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Abstract 
 
The aim of this demonstration was to explore the costs and benefits of autumn saving. Autumn saving 
involves locking up paddocks after the autumn break until Feed On Offer (FOO) requirements are 
sufficient to maintain enough feed to get through until spring, when pasture growth increases 
dramatically. The demonstration was undertaken over three years with the Glenthompson-Dunkeld Best 
Wool/Best Lamb group in south west Victoria. 
 
The demonstration compared two systems; 

¶ The deferred mob were kept in containment and fed a grain/hay ration meeting their energy, 
protein and fibre requitements and continued in containment until FOO was adequate to meet 
the target for twin bearing ewes at lambing (approximately 1400kgDM/ha).  

¶ The set stocked mob ƎǊŀȊŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ǳǎǳŀƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎǘȅƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǇƭƛǘ 
across the treatment paddocks just prior to lambing.  

 
The average time in containment to enable adequate FOO accumulation to meet the target 
1400kgDM/ha was 33 days, costing an average of $5.17/ ewe. The extra FOO grown prior to lambing 
averaged 850kg DM/ha, at a cost of $48/t. 
 
Animal performance and subsequent profitability varied considerably over the three years. However, 
the large variation in animal performance and subsequent profit/ewe was more of a reflection on 
management practices than on the autumn saving concept and led to some useful insights for 
managing ewes in containment.  
 
Autumn saving was demonstrated to have clear benefits for cost effectively growing dry matter and 
ensuring FOO targets for twin-bearing ewes are met. Containment feeding after the break in wet 
condition and subsequently managing ewe condition in containment proved challenging in the third 
year of the demonstration. 
 
An evaluation with group members showed improvements in knowledge, attitude, skills, aspiration and 
adoption (KASAA) of all parameters measured. These included knowledge (range between 23% increase 
to 57% increase), attitude (range between 11%increase to 30% increase), skills (range between 21% 
increase to 43% increase), aspirations (range between 19% increase to 37% increase) and adoption 
(range between 22% increase to 38% increase).      



E.PDS.1410 Final Report ς Autumn saving of pastures demonstration 

Page 3 of 50 

Executive summary 
 
The practice of autumn saving has been adopted by some producers in southwest Victoria. It involves 
locking up paddocks after the autumn break until Feed On Offer (FOO) requirements are sufficient to 
maintain enough feed to get through until spring, when pasture growth increases dramatically.  
 
Creating this feed wedge after the autumn break requires increased levels of supplementary feed while 
stock are kept either in containment or on sacrifice paddocks. This comes at a significant expense, as six 
weeks supplementary feed for ewes can cost around $6-12/head, depending on level of 
supplementation and fodder costs. 
 
The Glenthompson-Dunkeld BestWool/BestLamb group, co-ordinated by Andrew Whale, undertook a 
three-year Enhanced Producer Demonstration Site (EPDS) project run with Agriculture Victoria and co-
funded by Meat and Livestock Australia (MLA) to further examine the practice of autumn saving. 
 
Immediately post scanning, a mob of twin bearing ewes was randomly and equally split, into a deferred 
mob (implementing autumn saving) and a set stocked mob and were allocated a portion of farm with 
similar area, terrain, soils, pasture species, and soil fertility.   

¶ The deferred mob were kept in containment and fed a grain/hay ration meeting their energy, 
protein and fibre requitements and continued in containment until FOO was adequate to meet 
the target for twin bearing ewes at lambing (approximately 1400kgDM/ha). At that point, the 
ewes were released on to paddocks and were set stocked over lambing. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜǘ ǎǘƻŎƪŜŘ Ƴƻō ƎǊŀȊŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ǳǎǳŀƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎǘȅƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǇƭƛǘ 
across the treatment paddocks just prior to lambing.  

FOO and feed quality were measured monthly and ewe condition was measured at regular intervals. 
The demonstration measured and compared lambing percentage, lamb weight and ewe condition score 
and calculated profit margins for the two treatments each year. 
 
The deferred mob spent an average of 33 days in containment to enable adequate FOO accumulation 
to meet the target 1400kgDM/ha. The cost of feeding sheep in containment averaged $5.17/ ewe over 
the three years. In 2017 and 2018 the FOO at lambing exceeded targets and as a result, the ewes could 
have been removed from containment earlier which would have reduced the average days in 
containment and average cost of feeding.  
 
The extra FOO grown prior to lambing averaged 850kg DM/ha, and an extra 27.7tDM each year over 
the deferred paddocks. This extra feed cost $48/t, calculated using the costs of feeding ewes in 
containment. This compares favourably to using urea to grow extra feed, which was estimated at 
$100/t DM; approximately twice the cost. 
 
Animal performance varied considerably over the three years, and was negatively affected by 
management issues, such as condition score prior to entering containment, transitioning into 
containment and feeding in wet conditions (which led to poor feed utilisation).  
 
Across the three years, lambing percentage ranged from +7% to -14% in the deferred mob compared to 
the set stocked mob. Lamb weight in September ranged from 2.1 kg heavier to 1.8 kg lighter in the 
deferred mob and lamb production per ewe ranged from +5.5kg to ς 4 kg per ewe in the deferred mob 
compared to the set stocked mob. 
 
Partial profit varied according to feed costs, lamb prices and animal performance each year. The 
difference in income between the treatments ranged from $8.99/ewe higher in the deferred mob 
(2016) to $18.54 higher in the set stocked mob (2018). 
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The large variation in animal performance and subsequent profit/ewe was more of a reflection on 
management practices than on the autumn saving concept and led to some useful insights for 
managing ewes in containment. These include: 

¶ Managing ewes in containment after the autumn break is challenging due to rain.  

¶ Feeding on the ground reduces utilisation, wastes money and adversely affects ewes. 

¶ It is difficult to maintain or increase condition in containment. 

