cash Profits = $31,399.4 
Maximum Overdraft• $8,680.4 Present Value or Post-tax Added Cash Profits= $14,529.4 

f7.j 
• 
-' 
(X) 



Table F.6 

1-'.anap;ement 

?hvsical Information 

Area 

Soil group 

?ercent increase production 

Profitability Criteria 

Pre-tax added cash profit 

Post-tax added cash profit 

Pre-tax return on investment 

Post-tax return on investment 

Maximum overdraft 

}'ayback period 

Present value of pre-tax added 
cash profits 

Pr5ent value of post-tax added 
cash profits 

Taxation 

Percent of present value of 
added cash profits taken 
by taxa:ion 

'N.C.' indicates 

Summary of Profitability of Proposed Development Progr£!.l%1mes 

Farm Farm Number 18 Farm Farm Number 26 Farm 
Unit Number 16 Number 22 Number 19 

Owner Owner Share farm Owner Owner Shar, farm Owner. 
operator operator Owner l ilker operator operator Owner Milker operator 

Acres 70 150 150 150 175 97 97 97 156 

3 2 2 2 1 4 4 4 2 

% 38.3 37.8 37.8 37.8 100.0 42.5 42.5 42.5 58.3 

$ 761.0 2148.o N.C. N.C. 4868.o 2645.6 N.C. N.C. 2686.0 

$ 447.8 1153.2 N.C. N.C. 2456.8 1316.4 N.C. N.C. 1492.6 

% 54.7 19.7 N.C. N.C. 35.3 290.6 N.C. N.C. 23.0 

% 31.5 8.4 N.C. N.C. 15.3 142.7 N.C. N.C. 10.6 

$ · 1182.0 7679.2 N.C. N.C. 11369.6 884.2 N.C. N.C. 8680.4 

years 4 9 N.C. N.C. 6 2 N.C. N.C. 8 

t 10158.6 23749.2 N.C. N.C. 63180.8 40404.6 N.C. N .C. 131399.4 

$ 5859.6 10187.6 N.C. N.C. 27353.6 19846.6 N.C. N.C. 14529.4 

f, 1,2.4 57.1 N.C. N.C. 56.7 50.9 N.C. N.C. 53.7 

'not calculated' because overall programme is unprofitable to the sharemilker. 

l-rj 
• 
-" 

'° 



Taxe..tion takes 53 . 7 per cent of the present value of the 

adde d cash profi ts fro D t his develo ~ment. 

F . 6 Sur.imo.ry 

In this ap~end ix pro pos ed devel opment hns bee n e v~luated 

for 5 survey f nr ms . A sumnar y of thes e evalua tions is gi ven in 

F. 20 

Table F. 6 . In e.::-.ch c c:t se it ho.s been shown th,:,.t if these fqrms were 

owner operat ed the de velo pment would be highly pr ofit able . Two of 

the -:1.ctual f a rras evci J_ua.ted howeve r curren,tly employ share 1:1ilkcrs and 

it hns been shown tha t t he propose d development is not profi tnble 

to the sharerailkers . 

The effect of t ~x~tion on the s e development pro gr ammes is 

considera ble , and amounts to an avera ge r eduction of 52 . 5 per cent 

of the present value of t he added c2sh returns. 

mrjor disincentive to f a r me r s' to:develop . 

F. 7 Budgets of Proposed Development 

This nu.st be a 

The fo llowin1 bud ge ts a r e for the deve lo pnent evalua ted on 

the 5 farms i n this appe ndix . 

a d j us tment to t he 1966 level. 

Al l fi gures hcve been quo ted 2fter 



Survey Fnry;1 Humber 16 

T ax e UC l e as 1~x oen D d t" bl C h ~ l ure 

Item Base yea r Developr.1ent 
ye ::.., r 

-
'.Iage1:; 22.4 1622 . 4 
Contra ctors 261. 0 261. 0 

Rr:.tes 175 . 4 175.4 
Rent 2.0 2 . 0 
I ns ur a nce 22 . 0 22 . 0 

Repairs & maintenr'.nce 161 .2 31 1. 2 

Tra ctor) 493.4 493 . 4 Ca r ) ex;;>enses 

Seed & manure 297 . 0 52 ~~ . 0 

Sh ed expe nses) 
Feed ) 

Hay br.tling ) 

A.B . ) 522 . 8 772 . 8 
ve terina ry ) 
He rd t es ting ) 

Sundry I 1~:/ 
Iu calf h e_i_· f_e_r_s----~---------

1 TOTAL I 2 111 . 2 L ________ _ 

154.o 

2400.0 

6742.2 

------

New 

I 
I 
' 

t 
f 

1 

I 

F. 21 

e cuilibriurr. 

