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FORWARD CREEP GRAZING IN THE NORTH OF SCOTIAND, 1967/68

SUMMARY

' The survey covered thirteen farms where forward creep gra21ng of sheep
was practlsed durlng the 1968 summer season. The obJectlve of the -
1nvestlgat10n was to 1dent1fy factors of management and performance '
associated with forward oreep gra21ng and to examine financial results

for the flocks over the year as a whole.

All of the farmers had'been'dhdertaking forward creeprgrazing'for more

than one season, and the average duratlon over which the system had

been followed was roughly five years.

In general the system had the effect of enabling summer acreage
requirements for sheep on the farm to be reduced, thus enabling

expansion in the scale of other enterprises, usually barley.

Winter management of the flocks was in accord with normal practice.
The lambing percentage averaged 158 per cent, with one flock exceeding

200 per cent.

The average size of forward creep field was 17 acres and of individual
paddock 2.3 acres. Fencing costs per acre for paddocks, including

labour for erection and dismantling averaged £2.63 per years

The date of introduction of ewes and lambs on to the creep paddocks
was between 15th April and 16th May. The frequency of moves of

ewes between paddocks averaged 3.4 days.
Application of fertiliser averaged 134 units of Nitrogen per acre.

The 1968 season was characterised by a wet cold month of May, during
which grass growth was inhibited, and on some farms this necessitated
the withdrawal of ewes and lambs from creep arcas for short periods

of up to a week towards the end of May.

Stocking rates averaged 7.4 ewes and 12.0 lambs per acre at the
maximum rate of stocking during the creep grazing period. The

average duration of creep grazing with ewes and lambs was 13 weeks.

The average estimated liveweight gain achieved by lambs on forward

creep grazing was 653 1lb. per acre for a period of just over 13 weekse

Nine farms sold an average of 36 per cent of lambs fat off their
mothers before weaning. The average estimated dressed carcase
weight of 635 lambs sold fat off their mothers was 46 lb.

The average gross margin per ewe for the year 1967/68 for these
13 flocks was £8.27. The average gross margin per forage acre
was £31.88, a figure comparing favourably with gross margins obtained
for barley in 1968. |




13. In conclusion, it appears ffomTfhe investigation that some farmers in
the North of Scotland are stil) practlslng forward creep gra21ng of
ewes and lambs with a measure of success. Most of those concerned
are achieving comparatlvely high stocklng rates over the summer period,

thereby increasing the profltablllty of the sheep enterprlse and the
farm as a whole.

14, One of the key factors associated with high profitability in lowland

.sheep keeplng appears to be a hlgh stocklng rate per acre, and forward

creep grazing is one method of achlev1ng this hlgh density of stocking.
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FORWARD © CREEP . GRAZING  OF SHEEP IN THE NORTH OF SCOTLAND, 1967/68

A STUDY OF 13 “FARMS

INTRODUCTION

"'Scope of Report

This report-studies economic and technical factors a55001ated w1th
Porward creep grazing of sheep flocks on 13 farms 1n the countles of Aberdeen,
Banff and Ross. - The perlod covered is the 1968 summer graz1ng season and
the flnanc1al results are for the perlod OCtober 1st, 1967 to September 30th,
1968.

Accounting methods and definitions are set out in-Appendix IV.

Other work on creep grazimg'isbdisomssed\briefly and the references

“used are included in Appendlx V.

It should be reallsed that forward creep graz1ng is only one method
of 1nten51fy1ng the summer grazlng of ewes and lambs, and that there are
other methods such as set stocklng or ordlnary rotational grazing at high
stocklng rates not inéluded within the scope of this study, but- whlch might

find a place under some farm 51tuat10ns.

Some Other Work on Forward Creep Gra21ng of Sheep

_ In Britain the forward creep. gra21ng system for ewes and lambs was

. pioneered at the Cockle Park farm of the School of Agrlculture, Newcastle—
upon-Tyne in 1955 - 56 and thls work is descrlbed by Cooper (1 and 2) and
Dickson (3) The pr1n01ple of the system 1s based on the fact that up to
eight weeks of age, there 13 a close relatlonshlp between the growth of
lambs and .the milk ylelds of thelr mothers._ After thls, with mllk productlon
from the ewe decllnlng, the relatlonshlp fades. r Wlth the full development
‘of ruminant function the lamb's appetlte increases rapldly, but meanwhile
'the eWes' efflclency in convertlng grass into milk for their lambs decreases.
'While this 51tuat10n is not 1mportant at low levels of stocking, with a
'hlgher 1ntenslty of stocklng the ewes become serious competitors- ‘with their
lambs for the avallable grass to the p01nt where the lambs suffer.s Because
of. thls rotatlonal gra21ng of sheep has not always met with maximum success,
stemmlng from the dlfflculty of attalnlng ideal’ grass-and stock management
at the same time. Creep graz1ng allows the lambs to have preferential
treatment by having access to the next paddock in the rotation by means of

" a creep. - At Cockle Park under experimental conditions in 1956 creepv»
-grazing gave ‘an additional 141 lb. liveweight gain per lamb compared with

* rotational grazing and a 50 per cent reduction in worm burdens during a
fourteen-week suckling period. The value of the liveweight increment

‘was ‘enhanced by the better condition of the creep-grazed lambs, 50 per cent

" of which were fat at weaning compared with only five per cent of the normally
rotationally~-grazed group. 4
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Mﬂl‘Coopér'draws attention to several features of ‘the system, including:.
the necessity for heavy stocking rates. ,1He cites a stocking rate of

8 - 10 ewes per acre on good pasture‘since:theAsystem will not work properly
unless there is grazing pressure to induce the lambs to graze ahead of their
mothers. Again he has stressed the importance of gettinglthe.flockkon;to

the'system before the lambs are more than three weeks old.