¶ It is extremely important to have ewes in a good condition score profile before they head into 

confinement (>CS3.0) 

Three field days and one workshop were held for producers over the three years of the demonstration. 

Sixty-one percent of attendees indicated that they would adopt aspects of autumn saving or adapt their 

stock containment areas and management based on demonstration findings, 30% indicated they were 

unsure if they would make changes and 9% indicated that they would not adopt autumn saving 

practices. 
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1 Background 

 The Glenthompson/ Dunkeld BestWool/BestLamb group 

 Autumn saving 

The Glenthompson/ Dunkeld BestWool/BestLamb (BWBL) group is made up of forty-three members, 
based east of Hamilton in southwest Victoria. Collectively, the group manage around 280,000 sheep 
and 10,000 head of cattle over an area of approximately 63,900 hectares.  
  
This is one of the oldest BWBL groups having established around 1998. The group is predominantly 
interested in improving their livestock business, focusing largely on their sheep enterprises. Current 
group members are predominantly in the 25-40 age bracket and are fairly financially motivated and 
interested in ways they can adjust their management to achieve better financial results for their 
business. Many are running quite high stocking rates relative to the district average. 
 
The problem for most producers running high stocking rate enterprises is achieving optimal pasture 
levels for ewes to lamb down as early in the season (winter/spring) as possible to maximize pasture 
utilization in the spring and therefore maximize lamb liveweight turned off per hectare.  
 
The practice of autumn saving has been adopted by some producers in southwest Victoria. It involves 
locking up paddocks after the autumn break until Feed On Offer (FOO) requirements are sufficient to 
maintain enough feed to get through until spring, when pasture growth increases dramatically. Some 
producers in the south west implement autumn saving annually, others use containment feeding in dry 
seasons or when the break is late and many do not autumn save at all, instead feeding in paddocks. 
 
The challenge with trying to create a feed wedge after the autumn break, is that it requires increased 
levels of supplementary feed while stock are kept in either confinement or on sacrifice paddocks. This 
comes at a significant expense, as six weeks supplementary feed for ewes can cost around $6-12/head, 
depending on level of supplementation and fodder costs. 
 
¢ƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ interest in hosting the demonstration was to measure and show the outcomes of hitting 
pasture FOO targets heading into winter and finding out whether the benefits outweighed the extra 
cost of supplementary feed. 
 
The project was primarily aimed at improving on farm profitability but depending on the season, there 
are also huge environmental advantages for removing stock from the majority of the farm once ground 
cover levels get below trigger points, to reduce top soil loss through erosion.  
 

2 Project objectives 

The overall aim of the project was to demonstrate autumn saving and measure the benefits over a 

range of different years. 

The specific objectives were to: 

1. Demonstrate the increased productivity that results from meeting pasture production levels for 

ewes through autumn saving.  
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2. Generate economic data on the relative profitability of autumn saving (animals withheld from 

pasture in autumn until FOO target is met) versus normal practice (strategic rotationally grazed, 

low input, 2-3 paddocks per mob) for the district. 

3. Increase the knowledge and skills and adoption of autumn saving. 

3 Methodology 

 General methodology 

The demonstration was run on different host farms in 2016, 2017 and 2018, following a similar 
methodology. 
 
Immediately after scanning, twin-bearing ewes were split randomly into a set stocked (control) mob 
and a deferred (treatment) mob.  

¶ The set stocked mob ƎǊŀȊŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ǳǎǳŀƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ style from 
scanning until just prior to lambing, when they were split across the treatment paddocks. The 
set stocked mob was supplementary fed in 2016 and 2018, based on paddock Feed On Offer 
(FOO) and feed tests, however this was not required in 2017. 

¶ The deferred mob were kept in containment and fed a grain/hay ration meeting their energy, 
protein and fibre requitements. The deferred mob continued in containment until FOO was 
adequate to meet the target for twin bearing ewes at lambing of approximately 1400kgDM/ha. 
At that point, the ewes were released on to paddocks and were set stocked over lambing. 

 
The set stocked and deferred mobs had equal numbers and were given a portion of farm with similar 
area, terrain, soils, pasture species, and soil fertility.   
 
Feed budgeting  
Pasture budgeting was carried out at the start of each year to ensure that pasture FOO levels were 
adequate to meet ewe gestation and lactation requirements. This was done for the deferred mob using 
estimated pasture growth for the region based on pasture type and soil fertility. Comparing this to 
stocking density and ewe requirements for different months of the year enabled us to work out a 
required FOO level prior to lambing that would ensure there was sufficient feed for ewes over lambing. 
The properties had similar required FOO levels of around 1400 kg/Ha for ewes pre-lambing. 

 Monitoring methodology 

Pastures were monitored monthly. FOO estimates were undertaken using the MLA ruler by the group 
co-ordinator and Agriculture Victoria staff member and were calibrated using pasture cuts to determine 
an error factor. Feed quality assessment were also undertaken monthly. 
 
Ewes from both mobs were condition scored at the start of the demonstration and approximately 
monthly throughout the demonstration. A minimum of 25% of ewes were condition scored on each 
occasion. 
 
Lambing percentage was calculated at lamb marking as a percentage of the ewes in the paddock. This 
was necessary in the first year when some ewes had slipped between paddocks and was continued for 
consistency between years. 
 
Ewe mortality was measured in years 2 and 3, however this was not possible in year 1 (2016) as sheep 
numbers between paddocks had changed as a result of ewes slipping under fences.  
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Lamb liveweight was measured in September each year and averaged for each treatment.  A minimum 
of 25% of lambs were weighed on each occasion. 
 
Feed costs were calculated each year based on actual feed purchased and used by producers. Lambs 
were valued according to MLA Market Information for Saleyard and Lamb Indicators - Victoria, by 
calendar year.  
 