1622 .L1-

261 . 0 

175 .4 
2.0 

22.0 

161 . 2 

~-93.4 

528.0 

772 . 8 

154.o 
Nil 

1+192.2 

--

I ·-, 

1 ... :--~-T_o_T_. _A.1 ___ i_l'_fo_n_-_t_.a_x_ D_:_:_-:_c_t_i_b_l_.l_c:_a __ s_h_N_:_~_e_:_nd_l_· t_u.;;..r_·e ____ N_ii ___ , 



F . 22 

Sur vey Far ra Number 16 continued 

Gros s Cash Inc ome 

Duttorf'1.t 

Pro duce used 

G570 . 6 --i--9-□-9-o-. 6--~--90_9_0_. _6 _ _ 

20 . 0 I 20 . 0 20. 0 
Dairy f ac tory reb nte 

Cull cows 

Potter bulls 

Bobby c2.lves 

30 . 0 30 . 0 30 . 0 

546 . o I 798 . 0 79s . o 

50 . 0 ! 50 . 0 50 . 0 

210 . 0 1 280 . 0 280 . 0 
I 

1-----T_o_T __ A_L __ ,__ I 7426 • __ 6_----~_1_0_2_s_s_._6 __ ~~68. 6 



Tax Deductible C2-sh Ex})_enditure 

Item Base ye ,']. r Development 
year 

r1la g·e s 2773 . 4 5173 . Li. 

Contractors 212.8 212 . 8 

R£t tes 145 . 8 145 . 8 
I 

Rent 94 . 6 9li- . 6 

I nsur.s.nce 102 . 0 102 . 0 

Repairs & mainten0ace 473 . 4 473 . L1- I 
Electric power 

Tractor) 
Car \ ex-oenses 

) 

Fro2i:::b t 8~ c2.rt 2ge 

Seed g( manure 

Shed expenses ) 
Feed ) 

' 
Hay baling ) 

• A. B . ) 
1 
t Veterinc:tr y ) 
i Herd testing ) 
: Sundry 
I 
; In c~lf heifers 

191+. 0 19li-. 0 

1151 . 0 1151 . 0 

1 g . 2 18 .2 

815 . 8 1311. 8 

4-1 1 . 4 911 . Li- i 

I .1 
' 

168. 0 168 . 0 

Nil 480.0 

F.23 

Ne,,r e<1uilibrium 

5173 . 4 

212 . 8 

145.8 

94.6 
102 .0 

473.'~ 
194 . o 

1151. 0 

18 . 2 

1311 . 8 

91 1 .4 

168 . 0 

Nil 

1------
L- TOT AL /, -6:::5:::6_0 ___ • 4:::• ::::::::::::::::::_1_4:::7::::5::::6:::._4-_-_-_-_'-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-9::::9::::5:::6:::. -4-_-:_-___.-11 

Fon-tax Deduct ibl e C;:_i_sh Expenditure 

Buildings :l\~il 6300 Hil 

-
TOTAL % Eil L~!oo Nil 

I: __ ·- ---·- --·· - ·-



F . 24 

Survey Faro Number 18 continued 

Depreciation 2485 . 2 

Gross Cn.sh Income 

Butterf:-:t 121Lr5 . 2 

I 
17035 . 2 17035.2 

l Pro duce use c'. 20 . 0 20 . 0 20 . 0 

De.iry factory reb ,:i.. tc 72.0 72.0 72.0 

Cull cows 1050.0 I 1554.o 1551-1- . 0 

Potter bulls 100 . 0 I 100 . 0 100 . 0 

Bobby calves 350 . 0 

I 
500.0 500 . 0 

192~1 . 2 I I 
192"81 . 2 TOTAL 13737 . 2 

I:-



lr{age s 

Contr;:i.ctors 

Rates 

Rent 

Insurance 

Repairs 0 r.1aintenance c: 

Tractor) 
C8r ) expenses 

Fre i p:;ht 2: cart::cge 

Seed 8-· Elanure 

Shed expenses) 
Feed 
Hay b2.ling 
l\. . B. 

) 
) 
) 

Veterin&ry ) 
Herd testing) 

-SEndry 

L:1 calf heifers 
fi' . ·- (:) n C lilfs 

Survey F~rm Pumber 22 

Tc1.x De ductible 

Nil 

55 . 6 

77,2 

32 . 8 

31 . 8 
111 . 4 

L~21 • 8 

85 .2 

827 . 4 

357 . 6 

90 .4 
Nil 

Nil 

r:!ash Expenditure 

De velo pment 
yeo..r 

2400 . 0 

55 , 6 

77 . 2 
32 . 8 

31. iS 

111 . 4 

421 . 8 

85.2 

1291.4 

1007. 6 

90 . 4 

6240 . 0 

1000 . 0 

li' . 25 

New equil ibrium 

2400 . 0 

55 . 6 

77 . 2 
32 . 8 

31 . 8 
111.4 

421 . 8 

85 . 2 

1291 . 4 

1007.6 

9C . L+ 

Nil 

Hi.l 

TOTAL % j 2091 , 2 12845 . 2 5605.2 : 
~ - --- -- -- -- __ __J __________ ----~- -------- --------- t .-------·-- -----· - ·---------- -------- ------- · . __ =f 

Non-t2x Deduc tible Cash :;;x- enditure ,------l I 
Buildings , Nil 10000 i 

bt-. --:...::..-::..-::...::..-:.-:..-T_-0..:r:::1.:.._t_-1.L-:..-:..-:...-:..%-:..-:..-_.._l_·-_--=_~~=r i=l-=..-::...-=..-_-__ ....... __ -_-___ --=1 o_o_o_o __ J_ ---