J From the exper1menta1 stage at’ Cockle Park the system was trled on-‘a
'plarger scale under commerclal conditions at Nafferton Farm in 1958. ‘In
"‘thls instance the maJorlty of lambs were sold fat off their mothers and a
total liveweight production of over 800 lb. per acre was obtained in a v

period of 4 months. :In addition sufficient silage was conserved from the

area to meet the ewes' winter requirements.

lMore up-to-date observations of progress at Nafferton after 10 years

have been reported in the Farmers Weekly (4) These confirm the necessity
for high stocking rates of ewes with hlgh lamblng percentages. It was

. noted that by delaying the date at which the creeps were stocked, nearer

~ to the date of seasonal growth, stocking rates could be 1ncreased and the
grazing season on the creeps extended by several weeks. At Nafferton,
stocklng rates of 7 ewes and their lambs to the acre for malden seeds

and 10 ewes and thelr lambs for established 1eys are the figures aimed at.

A fleld survey in Yorkshire descrlbed by Simpson (5) included results
for 1961 from farms where creep gra21ng was used. Forage acre requlrements
per 100 ewes on these unlts were 26.5 compared with 34.3 for non-creep
'grazed flocks.' Gross marginsvper acre averaged'£6' 5s. more for creep
grazed flocks (£25 1s. v. £18:165.).  However, in the prev1ous year
lack of raln had caused con51derable dlfflcultles and on several farms

sheep had to be moved of'f the oreep paddocks relatlvely early in the season.

Manson and Stobbs (6) studled performance on elght rotatlonal creep
grazing units in south-west Durham in 1961. The flocks concerned had had
exceptionally good lambing percentages, the average for all ewes belng 172
-per cent.  The authors of this study found that gross outputs per aore from

. creep grazed sheep unlts compared very favourably w1th those obtalned from
alternative. enterprlses., The den51ty of ewes varled from Se 9 to 9 6 per

acre .and that of lambs from 9.8 to 144 per acre.,

Maddox (7)»dlscussesvthe;appllcatlon of forward creep grazing in store
lamb production in the North of Scotland county of Caithness. by reference
‘to trials on four farms. He concluded that, given attention to certain
pointS'of management, store lambs produced from creep grazing can be of as
good an average quality and value as those produced under traditional

 grazing systems. " By budgeting techniques Maddox demonstrated that the

expected increase in margin per acre and profit per farm could be substantial.
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Bésed on the trials he recommended under Caithness conditions a stocking
rate of 7 ewes and their lambs to the acre us1ng 8 paddocks and with an
application of 70 unlts of Nltrogen per ‘acre..- :

Despite the favourable reports on the system, particularly in its
earlier days, the number of farmers practising forward creep grazing with
ewe and lamb flocks appears to havecdeclined. In‘this respect Runcie (8)

stresses the demands on ﬁanagement ability, and_sfatés that it is now

difficult to find a farmer practising creep grézing'bf sheep in Scotland.

" DHE SANPIE

Description of Farms

The sample for the survey comprised 13 lowground farms.

Of the 13 farms included in the survey, 10 Were.in the county of
Aberdeen, twb,in Banff and one.in Ross. .

Excluding rouéh.gfézing aféééltﬁe siééhofAfarm vaiiéd from 92 acres

to 972 acres, with an average size of 332 acres. The size distribution
is shown in Table 1 below.

D1str1btu1on of Farns in Sample Accord1ng to Acreaqe of Crops and Grass
. i (exclud1ng rough grazing )

Acres of Crops | Less than | 100 - 199 | 200 - 299 | 300 - 399 | 400 - 499 | 500 - 599 | 600 and
and Grass : 100 . . T : : - over

Number of Farms 1 . L 2 1 o3 1 . 1

A

Table 2 gives the average acreages and percentages of crops and grass
‘for the 13 farms in the ‘sample. =~

Table-2 - - Average Cropping in Acres on Farms in Survey.
(13 Farms)

Cropping Number of Acres per Farm " Percentage

Whe at 15,
Bar ley 129
Oats - A
Potatoes 9.
Feeding Roots 15,

Total Crops

Silage 51.8

Hay 16 .2
Other grass 88.8

Total grass 156.8

Total crops and grass 332.1
Rough grazing 16.5
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The average stocking of the‘farms as at 4th June, 1968 is shown in
Table 3.

Table 3 Average Livestock Numbers per Farm, 4th June, 1968
(13 Farms)

. Type of Livestock - ..|.  Humber of Head per Farm

Cattle
Bulls , 0

- Dairy Cows - ' 31.
Beef Cows . L

Other Cattle

Under 1 year 3hb
1-2 years 67.7
Over 2 years 2.1

Total Cattle 1471
Sheep
Rams L5

Ewes 180.5
Other Sheep 274.8

Total Sheep : 459 .8
Pigs
Sows : 141
Other Pigs 165.5

Total Pigs 179.6
Poultry '

Layers . ' 589.1
Other Poultry 5434

Total Poultry 1,132.5

Two of the farms in the sample had large dairy herds.