Labour costs associated with feeding were not included. Some producers have indicated that feeding in 
containment saves time as sheep are not spread across the farm, however this view was not held by 
everyone in the group. Benefits from maintaining ground cover were not costed into the 
demonstration. 

 Year 1: 2016 setup  

The first year of the demonstration was conducted on a property near Penshurst, in 2016. Composites 
were used, with twin bearing ewes in each treatment. Both treatments had three equal-sized paddocks 
covering a total of 55 ha/ treatment, each with 110 ewes (330 in total/ treatment). The stocking rate for 
both treatments was 6 ewes /ha. Ewes in the set stocked treatment were rotated between the three 
paddocks prior to lambing. 
 
The deferred mob was fed in containment for 40 days in 2016 (April 20 to May 30), on a diet of wheat 
and straw (Table 1). Feed was provided on the ground and heavy May rains caused the containment 
area to become quite muddy, however the site was reasonably well draining and feeding on the ground 
was not too problematic. The set stocked mob were initially supplementary fed, but this was 
discontinued as they rapidly gained condition. 

A change to the planned methodology was implemented in early-June, owing to low FOO levels (<700 

kg/DM/ha) ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǘ ǎǘƻŎƪŜŘ ǇŀŘŘƻŎƪǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ concerns of potential lamb and ewe losses. 

The decision was made to rest the set stocked paddocks for the two weeks prior to lambing (to allow 

more growth) and to reduce the size of the demonstration to two paddocks and 220 ewes in each 

treatment.  

The difference from resting the pasture for two weeks (approximately 4600 kg DM not consumed by set 

stocked ewes) was offset by the fact that 330 ewes (not 220, the number of ewes in the new mob sizes) 

were grazing the set stocked paddocks prior to the deferred mob being released. The demonstration 

finished in September when the producer needed to reallocate paddocks. 

Table 1: 2016 supplementary feed for deferred and set stocked ewes 

Year/ site No. of ewes Days in 
confinement 

Average daily 
supplementary feed 
/head 

Total supplementary 
feed /head 

Deferred 330 40 475g wheat 
0.5 kg straw 

19 kg wheat 
20 kg straw 

Set 
stocked 

330 - 130 g wheat 
0.35 kg straw 

5.2 kg wheat 
1.4 kg straw 

3.3.1 Year 1: 2016 Rainfall 

Figure 1 shows rainfall at the nearest BOM site to the host farm (The Gums), in 2016, which indicated a 

May break.  



E.PDS.1410 Final Report ς Autumn saving of pastures demonstration 

Page 11 of 50 

 

Fig: 1: Average ƳƻƴǘƘƭȅ ǊŀƛƴŦŀƭƭ ŀǘ Ψ¢ƘŜ DǳƳǎΩ ƴŜŀǊ site 1 

 Year 2: 2017 setup  

In 2017, the demonstration was conducted on a property at Glenthompson. Composites were used, 
with 189 twin bearing ewes in each treatment over approximately 31 ha, a stocking rate of 8 ewes /ha. 
The set stocked ewes were rotated across the three paddocks then set stocked a week prior to lambing. 

The deferred mob were confinement fed for 32 days (April 28 to May 29) on a diet of barley and straw 
(Table 2). The containment site was well drained and the producer did not report poor utilisation of 
grain.  Transition to grain prior to the demonstration was quicker than would usually occur as a 
different producer had planned to host the demonstration then pulled out. The demonstration host had 
not anticipated feeding sheep, given the abundance of available pasture. The set stocked mob were not 
supplementary fed. 
 
Table 2: 2017 supplementary feed for deferred and set stocked ewes 

 No. of ewes Days in 
confinement 

Average daily 
supplementary feed 
/head 

Total supplementary 
feed /head 

Deferred 189 32 700g barley 
0.4 kg straw 

22 kg wheat 
36 kg straw 

Set 
stocked 

189 - - - 

3.4.1 Year 2: 2017 Rainfall 

Figure 2 shows the rainfall data near the site in 2017, indicating summer rainfall and an early break. 
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Fig. нΥ !ǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƳƻƴǘƘƭȅ ǊŀƛƴŦŀƭƭ ŀǘ Ψ¢ƘŜ DǳƳǎΩ ƴŜŀǊ ǎƛǘŜ н 

 

 2018 setup  

The demonstration was conducted on a property near Dunkeld in 2018. This time merino ewes were 
used, with 238 twin-bearing ewes in each treatment across a 31ha paddock per treatment. The stocking 
rate was around 8 ewes/ha. Set stocked ewes had access to the entire paddock until one week prior to 
lambing. At that point, the paddock was divided into three to create smaller mob sizes, using electric 
fencing. The deferred mob were also run across one paddock when released from containment and 
were set stocked as three small mobs over lambing, using electric fencing.  The electric fencing was 
taken down after lambing had finished and each treatment was run across the whole paddock. 

The deferred ewes were fed a diet of wheat, hay and silage (Table 3) and were contained for 28 days, 
from April 30 to May 28th. The set stocked mob were also supplemented with some wheat and a small 
amount of hay in their paddock.  

Wet conditions in May became problematic in the containment area causing the producer to twice let 
ewes out of containment into a nearby yard while the containment area dried out. This also restricted 
feed utilisation. The producer estimated around 40% of the feed was not eaten as ewes were fed on the 
ground. The combination of a poorly drained containment area, very wet conditions and merino (rather 
than composites) impacted on feed utilisation. 
 
Both the set stocked and deferred ewes suffered hypocalcaemia, causing some loss of ewes. This was 
observed to be worse in the set stocked mob, where there was less dry standing feed; however ewe 
losses were even across treatments.  
 
Table 3: 2018 supplementary feed for deferred and set stocked ewes 

 No. of ewes Days in 
confinement 

Average daily 
supplementary feed 
/head 

Total supplementary 
feed /head 

Deferred 238 28 400g wheat 
0.9 kg hay 
1.1 kg Silage 

14 kg wheat 
27 kg hay 
26 kg Silage 

Set 
stocked 

238 - 285 g wheat 
0.19 kg hay 

8 kg wheat 
5 kg straw 
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3.5.1  Year 3: 2018 Rainfall 

Figure 3 shows the rainfall data near the Dunkeld site, indicating a May break. 

