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Sponsored by ForFarmers
Student Case Study

Farm Details

Low Farm is an AYR Dairy based in Yorkshire with av. 277 Holstein/Friesians.
Supplying a supermarket contract with a major milk buyer.

The farm is tenanted by the family and is in its second generation. However,
succession is underway, with both assets and business management being passed to
the third generation.

170+ Hectares of grass are grown, with some hilly areas. Land quality and soil type
varies hugely across the farm. Some areas are heavy, and some areas have issues
with leaching as calcareous soils lack water retention. Cows are usually grazed March -
Nov, but the grazing season is becoming shortened by wetter weather each end of the
season.

Most winters are tight on forage stocks. Normally two cuts of silage are made (Late
May and July), but additional forage is normally always purchased from a neighboring
farmer. This years’ 1st cut grass has yielded roughly 1t/hectare higher than normal,
but has analysed poorly, with a crude protein value of 13% and ME of 10.6 MJ/kg DM.

277 cows in the herd, 130 youngstock. The housing facilities are mixed - pairing both
old and new cubicles. Passageways are relatively tight in the older sheds. New sheds
were built in 2017 and are working well.

Cows averaging 10,009 litres with milk quality (4.12%BF, 3.37%P) selling to a large
milk processor with a supermarket contract. SCC 215. Average annual feed rate of
0.39kg/litre.

Calving all year round. Calving Interval 401 days. Preg rate 17%. Submission rate
45%. Mastitis Rate 12 cases/100 Cows. Lameness (AHDB score 2 or above) 62%.
Average age at first calving is 25.7 months.

12/24 Swing-over Herringbone parlour without feeders, installed 2018.

262 cubicles with mattresses and sawdust, plus separate dry cow yard. Youngstock
housing is scattered and old - pneumonia & crypto are an issue. New shed is
considered to be built in the next financial year and will cost ¢. £60,000.

Low Farm is in an NVZ; There is 4 months slurry storage and 12 months muck storage.
Neither muck pad or slurry lagoon are covered. Sheds have solid floors that are
scraped twice daily.

The farm have recently completed a carbon footprint for the business which is
required as part of their supermarket milk contract. The carbon footprint for the year
to April was 1.30kg CO2e per kg FPCM (fat & protein corrected milk). Their milk buyer
are asking for farms to reduce carbon footprint by 30% in the next 5 years.
Recommended areas for improvement include:

o Reducing emissions from purchased feed
o Reducing age at first calving & improving fertility
o Improving nitrogen use efficiency by reducing artificial nitrogen usage
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Family and Staff

e The farm is run by two siblings, Edward and Sally. Both have partners and Edward has
two young children. Sally’s partner is interested in developing a diversification of sorts
but does not want to distract from the core farming system. Edward’s partner wishes
he was at home more often and spent evenings and some time over the weekends
with the children.

e The farm employs one herdsperson and two part time relief milkers. Edward and the
herdsperson manage all elements of daily routine and are often missing some key
opportunities especially with youngstock and dry cow performance. Sally manages all
field work and farm financials and administration tasks.

e Edward and Sally’s parents are not involved with the farm on a daily basis anymore;
however, they are active and supportive in business discussions. The family are
concerned about the ability of the business to financially support two growing families
going forwards and are investigating different options to increase income business
profitability.

The Issues
A change in environmental compliance has delivered the stark realisations for this
business:

1. Currently, most of the housing and milking parlour are in fine working order. However,
the family are anticipating large capital expenditure in the next 2-5 years as slurry,
manure management and emissions are more tightly regulated. They have been roughly
quoted £1million to bring silage clamps and slurry lagoons up to full environmental
compliance. The family need to have a discussion with the landlord about financing this, and
expectations from both sides.

2. Landlords also keep the environmental SFI payment which totals roughly £16,000. The
landlords are aware that the environmental subsidy is not bridging the gap

created by the loss of BPS and the family are nervous about their rent being reviewed as part
of this.

3. The farm needs to look at practical ways to reduce their carbon emissions as part of
their retailer milk contract. There is increasing pressure to achieve low carbon
scoring.

4, The farm and the family are well regarded in the community, any changes have got to
be well managed and smoothly transitioned.

Questions

1) Suggest a practical approach to improving the herd’s technical performance (specifically
milk yield, feeding and youngstock). Consider, are there any options to improve technical
efficiency that will also improve the farms carbon footprint?

2) Create a SWOT analysis of the farm and determine where the business’ current
strengths and weaknesses lie, factor in investment and risk for large capital
outlay.

3) For this farm, explore the cost of adhering to environmental legislation. What barriers
do you think we can expect to face in the next 5-10 years?
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Additional Information
Dairy costings, carbon footprint data, health figures and milk production data have been

included for reference and you may wish to refer to these in your response to the case
study.

e This case study will form the basis of your written response.
e You will not be expected to demonstrate detailed financial knowledge.

e Your response should be no more than 1,500 words and may include diagrams
and/or tables where appropriate.

e Please include your name and word count on your essay and reference any sources
you have used.

e The judges will expect you to demonstrate good working knowledge of cow
management and to analyse the technical strengths and weaknesses to enable you
to suggest solutions to the farmer’s problem.