"~ The' average size of the ewe flocks at this date was 180.5 and the size -

' distribﬁtiqn_of'the ewe flocks is shown in Table 4. Not.all of these ewes

were on a»‘forward creep grazing system' in the 1968 suxﬁmer.

Table 4 Distribution of Farms in Sample According to Size of Ewe Flock

Numbers in Less than | 50 -99 | 100 - 149 | 150 - 199 | 200 - 249 } 250 - 299
Ewe Flock | 50 u .

Number of Farms 2 3 3 1 1 1

~ For all farmsvin the‘saﬁple,~shéeplﬁomprisedvjé:j‘per:c§ﬁ§ oﬁ.the grazing
livestock units on 4th June, 1968.
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Sheep Breedlng and Productlon POllCleS '

For the flocks studled the breeds used are set out 1n Table 5.

' Tabte'5 - Breed Crosses Used in the Ewe Flocks by Number of Farms . -

Breed of Ram ‘ " Breed of Ewe No. of Farms

Suffolk _ Half-bred 5%
“Suffolk ’ g - Greyface - : ~
Suffolk . . | MNorth Country Chev10t .
Border Lelcester "~ ‘| - North Country Cheviot

4 On 10 of the farms, the flrst lamb was taken from glmmers, from ewe
lambs in two flocks, Whlle one farmer bought strong oast ewes, usually

retalned in the flock for one season.

From flve of the flocks more than half the lambs were sold fat
before the end of September, from four most of the lambs were sold fat

in autumn or Wlnter, while from four all the lambs were sold as‘storesq

j Weather Conditions

The summer of 1968 was characterised by a particularly wet and cold May
which slowed grass growth considerably and affected management.  After a
mainly dry, sunny June; July was much colder than normal with an above average
rainfall. August was dry and sunny, while showery September weather

freshened grazing in that month.

The winter of 1967/68 was a relatively mild one.

HISTORY - OF CREEP GRAZING ON THE FARMS

Forward creep gra21ng had been in operatlon on the farms in the
sample for perlods varying from 2 years to 8° years, w1th an average tlme of
' roughly 5 years. On four of the farmsooncerned father and son were worklng
together and on one a grandfather and grandson. All thei‘armers expressed
satlsfactlon with the oreep gra21ng system as related to thelr 1nd1v1dual

pollcles.

Forward creep gra21ng has generally'been a55001ated w1th the neoe551ty
'for a hlgh level of management. , Many problems,”none of them insuperable

. were brought to:llght during the survey..

- On the disease side, foot-rot had appeared as a problem during the summer
to a far greater extent than in more traditionally grazed flocks and this had
meant a more frequent necessity for feet dipping and treatment.

Coccidiosis had occurred in six flocks at some time and there had been an

occasional Nematodirus problem'in some ‘flocks.

The' other main problem experienced has been shortage of'grass'early in
the season, when the ewes and lambs are due to graze the first paddock on

their second‘timevround, but when regrowth has been insufficient to support them.
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This occurred on several farms in the inclement May of 1968 and in these
cases the ewes were removed to another area Whlle growth caught up. If
it is necessary to have a spec1a1 reserve ares to counter” thls eventuallty

some of the advantages of creep gra21ng are negated.

In some years drought conditions have created -similar difficulties
later in the season, but this is probably less of a problem‘inhthe north-east

of Scotland than in-areas further south. .

Many of” the farmers’ empha51sed the nece551ty for- strong fences forning
the paddock d1v151ons, partlcularly 1n the first year, and some mentioned
the dlfflculty of keeplng the ewes from g01ng through the<:reep as the

lambs become older and after the ewes-had been cllpped.-~’~n~-~_

Two farmers mentioned that Suffolk/chev1ot cross lambs did not ,
creep as Well as the Suffolk/Half-bred crosses, but thls may be attrlbutable

to faotors apart from breed.

It is often assumed that 1ambs kept under thls system do not fatten
as early and as well as those managed unider more tradltlonal systems, and this
was speclflcelly mentloned by three farmers, but six stated that 51nce adoptlng

the system the rate of 1IveWelght gain had either been malntalned or had increased.

In general, stocking rates were at 6-7 ewes and their IambS‘to'the'acre
over the creep.grazing period. Eight paddocks were used in:the majority of
cases, although in1968 six paddocks were used on three of the systems. Ope
. farmer grazed 10 ewes to the acre in his first year on the system, but found

this rate too high and subsequently reduced the stocking rate to seven.

EFFECT OF SHEEP INTENSIFICATION ON THE FARM BUSINESS AS A WHOLE

The thirteen farmers in the survey were questioned as to the effects of
the introduction of creep grazing»an@ the:intens;fieation implied with it
on the farm bmsiness as a Whole.. |
o On seven of the farms, the acreage freed by the same numoers of sheep
‘belng kept on fewer acres was used to increase the ‘area in barley. On two
f farms both ewe numbers and the barley acreage were 1ncreased On another
- two:farms the s11age area was 1ncreased and total cattle numbers ralsed and
.'on one farm sheep'were 1ntroduced 1nto the farm business for the flrst time.,
Bearing in mind that gross margins per acre for the sheep enterprlse are
' normally’ hlgher for this system than on" traditional systems and couplmng this
“with the increase in scale of the other enterprlses, the adoptlon of 'a creep

grazing system appears to have increased’ the potentlal profltablllty of the

- farm. - This increase in profitability might well have occurred if any other

intensive system of -sheep management-involving high stocking rates had been

practised.