 
CƛƎǳǊŜ оΥ !ǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƳƻƴǘƘƭȅ ǊŀƛƴŦŀƭƭ ŀǘ Ψ¢ƘŜ DǳƳǎΩ ƴŜŀǊ ǎƛǘŜ о 

3.5.2 Extension activities 

February 2016- meeting 

Glenthompson-Dunkeld BWBL group discussed the demonstration to ensure everyone had a clear 
understanding of the trial. All attending the meeting completed the baseline evaluation survey, which 
was also completed online by any of the group unable to attend. 

June 2016 ς field day (25 producers in attendance) 
Group field day to inspect the set stocked and deferred treatments prior to lambing. FOO estimation 
session was run to further develop skills. 
 
June 2016 ς ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ƛƴ Ψ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ CŀǊƳŜǊΩ 

December 2016 ς presentation at BWBL meeting 
Results for year 1 were presented at the BWBL group meeting. 

July 2017 ï field day (15 producers attending). 

Group field day to inspect set stocked and deferred paddocks and ewes prior to lambing. FOO 

estimation competition held to further develop skills. Inspection of sheep handling setup and stock 

containment areas. Presentation of results to date (2016 and 2017). 

 

August 2018 ï open field day (>60 people in attendance) 

Widely publicised, open field day held at final site. Inspected and discussed treatment ewes and 
paddocks, FOO estimation competition, stock containment inspection/ discussion, presentations by the 
three host producers and project co-ordinators covering all results and implications. Interactive session 
on the pros and cons of autumn saving. 
 
August 2018 ï article in Beef and Sheep Newsflash 
 
November 2018- final workshop, ADOPT and KASA survey 
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Final results presented. KASA survey and ADOPT model undertaken.  
 
June 2019 ï BWBL conference presentations (Approx. 180 in attendance) 
Presentations as a concurrent session and the BWBL conference. 

3.5.3 Monitoring and evaluation 

Event evaluation 

Wherever possible, events were evaluated using the project evaluation forms. The forms collected 

satisfaction data and likely adoption and practice change information.  

KASAA change 

Pre and post questionnaires were conducted with BWBL group members to evaluate their change in 

Knowledge, Attitude, Skills, Aspirations, Adoption (KASAA). 

ADOPT workshop 

The group were taken through the Adoption and Diffusion Outcome Prediction Tool (ADOPT) process 

(Kuehne et al, 2017) at the final workshop/presentation, to gain a better understanding of the impact of 

the project as viewed by the BWBL group members. The process was used to predict the extent and 

speed of adoption of autumn saving. 

4 Results 

 2016: year 1 results 

4.1.1 2016 Feed On Offer 

The deferred paddocks were locked up for 40 days while sheep were in containment. The target FOO of 

1400 kgDm/ha was reached at the start of July (Figure 4) and the deferred ewes had an extra 465 

kgDM/ha ahead of them than the set stocked mob. The set stocked mob was 440 kg DM/ha below the 

target for twin bearing ewes at the point of lambing.  

Figure 4 shows the greatest difference in FOO between treatments coincided with lambing and 

lactation, when feed demand was highest. FOO levels peaked in both treatments in mid-August.  
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Fig 4: 2016 Feed on offer   

 

Fig. 5: Set stocked pasture at point of lambing: 

FOO = 960 kg DM/ha   

 Fig. 6: Deferred pasture at point of 

lambing: FOO = 1425 kg DM/ha 

Feed testing of pasture revealed no major differences in quality between set stocked and deferred 

paddocks (Appendix 1a). 

4.1.2 2016 Animal performance 

4.1.2.1 Ewe condition score (CS) 

The set stocked mob rapidly increased in condition when they were released into the paddock at the 

start of the demonstration; from 3.3 CS mid-April to 3.8 CS in early June (Figure 7). Condition in the set 

stocked mob then dropped from June until August, losing 0.7 CS over lambing and throughout 

early/mid lactation to 3.1 CS.  

In contrast, the deferred mob lost 0.3 CS in containment, from 3.3 CS mid- April to 3.0 CS in early June. 

After their release into the paddock on May 30, the deferred mob continued to gain condition, over 

lambing and early/mid lactation, catching the set stocked mob in August.  

At the end of the demonstration, both the deferred and set stocked ewes finished in good condition 

(3.30 CS and 3.25 CS respectively), with negligible difference between treatments. 

April May June July August Sept

Set Stocked 158 269 815 960 1497 1026

Deferred 211 457 1265 1425 1687 1170
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Fig. 7: 2016 ewe condition through the season 

 

Fig. 8 Set stocked ewes (top) and deferred ewes (bottom) Deferred mob, May 11th, 2016 

4.1.2.2 Lamb production  

Immediately prior to lambing, each of the four demonstration paddocks were stocked with 110 ewes, 

however, by lamb marking it was apparent that ewes had slipped fences or had been incorrectly 

counted, or both (Table 5).  Given the changes in ewe numbers (+4 ewes to -21 ewes), it was not 

possible to identify the number of ewe deaths per mob. An estimate of dry ewes revealed similar 

numbers between the set stocked and deferred mobs (15 in set stocked, 12 in deferred). 