Ihl 

Nil 



F . 26 

Surv ey Farm Nu mbe r 2 2 continued 

Depr eciation -

Deprec i ation 1, 527 . 2 2837. 2 837.2 

Gross Cash Income 

Butt8rfElt 6706 . 2 14259 . 2 ;4259 , 2 

Produce used , 20 . 0 20 . 0 20 . 0 

Dairy factory reb:cte 11+. 0 14.o 14 . o 

Cu ll cows 588 . 0 1218 . 0 1218 . 0 

Potter bulls .50 . 0 50 . 0 50 . 0 

Bobby cnlves 250 . 0 450 . 0 450 . 0 

TOTAL % 7629 . 2 16011 . 2 16011 . 2 

---------



F.27 

Survey Farm Number 26 

Tnx Deductibl e Cash Expenditure -

Iten Bnse yec.r Develo pment 
N-ew equil ibrium 

year 

Wages 875.6 2475.6 2~-75. 6 
Contractors 86 .4 86.4 86.4 
Rates 308.6 308. 6 308.6 
Ir:sur1-,nce 58.0 58.0 58.0 
Repa.ir.:, fc ,;1aint,:rno.nce 596.0 596.0 596.0 
~loctric po rn r 240.0 240.0 240 .0 
Tractor) 657 . 8 657.8 657 . 8 C::,r ) expenses 

Freight " cartc.ge 121.8 121.8 121.8 DC 

Seed & m2.nure 866 . 8 866 . 8 866.8 
Shed expenses) 
Food ) 
Ho..y bi.1.ling ) 

599.2 909.z 909 .2 A. B. ) 
Veterino.ry ) 
Hord t -:) s ting ) 

Sundry 18L1- . 0 1iJ L1-.0 184.o 
In calf heifers Ni l 3360.0 y · 1 , l~ 

TOTAL t lt_554 . 2 9864.2 6501r. 2 

Non-tax Deductible Cc.sh Ex~enditure 

Buildings Nil 500 Fil 

TOTAL t Ni l 500 Nil 



F. 28 

Sur vey FaFm Nunber 26 continued 

De1Jr ocint i on 

DcpreciC'c tion % 522 . 6 635 . 2 535 . 2 

Gross Cash Incor-w 

Buttorfnt 9768 . 8 13198 . 4 13918 . 4 
Produce used 10 . 0 10.0 10.0 
Cull cows 714 . o 1050 . 0 1050 . 0 
Potter bulls 50 . 0 50 . 0 50 . 0 
Bobby co.lvos 270 . 0 380 . 0 380 . 0 

TOTAL % 10812 . 8 15408 . L~ 19~08. 4 

-·- ,-



F.29 

Survey Fo..r□ Number 19 

Tax Deductible Cash Bxuenc.l i tu r e 

Iten Base yenr Dovelopr:1cnt New equilibrium year 

t·Jo..ges 1196 .0 359G.o 3596.0 
Contr::,ctors 68 . 2 68.2 68 .2 
Ro.tes 141.6 141.6 141.6 
}"tout 2.37. 6 237.6 237.6 
Insur 'lnce 22 . 0 22.0 22.0 
Repnir s g'. ,Jnin t eno..n.c e 453 . 0 453. 0 lt-53. 0 
Tro.cto r) 832 .4 832 .4 832 .4 Co..r ) expenses 

Freight & cc..rtnge 97 . 4 97 . 4 97.4 
Seed " manure 1227. L~ 1891 .4 1891 . 4 <X 

She d expenses) 
Feed ) 
Ho.y bol i ng ) 

691 . 2 '1241. 2 1241 .2 :.LB . ) 
Vet erinary \ 

) 
I 

1-Ierd teGt i ng ) 

I Sundry I 181+. 0 184.o 184.o 

I 
In cnlf heifers Nil 5280 .0 I Nil 

Loss on sale of hoif0 rs Nil 480.0 480 .0 
Sub~~i vision Nil 800 . 0 Nil 

1 

TOT:\L % i 5204. 8 1531 6. 8 924L1-. 8 

- - --Ho n-t~r:~ Deduct i bl e Co.sh Expencli ture 

Buildings Nil 6400 Eil 

TOTAL % Nil 6400 Hi l 



F.30 

Survey Farm Numb~r 19 gontinued 

Dcprccio.tion 

Gross Cash Income ---
Butterffl t 10193 . 8 161 23.8 16123 . 8 

Produce used 20.0 20.0 20.0 

Dn.i ry f~ctory r<:!b2.te 64 . o 64.o 64.o 

Cul l C01r!S 756 . 0 1302.0 1302.0 

Potter bulls 100 . 0 100 . 0 100.0 

Bobby calves 335 . 0 Li-85. 0 485 . 0 

Reduce,J croppi:r..G exp. Nil 100 . 0 100.0 

:TOTAL % 11468.8 ·18194. 8 1[j 194~ 8-

- ·-