WINTER MANAGEMENT AND IAMBING. PERFORI.LANCE

Supplementary Wlnter feedlng of the ewe flocks during the winter closely
followed normal practlce for the area,. w1th feeding commencing in. .most cases
,early in January and contlnulng up. to the time the flocks went on. to the creep

'paddocks in April or early May. On most farms the ewes had the run of
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virtually the whole of the grass acreage, but in two cases were restricted
to smaller areas during the feedlng period.

Protection against Clostridial diseases was given in all cases.
Autumn or winter dipping was carried out on four farms, and in ®ix flocks
the ewes wére.drenched befofé going on to the creep paddocks. Ten’ of
the farms garried out some form of}féothot treatment for the ewes over

the winter.

The ewe flocks in the sample recorded a lambing percentage'(nnmber
of lambs tailed as a percentage of the number of ewes’tupped) of 158
per cent, ranging from 432 per_qgnt_té 206'per cent. The main lambing
occurred in March for seven flocks, in April for five flocks and in

February for one flock.:

CREEP GRAZING

Description of the Creep Grazing Fields

One farm in thé.éurvey was running two separate forward creep grazing
units. Of the 14 units, 141 had eight paddocks and three had six paddocks.
However, eight-paddock'units seemed to be just as adversely affected by
lack of grass regrowth after the first round in May as the six—paddock
units. Two of the latter had to remove the ewe flocks for a short period
at this time, but three flocks on eight-paddock units also had to be
removed. ' '

Details of the field and'péddock size for each individual farm are
set out in Appendix-I. The creep grazing fields averaged 17.0 acres,
ranging from 6.0 acres to 30.5 acres. - Paddock sizes ranged from 0.75 acres
to 5.08 acres with an average size per unit of 2.30 acres. The'ages of the

swards are included in Appendix I.

The grass seed mixtures used at establishment of the swards in nearly
all cases consisted of various mixtures of strains of perennial ryegrass,
timothy and cocksfoot, with cocksfoot being omitted in some swards and

Italian ryegrass being present in some mixtures at establishment.

The strength of construction of thé fences varied, but in no case
was difficuity reported with ewes breaking through fences or attempting
to jump them. Sheep netting or a stronger type of pig netting was used,
and on seven of the units no strand of strained plain wire was employed

at the top of the dividing fences.

In all but two of the units, the creep gates were made on the farm.

Theoretically erection of the paddock fencing should not interfere
with other demands for labour on the farm singe this can be done in the
pre-spring slack period. In actual fact, ﬁiﬁe&er, in all but four of
the units, the paddopks were erected just prior to the ewes and lambs
being put on,_and'in some cases, paddock by paddock immediately before
the next shift in the first rotation.
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The normal recommendation.is for the creep gafes-to be in the middle
of the fence 11ne, but on three of the unlts they were at the corners.
In one unit where a burn separated three of the paddocks from the others,
access for the lambs from the elghth to the flrst paddock was by a short |
length of road. It was reported in this case that movement between
these two paddocks was accomplished with no dlfflculty and w1th no

detrlment to the efficiency of creeplng.

The annual fenclng costs per acre are summarised in Table 6

"Table 6 Annual-Fencing Costs per Acre for Paddock Divisions (13 Farms)

Average Cos{s pen Acre

Materjals £
Netting, wire, staples
Stakes and strainers

Gates

TOTAL MATERIALS
Labour

TOTAL FENCING COSTSr

Ideally,-if the risk of Nematodirus.infection is to be minimised in any
system of lamb production, the lambs should not graze where lambs have been
the previous year. Three farmers broke this rule without apparent

conseguences..

Management: of the Creep Grazing Units.

'One.of the most difficult decisions in'management of the creep grazing
units is at what date to introduce the ewes and lambe'for the first time.
This is a decision governed by the actual physical readiness of the paddock
fences, the state of grass growth, the age of the lambs and the anticipated
rate of grass growth during the unpredictable May period.‘~»The date of
start for the units in 1948 varied between 15th April and 16th May.

Growth of grass was away to a good start in ‘the second half of Aprll but

wa.s con31derably retarded durlng an unfavourable May. The dates of
introduction of ewes and lambs are set out for each farm in Appendlx I.
-The.avera ge age of the lambs at the start is glven also, but these figures must
be regarded very much as approx1matlons, The average age of the lambs per
farm was 3.8 weeks, varying between 2 and 8 weeks. On several farms not

all the ewes with their lambs were introduced at the start; some being

added at a later date. -

Fertiiiser applicaﬁion to the leys making'up the creep grazing units
averaged 13# units of nltrogen per acre, varylng from 52 units per acre to
250 unlts per acre. The farm where 52 units were ‘applied, supplemented
this Wlth 2,000 gallons of pig sludge per acre. The first dressings either

as straight nitrogen er as a compound fertlllser‘were applied from the
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21st of March to the 20th of April. Vhere a second dressing was given

this was applied between the middle of May and the middle of June. A
third dressing was.used on four farms. (in late June or early July) and
one farm applied a fourth dressing at the end of July. Two .farmers -
applied a top dressing of straight nitrogen after the lambs had been
weaned. The normal practice was for the first application of fertiliser
to be applled in one dose, but for subsequent applications to be spllt
in timing between the paddocks. The relatlonshlp of fertiliser

application to stocking rates is discussed in the next section.