Table 5: 2016 lambing results and weights  

April June August September

Deferred 3.30 3.00 3.15 3.30

Set Stocked 3.30 3.80 3.10 3.25

2.00
2.20
2.40
2.60
2.80
3.00
3.20
3.40
3.60
3.80
4.00

A
ve

ra
g

e
 c

o
n

d
iti

o
n

 s
co

re

Ewe Condition Score 2016



E.PDS.1410 Final Report ς Autumn saving of pastures demonstration 

Page 17 of 50 

 Pdk Ewes at 
start of 
lambing 

Ewes at 
end of 

lambing 

Diff in 
ewe 

numbers 

Estimate 
of dry 
ewes 

No. 
lambs 

at 
marking 

Lamb 
marking 

% 

Average 
liveweight 

Sept 
kg 

Average 
liveweight 

/ewe 
kg 

Set 
stocked 

1 110 99 -11 4 147 148%   

2 110 113 3 11 156 138%   

Deferred 1 110 89 -21 3 121 136%   

2 110 114 4 9 187 164%   

Av. Set 
stocked 

   
 

  
150% 27.3 41.5 

Av. 
Deferred 

      143% 25.2 36.0 

Difference       7 2.1 5.5 

 

Lamb marking percentage in the deferred mobs averaged 150 %, 7% higher than the set stocked mob 

(Figure 8). However, this was not consistent between treatment paddocks. Hazelwood, a deferred 

paddock had the lowest percentage (Table 5). 

 

Lamb weights at lamb marking in September, were 2.1 kg heavier in the deferred mob than the set 

stocked mob (Figure 9).  

The combination of the higher average lamb marking percentage and the heavier average lamb weights 

in the deferred mob achieved an extra 5.5 kg of lamb liveweight per ewe than the set stocked mob 

(Figure 10). 

  
Fig. 9: 2016 lamb marking 

percentage    

Fig. 10: Average lamb weight 

in September        

Fig. 11: Average liveweight 

per ewe  

 

4.1.3 2016 Economics 

4.1.3.1 Cost of containment 

Feed costs for the deferred group were $7.13/ head or $2350 for the mob of 330 over the 40 days in 

containment. This compared to $1.54 per head or $510/mob for the set stocked treatment (Table 6). 

Feeding costs were $5.60 higher per head and $1850/ mob in the deferred treatment. 

Table 6: 2016 Feed costs for deferred and set stocked mobs 
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Year/ site Days in 
confinement 

Average daily 
supplementary 
feed /head 

Total 
supplementary 
feed /head 

Cost of feed/head 
(Wheat $270/t, straw 
$100/t) 

Total feed 
costs/ mob 
(330 ewes) 

Deferred 40 475g wheat 
0.5 kg straw 

19 kg wheat 
20 kg straw 

$7.13 $2350 

Set 
stocked 

- 130 g wheat 
0.35 kg straw 

5.2 kg wheat 
1.4 kg straw 

$1.54 $510 

Difference    $5.60 $1,850 

4.1.3.2  Cost of extra feed grown 

By the start of lambing on July 1, the deferred paddocks had grown an extra 465kDM/ha or 27 t of total 

dry matter across the paddocks than the set stocked treatment. This extra feed was calculated at $69/t 

DM using the cost of containment feeding (Table 7). 

Table 7: 2016 cost of extra feed grown 

* Extra cost of 
feed per head 

($) 

*Extra cost of 
supplementary 
feed / 330 ewes 

Area 
(ha) 

** Extra FOO 
(kg/DM/ha) 

July 1 

Total feed 
grown (t DM) 

Cost of extra 
feed grown 

($/t DM) 

$5.60 $1,850 58 465 27 $69 
* From Table 6, ** From Figure 4,  

4.1.3.3 Partial profit - difference between treatments  

Lamb was valued at $2.65/kg using MLA Market Information for Saleyard and Lamb Indicators- Victoria 

2016 calendar year (563c/kg CWT), and a dressing percentage of 47%.  

The profit per ewe was $8.99 higher in the deferred mob ($102.85/ewe) than the set stocked mob 

($93.86). At the stocking rate of six ewes per hectare, the deferred mob was $53.91/ ha more profitable 

than the set stocked mob.  

Table 8: 2016 partial profit for deferred and set stocked ewes 

 Average lamb 
liveweight/ 

ewe kg 

Income /ewe 
(@$2.65/kg 
liveweight) 

Feed costs 
/ewe 

Profit 
$/ewe 

Profit /ha 
(6 ewes /ha) 

Deferred 
 

41.5 $109.98 $7.13 $102.85 $617.07 

Set stocked 36.0 $95.40 $1.54 $93.86 $563.16 

Difference 5.5 $14.58 $5.59 $8.99 $53.91 

 2017: Year 2 results 

4.2.1 2017 Feed On Offer 

The deferred paddocks were rested for 32 days while ewes were containment fed. Pasture growth was 

rapid in response to an early break (Figure 12) and the growth exceeded expectation. By the time the 

pasture was assessed in May, FOO had exceeded the target of 1400 kgDM/ha (Figure 11). The deferred 

mob were released at that point; however, the FOO continued to increase and had reached 

2300kgDM/ha at start of lambing, 1200kgDM/ha more than the set stocked mob and 900kgDM/ha 

higher than the target FOO for twin bearing ewes at lambing. 
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Despite the early, good break, the set stocked mob was still 300kgDM/ha below the FOO target for twin 

bearing ewes at the point of lambing (Figure 13) and was low at 811kgDM/ha in August. Ewes and 

lambs were removed from one set stocked paddock in September due to concern of low FOO by the 

producer. This did not adversely affect results as the demonstration finished in September each year, 

however it does suggest the set stocked system was pushed to maintain adequate FOO at the end of 

lambing compared to the deferred system. 

Figure 13: 2017 feed on offer 

      

Fig. 14: Set stocked pasture at point of lambing: 

FOO = 1100 kg DM/ha                                        

Fig. 15: Deferred pasture at point of lambing: 

FOO = 2300 kg DM/ha 

 

Feed testing of pasture revealed no obvious differences in feed quality between treatments, with the 

exception that crude protein appeared lower in the deferred paddocks (with higher FOO) than the set 

stocked paddocks in October (Table 9). This may reflect a drop in feed quality at the higher FOO levels 

in the deferred paddocks, however, the crude protein level was variable across the three paddocks 

measured, so ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ. Appendix 1b shows the all the FOO and quality results for 2017. 