HealthMonitor

Health Trends Report

Recoverable cost by disease group

£12,869 £26

Lameness Transition

Total recoverable cost =£12,895

(based on 259 cows in the herd)
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HealthMonitor Monthly Culling Report

April 2026

Results Month Year (rolling)
Mastitis / High SCC 1 4 12 8 4 Mastitis / SCC / Udder 12 22.2% 28 -58

e
Udder Conformation (eg: 3/4) 1 20.4% 26 -5.6
Not In Calf 2 1 10 11 -1 Lameness 10 18.5% 12 6.5
Lameness 1 2 10 11 -1 _ 6 11.1% 2 9.1
Accident / Trauma 1 5 4 1 _ 2 37% 6 2.3
Metabolic Disorder 1 1 _ 4 74% 6 14
Calving Injury / Downer Cow 1 3 -2 Other 3 56% 12 6.4
Infectious Disease (eg: BVD) 1 2 -1
Age 1 -1

Total number (head) 54 £45 900 44 £37,400
Yield / Slow Milking 4 4

Target (head) 65 £55,250 58 £49 300
Died on Farm 1 6 2 4 )

Difference (head) -1 -£9,350 -14 -£11,900
Other 3 1 2

Total cost of culling £45,900 (£8,500 more than 2024)

Not Seen Bulling

B
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Carbon Footprint Results Summary - Low Farm

National
Avg

1.19

Low Farm

KG CO2e / KG

FPCM —

Milk Yield 10,009 8,648
N Fertiliser

The table below shows the percentage of total emissions from each emission source area for Low farm

compared to a UK national average benchmark group

National Low National
Avg Farm Avg

Manure N20O, N20

43.4% Manure Direct, N20 3.5% 3.6%
Manure Indirect

Enteric Methane 36.0%

34.1% 21.9% Peat, Soil 13.5% 11.1%

Fertilis_ers, i 3.3% 2.3% Purchased Forages 2.4% 1.0%
use, Lime

_ 2.6% 2.8% Purchased Livestock 0.0% 2.9%

4.7% 10.0% Other 0.04% 1.1%

B Enteric Methane

M Feed

M Fertilisers, Urea use, Lime
Fuel

B Manure Methane

B Manure N20, N20 Manure Direct,
N20 Manure Indirect

H Peat, Soil

B Purchased Forages

B Other



STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL Appendix 1

KITE CONSULTING - ACCOUNTS COMPARISON 2026 @o Q000

Your Farm Comparison Sample
Mar-26 Your Farm 2026 Forecast

Name of Business Low Farm

Last Year Difference Kite Forecast Difference

Dairy Farm Size 170 Ha 170 0 161 9
Cow Numbers 277 Head 275 2 248 29
Milk Yield per Cow 10,009 Litres 9,940 69 9,164

Butterfat 4.12 % 4.10 0.02 4.10

Protein 3.37 % 3.34 0.03 3.36

Total Milk - Litres sold 2,772,493 Litres sold 2,733,500 38,993 2,261,283 511,210

£ ppl ppl ppl ppl
1,134,320 40.91 44.50 -3.59 39.61 1.30
81,900 2.95 2.86 0.09 4.13 -1.18

- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 -0.43

1,544 0.06 0.06 0.00 1.36 -1.30
4,250 0.15 0.56 -0.41 0.30 -0.15

1,222,014 44.08 47.98 -3.90 45.83 -1.75

Milk Price

Stock Sales

Other Output

BPS/Env Payments
Valuation/Herd Change

OUTPUT

Variable Costs
Livestock Purchases
Feed

Youngstock Feed
Forage Purchases
Straw/Bedding

M | M M My

- 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.10
327,968 11.83 12.42 -0.59 11.75
62,400 2.25 1.64 0.61 1.35
41,000 1.48 0.72 0.76 0.59
18,600 0.67 0.68 -0.01 1.00
28,500 1.03 1.24 -0.21 1.25
18,600 0.67 0.87 -0.20 0.64

2,600 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.18

1,777 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.19
24,800 0.89 1.20 -0.31 1.29
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.36

Recording & Registration
Dairy & Livestock Sundries
Contract Heifer Rearing

6,500 0.23 0.23 0.00 1.54
32,600 1.18 1.52 -0.34 0.25
2,056 0.07 0.15 -0.08 0.21
932 0.00

Crop Sundries

Total Variable costs
GROSS MARGIN

Direct Overheads
Labour

Contract & Hire
Tractor/Machinery Repairs
Dairy Repairs

Fuel and Qil

Electricity

Machinery Depreciation
Water

Property Repairs
Council Tax

Property Depreciation
Professional Fees
Insurance
Office/Telephone
Sundries

568,333 -0.35 21.90
653,681 -3.55 23.93

M M | M MM MM M M M D

83,178 0.25 3.40
78,440 . . 0.45 2.79
38,490 . . 0.09 1.32
27,801 . . 0.00 0.51
26,076 . -0.25 1.22
23,078 . -0.94 1.42
72,716 -0.01 2.53
4,512 0.02 0.36
50,286 -0.25 1.05
3,816 0.00 0.18
- . . 0.00 0.27
6,832 . . 0.02 0.43
25,800 . 0.06 0.61
3,297 . 0.01 0.13
11,088 -0.10 0.21

455,410 -0.64 16.43

43,920 0.41 0.99
26,439 . -0.52 1.47

70,359 -0.10 2.46 0.08
127,912 -2.81 5.04 -0.43
127,912 70,107 114,067 13,845
48,000 . -0.47 4.45 -2.72

Total Direct Overheads

Total Resource Costs
Profit
Total Farm Profit

MM ™M M MM M MMM MM MMM MM MMM M

Drawings or Family Labour

RETAINED PROFIT

1

79,912 . . -2. 0.59 2.29

22l

Total Cost of Production 1,142,102 -1. -4.04

RABDF Award 2026 BPI Programme v30 [Date] *ECM = Energy Corrected Milk - volumes adjusted to the energy content at 4% Fat and 3.3% Protein