The frequency of moves of ewes from one paddock to the next ranged
from an average of 2.8 days to an average of 5.0 days, w1th an average
for the 13 farns in the sample of 3.4 days.

The poor climatic conditions in May, 1958 had retarded growth:to sﬁoh
~an extent:théﬁ‘on five farms the ewes and lambs had to be taken off the'
creep area for seven déys in four caées and three days in.ohe_éase. The
critical period was between 18th and 21st May. Of the other farms, one:
had been feeding supplements to the ewes for their first six weeks on the
system from 416th April onwards, and on another draff feeding was resorted
to for 44 days to offset the grazlng shortage. All ‘the other farms,
except one, had commenced creep grazing at the very end of April, or into
May, and thus were able to commence the second round with some grass

regrowth in hand.

On some of the farms where the flocks had been removed they" were
grazed on fields shut up for silage, and the farmers concerned maintained

that damage to the crop was minimal.

The maximum stocking rates of ewes and lambs per acre for each farm
at the start of the creep grazing period are shown in Appendix-I., . The
stocking rate of ewes ranged from 5.6 to 8.5 ewes per acre with an average
of 7.4 ewes per acre and from 8.3 to 16.1 lambs per acre with an average
of 12.0 laﬁbs per acre. The heaviest overall rate of stocking was on

one farm with 8.2 and 15.5 lambs per acre.

At these levels of stooklng there was no nece531ty for topping behind
the ewes and lambs with a mower, except for single paddocks on rare. occasions.
However, on three units, one of the paddocks was able to be ellmlnated from

rotation and a cut of silage taken (two in June and oﬁe in early July).

The length of time ewes and lambs were grazing together on the creep
units varied from nine to 17 weeks, with an average period of 43.1 weeks.
(See Appendix I for details).

As already mentioned one.of the major disease hazards of the forward

creep grazing system is footrot, and on only one unit was the flock not put

through a footbath at regular intervals.

On nine of the units drenching of the lambs against internal parasites

while on the creep was not considered necessary.
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Supplementary feeding was carried out on six of the units. On one
of these units where there had been a 206 per cent lambing a 7.7 ewe and
16.1 lamb per acre stocking rate was assisted from 16th April to the end of
May by feeding the ewes 1 1b. of concentfate daily. ..On another unit
draff feeding was necessary for the ewes in the last week of May because of

" the shortage of grazing.

 On the other four units the lambs were creep fed'ooncentrates, on three
in the early part of the creep grazing perlod in May and on the other in the

latter part in July. The effect of thls will be discussed in the next section.

Performance on Creeps During the Creep Grazlng Perlod

There are several measures by which the performances of the fields and

of the flocks during the creep grazing period can be assessed. - These
include the total 11vestock carry during the period 1n terms of livestock
‘units (1nclud1ng an allowance for conserved products removed), the
11vewe1ght gain of lambs durlng theperuod, the value of lamb sales and the

percentage of lambs sold fat before Weanlng.
The flgures for each unit are glven in Appendlx II.

- (a) Livestock Carrv

The average total livestock carry (including an allowance for
81lage removed) in terms of livestock unit days per acre was 197
" during a creep grazing perlod averaging 92 days. Over the whole
summer period up to 30th September the average total livestock
carry amounted to 27 livestock unit days over an average grazing

period of 156 days.

The small number of farms involved imposes limitations on any
attempt to correlate livestock carry with level-of'nitrogen applied,
but the higher applications of nitrogen do appear to have some

relationship to higher stock carry over the season as a vhole.

Silage was removed from paddocks where growth outstripped the capacity
of the flocks to cope with it on 3 farms, and the yield of silage averaged

an estimated 2.76 tons per acre.

There did not appear to be any difference in total livestock carry
between six farms using fifst year leys and'five using older leys
(two other units comprised first and third year leys combined).

The feeding’of concentrate supplements to ewes or lambs during the
creep grazing period did not appear to result in any advantage in terms

‘of livestock carry over the period.

(b) Liveweight Gains of Lambs

The calculation of lamb liveweight galn during the oreep grazing
period is based on the difference between the welghts of the lambs
at entry to the creep and their weights either when sold or at the
termination of creep grazing. The weights at entry and termination
are based in some cases on actual weighings, but in most cases.on
the farmers' estimates and the figures should be interpreted with

this in mind.
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The average estimated liveweight gain achieved per farm by lambs on
forward creep grazing units was 653 1lb. per acre over a period of just
over 413 weeks. This compares with ‘the figure of 800 1lb. per acre
obtained in a 12 week period at Nefferton (4).

The highest lamb liveweightAgain per acre was estimated at"998'1b. over
a 15 week period for‘a flock using 215 units'df nitrogeh per acre énd at a
maximum stocking rate per acre at 7.7 ewes and 16.1 lambs. The iowest
gain was 447 1lb. per acre. The relationship of lamb liveweight gain
per acre on creeps and by amount of nitrogen applied also suggests
increased gaiﬁs at the higher‘rates, but again‘théAsamplg siie is too

small to state this conclusively.

Estimated lamb liveweight gains over the creep grazing éeriod
averaged 727 1lb. per acre on the six first year leys, compared with
576 1b. per acre on the five older leys. In three of the flocks on first
year leys, ewes or lambs received supplementary concentrate feeding, while
supplements were fed to ewes or lambs in two of the five flocks on older

leys.