April May June July August September October

Deferred 593 1744 2267 2305 1636 1529 1322

Set Stocked 591 1019 1097 1101 811 882 1153
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Table 9: Pasture Feed On Offer (FOO), Digestible Dry Matter (DDM), Metabolisable Energy (ME) and 

Crude Protein (CP) in October. 

 

4.2.2 2017 Animal performance 

4.2.2.1 2017 Ewe condition 

Ewes started the demonstration in perfect condition (CS 3) for twinners (Figure 14). However, the 

deferred ewes had a slightly rushed transition on to grain and lost a small amount condition in 

containment. Ewe condition in the deferred mob increased to 3.16 CS when ewes were released into 

their paddock and there was little fluctuation throughout the season.  

In contrast, the set stocked group increased in condition considerably as they were released into their 

paddock at the start of the demonstration, and gradually lost condition after June.  

Ewes in the deferred mob finished 0.4 CS above the set stocked mob (Figures 15 and 20). 

 
Fig. 15: 2017 ewe condition  

 

April May June August September October

Deferred 2.98 2.94 3.16 3.10 3.25 3.30

Set stocked 2.98 3.57 3.66 3.10 2.90 2.90
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October 

Paddock Group DDM ME CP 

1 Deferred 74 11.2 19.7 

2 Deferred 77 11.7 22.2 

1 Set stocked 75 11.3 26.9 

2 Set Stocked (not measured- removed from treatment in Sept) 
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Fig. 16: Ewes in the set stocked mob (left- CS=3.57) and deferred mob (right- CS= 2.94) in May 2017 

4.2.2.2 2017 Lamb production  

Both deferred paddocks had lower marking percentages than the set stocked paddocks (Table 10), 

averaging 14% fewer lambs than the deferred mob (Figure 17). There were few ewe deaths; four across 

the deferred paddocks and three across the set stocked paddocks.  

Lambs weights in the deferred mob were on average 1.6 kg heavier than the set stocked mob in 

September (Table 10, Figure 18).  

The lower lamb percentage, but higher lamb weights in the deferred mob resulted in liveweight 

production per ewe 0.6 kg lower than the set stocked mob (Figure 19). 

Table 10: Lambing percentages, survival and weights 

 Paddock Ewes at 
start of 
lambin
g 

Ewes at 
end of 
lambing 

Death
s 

No. 
lambs 
at 
marking 

Lamb 
marking % 
(of ewes at 
marking) 

Mean 
lamb 
weigh
t Sept 
(kg) 

Average 
liveweight  
productio
n /ewe 
(kg) 

Deferred Parking 
Bay 

76 74 2 118 159% 24.7 39.3 

New 113 111 2 174 157% 24.9 39.1 

Set 
stocked 

Railway  89 87 2 152 175% 22.8 39.9 

Lucerne 101 100 1 168 168% 23.6 39.6 

Av. 
Deferred 

     158% 24.8 39.2 

Av. Set 
stocked 

   
 

 
172% 23.2 39.8 

Differenc
e 

     -14 1.6 -.6 
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Fig. 17: 2017 lamb marking 

percentage    

Fig. 18: 2017 average lamb 

weight in (Sep)     

Fig. 19: 2017 average 

liveweight per ewe (Sep) 

4.2.3 2017 Economics 

4.2.3.1 2017 Cost of containment 

Containment feeding for 32 days cost $4.40/head and $832 for the deferred mob of 189 twin bearing 

ewes (Table 11). The set stocked mob incurred no supplementary feeding costs.  

Table 11: 2017 supplementary feed and cost for deferred and set stocked ewes 

Year/ site Days in 
confinement 

Average daily 
supplementary 
feed /head 

Total 
supplementary 
feed /head 

Cost of 
feed/day/head 
(Wheat $270/t, straw 
$100/t) 

Total feed 
costs/ mob 
(189 ewes) 

Deferred 32 700g barley 
0.4 kg straw 

22 kg wheat 
36 kg straw 

$4.40 $832 

Set 
stocked 

- - - - - 

Difference    $4.40 $832 

 

4.2.3.2 Cost of extra feed grown 

At the start of lambing on July 1, the deferred paddocks had grown an extra 28 t of dry matter. This 

extra feed cost $29/tDM, calculated using the cost of containment feeding (Table 12). 

Table 12: 2017 cost of extra feed grown 

* Extra cost of 
feed per head 

($) 

*Extra cost of 
supplementary 
feed / 330 ewes 

Area 
(ha) 

**Extra FOO 
(kg/DM/ha) 

July 1 

Total feed 
grown (t DM) 

Cost of extra 
feed grown 

($/t DM) 

$4.40 $832 23.5 1200 28 $29 
* From Table 11, ** From Figure 11  

4.2.3.3 Partial profit: Difference in income between treatments  

Lamb was valued at $2.95/kg using MLA Market Information for Saleyard and Lamb Indicators- Victoria 

2017 calendar year (628c/kg CWT), and a dressing percentage of 47%.  
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The profit per ewe was $6.17 lower in the deferred mob ($111.24) than the set stocked mob (Table 13). 

At the stocking rate of eight ewes per hectare, the deferred mob was $49/ ha less profitable than the 

set stocked mob.  

However, the deferred mob carried, on average, 0.4 CS more at the end of the demonstration (Figure 

18), which can be accounted for through feeding costs that could be required to get ewes in condition 

for joining. An estimated cost of $6.07 (Table 13) would bring the set stocked ewes to the same 

condition score. This cost would put the deferred treatment $0.10/head or $0.80/ha behind of the set 

stocked mob. 