When discussing the effect of supplementary feeding on lamb liveweight

gain on the creeps it is difficult to differentiate between the flocks where
only the lambs received a supplement and the flocks where ewes were fed,
since in the latter case lambs would have eaten some of the concentrates on
offer. Taking as the basis for comparison simply whether concentrate
supplements were fed or not, the feeding of concentrate supplements during
the creep grazing period dia not appear to éonfer any édvantage»in lamb

liveweight gain.

(c) Sale of Lambs off the Cireeps Before Weaning

The average total value per acre of lambs sold off the creep
paddocks and on hand at the end of the creep grazing period was
£83,95, ranging from £;2.85 to £27.97.

Nine of the 13 units sold lambs fat off the creeps before
weaning, and in these nine flocks an average of 36 per cent were sold
fat off their mothers. ' The highest proportion sold off dams
was 72 per cent. On this farm the lambs had accessnfﬁ'cpncentréte
creep feed for the first fivé»weeks on the ﬁaddocks and theré was
a high proportion of single lambs. 0f three other units whéré thé
lambs had access to creep~fed concentrates, from one the lambs
were sold as stdres,’and a second had the second highest pro?ortion
of lambs sold fat off their dams (54 per cent). The remaining
farm fed concentrates to the lambs over the last eight weeks on the
oreep paddocks, but only 19 per cent of the Suffolk/North Country

Cheviot cross and North Country Cheviot lambs were sold fat off
their dams.
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A total of 635 lambs were sold fat off their mothers from
the nine units. .- The average estimated dressed carcase weight
of these lambs was 46 1bs. This is 3-4 1b. lower than weights

achievéd by lambs in this area fattened under traditional systems

(9
(a) Mortality

Moftality dufing the creep grazing period averaged 1.5 per cent
for ewes (range Nil to 6.1 per cent) and 4.4 per cent for lambs
(range ‘Nil to 9.8 per cent). o

MANAGEMENT AFTER _WEANING

“Af'ter Weaning,vmanagementvbf the ewes and remaining lambs varied. As
far as the ewes were concerned, in three cases they remained on the creep
field right up to the end of summer (taken as 30th September) and beyond,.
while on three farms they were removed from the creep field and not
returned at all. On the other seven farns, the ewes were either removed
from the creep field after weaning and returned at a later date, or spent

a period on the field before being removed to other grazing.

As'for the iambs, in seven instances they were put onto silage
aftermath and in one on to a fieid graéed previously by cattle. On the
remaining farms the lémbs stayed on the creeps for varying periods either
on a set stocked or a rotationally grazed basis. On one farm following

this practice an outbreak of coccidiosis occurred.

‘Summarising the management of the creep fields themselves af'ter
weaning, eight of the units had sheep only for the rest of the summer,
three hadvcattle'in addition to sheep. Silage was taken on two farms,

~ one yielding 5 tons per acre, the other only one ton per acre.

FORWARD .CREEP GRAZING COMPARED WITH SET STOCKING

On two of the farms where ewes and lambs were being run on a forward
creep grazing system, flocks of ewes were also being kept over summer on

a set stocked basis.

The main ménagement and performance factors for ‘the two systems on each

farm are summarised in Table 7.
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Comparison of Management and Performance, Creep Grazed and
T T Set Stocked Units : . .

(2 Farms)

Farm No. 6 - Farm No. 7

Factor

© Creep ~Set Stocked * Creep Set Stocked
Grazed Flock Floc@ Grazed Flock Flock

Total size of field (acres) - . oon .3 28 30
Lanbing percentage _ 189 . 17 147 147

Total units of Nitrogen
applied per acre 168 130 149 L4

Number of ewes per acre at start 8.2 6.8 7.0 5.0
Number of lambs per acre at start . : 11,6 10,5 1.3

Total Livestock Unit Days per Acre
during creep grazing period . .. .| .. 247 189 B 17 129

Total Livestock Unit Days per Acre S _ : ,
over whole summer period’ 276 225 230 - 180

Total estimated lamb Liveweight gain s v -
per acre to vweaning. . = . v 827 Lb. , b, 602 Lb. . k20 b,
Percentage of lanbs sold fat off , '
their mothers 18 . 9 20 9
Value per acre of lambs sold or on ' '
hand at weaning . £100.76 £73.59 £76.95

Ewe Mortality B 1.1% 3.3% 2.6% Cun
Lanb Hortality T ‘ 3,54 Nil 0.3%

The flock on Farm No. 6 was of Half-bred ewes which had been crossed
with Suffolk rams, while on Farm No. 7 the ewes were mainly Greyface with
Suffolk/Greyface lambs.

On Farm No. 6 while the'stockihg rate of the set stocked flock was not

as high as on the éreepg;razed}unit on the same farm, by average standards

it was still high, and this applied in lesser degree to Farm No. 7. All

the main efficiency factors were lower for the set stocked flock than for the
creep grazed flocks; but the comparison is not completély valid due-to the
lower stocking rates. The average deadweight of lambs éold.ffom Farm No. 6
before weaning wac 50 1b. from the creep grazed units and 5 1b. from the

set stocked, and for Farm No. 7 the average deéadwéight was 44 1b. in each

case.
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OUTPUT, VARTABLE COSTS AND GROSS MARGINS ~FOR THE ™ WHOLE YEAR

In addition to studying perfbrmance during the agctual creep grazing
- period, an attempt. was made to derive financial details to enable gross
margins for the year_aé a whole to'béwcompleted. The period taken is
from 1st October, 1967 to 30th September, 1968.

The components of output and variable costs and the resultant gross

margin per ewe are set out in Table 8. These figures are, of course,
.influenced’by factors apart from those operating during the creepégraZing
period in the summer. |

Table 8 Average Qutput, Vériable Costs and Gross Margin per Ewé,
13 Lowland Forward Creep Grazed Flocks for Year 1967/68

Total Number of Eves - : 1,718
Humber of Flocks . ' ' 13
Average Number of Ewes per Flock 137

UTPUT , | E
Sales ' o

Lambs , : _ 7.50
Evies , 0.53
Rams - : 0.01
Hool ' B _ 1.30

" Total Sales

Closing Valuation

Lémbs -
Breeding Stock -

Total Closing Valuation

igTAL (4)

Purchases

Evies .
- Rams

Total quchases
Opening Valuation

TOTAL  (B)

OUTPUT - (A-B)

VARIABLE__COSTS

Purchased Suppleménts

Home-arown Supplements

Grain
~Roughages and Roots

Total Home-grown Supplements
Grazing - ’

Total Supplements and Grazing
Hiscellaneous '

TOTAL VARIABLE COSTS
GROSS  FARGIN PER EWE
RANGE OF GROSS MARGIN PER EME E4.67 - E12.43
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Table 9 gives the average gross margin per forage acre, and the
number of ewes per forage acre for the whole year, and per actual acre

for the winter and summer periods.

Table 9 Average Gross Margin and Carrying Capacity per Acre,
——=—= 13Lowland Forward Greep Grazed Flocks for Year 196//68

- Average : . Range

Gross Margin per Forage Acre £31.88 £12.04 - £59.44
No.

Eves per forage acre (whole year) 3,76
Eves per actual acre in winter 1.83
Ewes per actual acre in summer _ 5.2

The gross margin per forage acre of £31.88 compares not unfavourably
with an average gross margin per acre 6i”£27.9'for barley recorded on a
survey of 52 farms in Kincardine, Aberdeen, Banff, Moray and Nairn in the

1968 season.

However, it has to be remembered that no debit for the costs of the
temporary fencing is included in the gross margin.calculation, and this
would result in a decrease of Jjust over £ an acre for materials, and a
further slightly higher amount should the labour be included.

The stocking capacity of 3.76 ewes per forage acre over the whole year
compares Wiﬁh a figure of 2.50 ewes per forage acre obtained in a study
for the previous year in Kincardine, Aberdeen and Banff of 56 flocks
managed predominantly along traditional lines (9). It is of interest
that the figufe of 3.76 ewes per forage acre corresponds closely to the

26.5 acres per 100 ewes (3.77 ewes per acre) obtained in the Leeds survey (5).
A comparison of the gross margins for summer creep grazed and set

stocked flocks on the two firms mentioned earlier is set out in Table 10.

Table 10 Comparison_of Gross Margins and Stocking Rates for Cree

Grazed and Setf Stocked Ewe FLocks on 2 Farms 1 8

Farm No, 6 Farm No, 7

Creep Grazed | Set Stocked Creep Grazed | Set Stocked
Flock Flock Flock Flock

E £
Gross Margin per eve 11,62 7.60
Gross Margin per forage acre 59.44 29.66

ﬂg‘ N_O.

Ewes per forage acre 5.50 3.59
Ewes per actual acre in winter 2,93 3.00
Eves per actual acre in summer 8.85 4.08




No firm conclusions can be drawn from these results. On Farm No. 6
the gross margin per forage acre was over double for the creep grazed
flock as compared with that for the set stocked ewes, but other factors
in addition to stocking density acted to affect this.  For Farm No. 7

there was little difference in gross margin per forage acre between

the two systems.
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Description of Individual Creep Fields and of Management

Details of Field

Total Size (acres)
Number of paddocks

Average

saddock size
acres .

Age of sward (years)

" Farm Number

7

Average

Range

Ny

1.37
LB

16}
6

2.79
1 and_B

0.75
1

1.38
1

28
8

3.50
1 and 3

2.87 3.37
T 1

1.66
1

3

2

3

3.12
1

17

6-303%

0.75-5.08

Breed of Ram
Breed of Ewe

Suffolk
Half-bred

Suffolk
Greyface

Suffolk
Half-bred

Suffolk
Half-bred

“Suffolk
Greyface

Suffolk
‘Half-bred

Suffolk
Greyface

BL + S
Cheviot
3 bred

Suffolk.
Greyface

Suffolk
Half-bred

Suffolk
Cheviot -

Suffolk

Cheviet .-

S+C |
Cheviot '

Lambing Percentage

144

206

162 . -

137

180

189

47

159

134

170

132

157

the

Managqggﬁi.
Total units N applied
per-acre =

Date of Start

Approx. averageage - |-

of lambs at start
(weeks) - . .-

Number of ewes per acre
at maximum

Number of .lambs per..
acre at maximum

Average freqhency of
- change of paddocks
(days) ‘

Number of weeks in
full operation

52.
6 May

215
16 April

' 60

28 April

130
2 April

90
27 April

168
23 April

121 121

22 April

7.1 6.3

12.1 10.2

3.0 3.0

11 14

150
16 May

80
22 hpril

152
15 April

| 5.6-8.5

52-250
15/4-16/5

-8

8.3-16.1°

2.8-5.0

9-17
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Perfqrmance:of Individual Creep Grazed Flocks