Table 13: 2017 partial profit 

 Average lamb 
liveweight/ 

ewe kg 

Income /ewe 
(@$2.95/kg 
liveweight) 

Feed costs 
/ewe 

Profit 
$/ewe 

Profit /ha 
(8 ewes /ha) 

Deferred 
 

39.2 $115.64 $4.40 $111.24 $889.92 

Set stocked 39.8 $117.41 $0.00 $117.41 $939.28 

Difference - 0.6 $1.77 $4.40 -$6.17 -$49.36 

 Ewe condition Liveweight 
difference (kg) 

*Cost to make 
up condition 
difference 

Profit/ ewe $ Profit/ ha (8 
ewes /ha) 

Difference 0.4 6.6 $6.07 -$0.10 -$0.80 
*Feed conversion efficiency (4:1) Grain costs $0.23/kg (Nov 2017 barley price). Note this Feed conversion efficiency is very low 

but, in this instance,  it would be providing additional energy and protein to their diet to get added weight gain. Every 

additional kilogram of feed will go straight into weight gain rather than the first proportion of it being required for 

maintenance. 

 

 
 
Fig 20:Condition score (deferred and set stocked) in October 2017) 

 2018: Year 3 results 

4.3.1 2018 Feed On Offer 

The deferred paddocks were rested for 28 days (April 30- May 28) in 2018, by which point the FOO 

target of 1400 kg DM/ha had been reached (Figure 212). FOO continued to increase across both 
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treatments until mid-July, in-part driven by a mid-June Nitrogen application to both treatments, which 

resulted in significant pasture growth.  

By the start of lambing on July 1, the deferred paddocks had reached 2250 kg DM/ha (850 kgDM/ha 

above the target FOO) and the set stocked mob were very close to the twin-lambing ewe target FOO for 

the deferred paddocks. FOO remained adequate in the set stocked mob and high throughout the 

deferred paddocks. 

Appendix 1c show feed quality and FOO measurements through the season which were similar 

between treatments except for crude protein, which had reduced by September (Table 14) in the 

deferred paddock with high FOO (>2000 kgDM/ha). 

 

 
Fig. 21: 2018 feed on offer through the season 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 22:  FOO 10 days prior to lambing in 

deferred (2000 kg DM/ha)                                     

 

Fig. 23:  FOO 10 days prior to lambing in set 

stocked paddocks (1300 kg DM/ha)

Table 14: Pasture Feed On Offer (FOO), Digestible Dry Matter (DDM), Metabolisable Energy (ME) and 
Crude Protein (CP) in September  

April May June July August September

Deferred 475 1458 2037 2251 1800 2023

Set stocked 418 1136 1315 1381 1250 1614
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4.3.2 2018 Animal performance 

4.3.2.1  Ewe condition 

Ewes started the demonstration at CS 2.65, which is lower than the recommended 3.0 CS for twin 

bearing ewes. However, these were older merino ewes that were not given priority prior to the 

demonstration. The set stocked ewes gained some condition in the paddock and were around 2.8 CS at 

lambing. However, the deferred ewes lost condition in ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ Ǝŀƛƴ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

paddock to reach the set stocked ewes, lambing at around 2.7 CS.  

The poor feed utilisation from feeding on the ground in wet conditions would have led to the drop in 

condition in the deferred mob. This reduced condition may have affected the lambing percentage and 

the overall result for the deferred mob. 

By August, ewe condition was very similar between the two mobs. The two mobs finished in September 

in similar condition, however, the set stocked ewes on the better-quality pasture were gaining 

condition faster than in the deferred ewes.  

 

Fig. 24: 2018 ewe condition 

4.3.2.2 2018 Lamb production  

The deferred mob had 6% lower marking percentage (143%) than the set stocked mob (149%) (Table 

15, Figure 25). Both mobs lost 12 ewes, largely caused by hypocalcaemia, and the set stocked mob had 

one dry ewe more (9) than the deferred mob (8). 

By September, lambs in the deferred mob were on average 1.8 kg lighter (22.0 kg) than the set stocked 

ewes (23.8 kg) (Figure 26). This coincided with lower crude protein and higher FOO in the deferred 

paddock. 
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Deferred 2.65 2.59 2.66 2.73 2.75
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2.00
2.20
2.40
2.60
2.80
3.00
3.20
3.40
3.60
3.80
4.00

C
o

n
d

iti
o
n

n
 s

co
re

Ewe Condition Score 2018

September 

Treatment FOO DDM ME CP 

Deferred 2023 73 11 14.1 

Set stocked 1614 71 10.5 18.4 
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The combination of lower lambing percentage and lower lamb liveweight resulted in 4kg lower average 

liveweight production per ewe in the deferred mob than the set stocked mob (Figure 27). 

Table 15: 2018 lambing information and liveweights 

 Paddock Ewes at 
start of 
lambing 

Ewes at 
end of 
lambing 

Deaths Dry 
ewes 

No. 
lambs 
at 
marking 

Lamb 
marking % 
(of ewes at 
marking) 

Mean 
lamb 
weight 
Sept 
(kg) 

Average 
liveweight 
production 
/ewe 
(kg) 

Deferred Old Yella 238 226 12 8 324 143 22.0 31.5 

Set 
stocked 

North West 238 226 12 9 337 149 23.8 35.5 

Difference  0 0 0 1 -13 -6 -1.8 -4 

 

         

Fig. 25: 2018 lamb marking 

percentage    

Fig. 26: 2018 average lamb 

weight in September          

Fig. 27: 2018 average 

liveweight per ewe (Sept) 

4.3.3 2018 Economics 

4.3.3.1 2018 Cost of containment 

Containment feeding for the 28 days cost $8.40/head and $2000 for the deferred mob of 289 twin 

bearing ewes (Table 16) This was an extra $5.50/head more than the set stocked mob, which cost 

$2.90/head and $690 per mob. The high cost for the deferred mob was partly the result of low feed 

utilisation caused by feeding on the ground and wet, muddy conditions in the stock containment area. 