Total Livestock Unit Days per agre
" on creep field during creep
’ grazinglperiod ‘ :

Total Livestock Unit Days per acre

on creep field during whole
' summer ’ '

~ Total Estimated Lamb Liveweight
gain per acre over creep - -
~.grazing period

Percentage of lambs sﬁld”fat of f
their mothers _

Farm Number

8

-9

Avérage

150-248
195-354

447-998

Nil-72




Qutput, Variable Costs and Grbss Marqgins per Ewe and per Acre for the Whole Year, Individual Flecks

APPENDIX 141

Farm Number

8 9 : 13 | Average

Gross Margin per Ewe |~ g £ B - f" S £ £ : £

' | 13.89 10,00 12,17
6.2k 3.72 5,90
7.6 6.28 7 §.77

~ Qutput

Variable Costs.

Gross Margin -

£ £ . - £

Gross Margin per Acre |

Output 10.38 ‘ _ A 46.18

18.13 | 1 30| -

Variable Costs

"Gross Margin 22.25 1 31,88 | 12.06-59.44




Definitions and Acgounting Methods -

Method of Deriving Information

Information was obtained. from farmers by the survey methcl. Farmers
were asked to record dates of shifts between creep paddocks, but apart

from this no detailed records were required to be kept.

Average Figures

Where average figures areldetailed in tébles, these refer to per

flock averages, unlészspecified otherwise.

Liveétock Units

Where livestock unit calculations were made the following standard
livestock units as agreed by the Scottish Conference of Agricpitural

Economists were used.

Bulls
Dairy Ccws
Beef Cows
Cattle - under 1 year

- 1-2 years

- over 2 years 1
Ewes’ . ‘ : 1/5
Lambs under 6 months 1/16
Lambs over 6 months 1/10

Annual Fencing Costs - o

In calculating the annual fencing costs for the paddock divisions,

durable materials such as netting, stakes, strainers and gates have been

assumed to have a life of eight years. Labour:has:beeh costed at 6s.11d.

per hour.

Gross Margin

The gross margin for the sheep enterprise is the differénce between
output and variable'éqsts.' The gross margin per eﬁe for each flock
for the year was caloulated by dividing the total gross margin by the
number of ewes tupped. .Thé'groés margin per forage acre was calculated
by dividing the tofal‘gfoss_mérgin by the number of forage acres used in

h

the year.

Output

The output of the sheep enterprise for the year is the suﬁ of the
closing valuation of sheep and receipts from the sales of lambs, ewes,

rams and wool, minus the sum of the opening valuation and purchases of sheep.




Sale Prices

‘Sale prices -for sheep appearing in this report 1nclude guarantee
payments where applicable. .Sale prices are net of market comm1351on

and insurance charges. .
Valuations

Valuatlons of sheep Were based on the estimated market value at the
time of valuatlon. Where sheep were bought immediately prior to or sold

soon after this date, these sheep were valued at the price paid or received.

Variable’Costs

A

Varlable costs are usually deflned as those costs which can’ be both
readily allocated to a spec1flc enterprlse and Whlch will vary according
to changes in the scale of that enterprlse. "In the section on gross
margins the variable costs have been designated as purchased foods, the
variable costs of home-grown foods, including grazing, veterinary and

medicines, casual labour and carriage.

Foods

Purchased supplements were charged at actual cost delivered to the
farm. Home-grovm oats and barley were valued at £1 per cwt. For hay
and silage the total variable cost is made up of a share of the cost of
seed, lime and slag, the cost of fertiliser and, where applicable, materials
and contract work. Half of the costs of seed and fertiliser so allocated
were debited to the hay and silage in the case of once cut crops and half
to grazing. In the case of twice cut crops, three quarters of tlese

costs were debited to the conserved crop and one quarter to grazing.

The variable costs of roots included the cost of seed, fertiliser,
a share of lime and slag costs and, where applicable, casual labour.
Accurate estimates of root yieids are difficult and the costs are based

on a yield of 20 tons per acre.

The variable costs of grazing were made up of fertiliser costs and
a share of seed, lime and slag costs. 0f the total variable costs for
grazing and aftermaths, four-fifths were allocated to the spring and
summer months (April 1st to September 30th) and one fifth to the autumn
and winter months (October 1st to March 31st).

Where mixed grazing of cattle and sheep was practised, the grazing
was allocated on a proportionate basis according to the length of time

occupied by each class of stock and on a livestock unit basis.

Forage Acres

Forage acres are the acres of forage crops - grazing and aftermaths,

hay, silage and roots - used by sheep and adjusted in accordance with

the factors detailed above. Cereals fed are not regarded as forage acres.




Carrying Capacity

Livestock unit/days per acre were calculated by multiplying the total
number of livestock units on the area by the number of days grazed and
dividing the result by the number of acres. Carrying capacity of ewes
per acre over the year, and over the winter and summer periods was
‘calculated by dividing the average number of ewes on hand oVér fhe”period

 _by the number of acres used by the whole fioék in thét period.

Standard Errors

The Standard Error of the Mean (S.E.) shown in some of the appendices

is used to indicate the magnitude of sampling error in a set of
observations, and is directly related to the number of observations in the

sample and the dispérsidn of the originalivélues.
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