Table 16: 2018 cost of supplementary feed for deferred and set stocked ewes 

Year/ site Days in 
confinement 

Average daily 
supplementary 
feed /head 

Total 
supplementary 
feed /head 

Cost of 
feed/day/head 
(Wheat $290/t, hay 
$110/t , silage $50/t) 

Total feed 
costs/ mob 
(289 ewes) 

Deferred 28 400g wheat 
0.9 kg hay 
1.1 kg Silage 

14 kg wheat 
27 kg hay 
26 kg Silage 

$8.40 $2000 

Set 
stocked 

- 285 g wheat 
0.19 kg hay 

8 kg wheat 
5 kg straw 

$2.90 $690 

Difference    $5.50 $1,310 
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4.3.3.2 Cost of extra feed grown 

By the start of lambing on July 1, the deferred paddocks had grown an extra 28 t of dry matter. This 

extra feed was calculated at $47/t  DM, calculated using the cost of containment feeding (Table 17). 

Table 17: 2018 cost of extra feed grown 

* Extra cost of 
feed per head 

($) 

*Extra cost of 
supplementary 
feed / 238 ewes 

Area 
(ha) 

**Extra FOO 
(kg/DM/ha) 

July 1 

Total feed 
grown (t DM) 

Cost of extra 
feed grown 

($/t DM) 

$5.50 $1310 32 870 28 $47 
* From table 16, ** From Figure 19,  

4.3.3.3 Difference in income between treatments  

Lamb was valued at $3.26/kg using MLA Market Information for Saleyard and Lamb Indicators- Victoria 

2018 calendar year (694c/kg CWT), and a dressing percentage of 47%.  

The profit per ewe was $13.04 lower in the deferred mob ($102.69) than the set stocked mob ($115.73) 

(Table 18). At the stocking rate of eight ewes per hectare, the deferred mob was $148.32/ ha less 

profitable than the set stocked mob.  

Table 18: 2018 partial profit per treatment 

 Average lamb 
liveweight/ 

ewe kg 

Income /ewe 
(@$3.26/kg 
liveweight) 

Feed costs 
/ewe 

Profit 
$/ewe 

Profit /ha 
(8 ewes /ha) 

Deferred 
 

31.5 $102.69 $8.40 $94.29 $754.32 

Set stocked 35.5 $115.73 $2.90 $112.83 $902.64 

Difference -4 -$13.04 $5.50 -$18.54 -$148.32 

 Summary across the three years 

4.4.1 Feed On Offer- all years 

Feed on offer followed a similar pattern for set stocked and deferred paddocks across the season in 

each year. The average FOO across the three years (Figure 28) shows a rapid increase in the deferred 

paddocks, continuing after ewes were released in late May. Deferred FOO levels then plateaued in late 

June-July as temperatures drop, then decline mid-July. The target FOO of 1400kgDM was reached on 

average, in late May. Average FOO in the set stocked paddocks increased at a much slower rate and 

never reached the target of 1400kgDM/ha for lambing ewes. At lambing (July 1), the average FOO was 

just over 1100kgDM/ha. 

 

Feed Quality 

Feed quality was similar between the deferred and set stocked paddocks with the exceptions of 

October 2017 and more so, September 2018, when lower crude protein was measured in deferred 

paddocks. This coincided with higher FOO levels than in the set stocked paddocks. 

 



E.PDS.1410 Final Report ς Autumn saving of pastures demonstration 

Page 28 of 50 

 
Figure 28: Average feed on offer across the three years 

4.4.2 Animal performance ς all years 

Ewe Condition 

In each year, ewe condition dropped in the deferred mob while in containment, and the drop was 

larger the longer the ewes were contained (Figure 29). In 2016 and 2017, the set stocked ewes rapidly 

gained condition as they went on to the paddocks and then began to lose condition in June. This was 

less dramatic in 2018, when merino ewes were used. In contrast, the deferred ewes gradually gained 

condition once they were out of containment, each year. In 2018 both the set stocked and deferred 

ewes were low in condition all the way through the demonstration. 

 
Fig. 29: Condition scores (CS) across all years. 

 
Lamb production 

Apr May June July Aug Sept

Deferred 426 1220 1856 1994 1708 1438

Set stocked 389 808 1076 1147 1186 1310
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Average lambing percentage was highest in the deferred mob in 2016, but higher in the set stocked 

mobs in 2017 and 2018 (Table 19). Average lamb weight at September was highest in the deferred 

mobs in 2016 and 2017, but higher in the set stocked mob in 2018.  Average lamb liveweight 

production per ewe was highest in the deferred mob in 2016 (5.5kg difference). It was similar, but 

marginally higher in the set stocked mob in 2017 and was 4kg higher in the set stocked mob in 2018. 

Table 19: Lambing percentage, average lamb weight in September and average liveweight per ewe 
across all years 

 Av. lambing % Av. lamb weight in 
September (kg) 

Av. liveweight per ewe 
(kg/head) 

 2016 2017 2018 2016 2017 2018 2016 2017 2018 

Deferred 150% 158% 143% 27.3 24.8 22.0 41.5 39.2 31.5 

Set 
Stocked 

143% 172% 149% 25.2 23.2 23.8 36.0 39.8 35.5 

Difference 7 -14 -6 2.1 1.6 -1.8 5.5 -0.6 -4 

Fig. 30: Lamb marking 2016 

4.4.3 Economics- all years 

Costs of containment 

Table 20 show that the average time in containment for the deferred mobs was 33 days. However, as 

explained above, ewes were contained too long in 2017 and 2018 as FOO had exceeded the target of 

1400kgDM/ha by the second pasture measurement. 

On average, containment cost $5.17 per ewe in feed costs. Across the three years, an average of 847 kg 

DM/ha or 27.7t/DM total feed, was grown across the deferred paddocks at an average cost of $48 per 

tonne (Table 20). 












































