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TARGET SETTING:

BODY CONDITION SCORES AND WEIGHTS
Peter R Wilson and Laurent J-M Audigé

1. INTRODUCTION

Quality Assurance (QA) involves setting goals (or targets, standards or specifications) and
achieving them Quality management (QM) 1s management practice designed to achieve the goals
or targets specified This paper looks at the 1ssue of target setting for body conditions scores and
bodyweights 1n deer herds, and selecting targets for production mimimums, production
improvement and production optimums It will also briefly discuss economic considerations and
welfare A range of data for BCS and bodyweights 1s included to provide reference data

Data on current commercial deer farm management practices and production outcomes has been
published (Audigé 1995) These provide the best current, readily accessible, reference source of
achievable and achieved goals and description of management practices to achieve the optimum
outcome Feeding contributes to many areas of production (Wilson ez al, 1996), ether directly -
eg growth resulting in a given carcass weight, or indirectly - eg the effect on body condition score
which in turn affects reproduction  For venison production, bodyweight alone provides a critical
and accurate marker Smmularly, antler weight and grade are related to bodyweights These effects
are continuous However, for some other outcomes, achievement of thresholds will determine the
outcome, eg hinds less than 65 kg are unlikely to conceive, young stags will begin antler pedicle
development only after achieving a threshold body weight of 47 kg Yet other production
outcomes will be dependent on more than one feed-related result at a time, eg conception date 1n
adult hinds 1s dependent on body weight (above the threshold), but also on body condition
(Audigé, 1995) Thus, for hind reproduction body condition score may be a more useful predictor
of a reproductive outcome than bodyweight alone, since almost all hinds on New Zealand deer
farms have reached the mmimum threshold to achieve reproductive capacity, and most herds have
a mean and range of body weights well above

In terms of goal or target setting data can be used to set desired outcomes, eg reproductive
percentage, growth rate, velvet weights (see Wilson et al, 1995) In addition, bodyweights and
condition scores can be used as markers to predict the achievement of the outcome and thus are
essential 1n monitoring management practices Thus, setting target growth rates or body condition
scores is essential for monitoring so management practices can be modified 1f 1t 1s confirmed that
targets will not be met  This will become more important for venison suppliers with forward sale
contracts to supply specified product
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2, PRINCIPLES OF TARGET SETTING

2.1 Farmer’s objective(s)

Every farmer has individual objectives Objectives may be

* financial

* life-style

* satisfaction
*

* productivity
* other

*

efficiency (by whatever measure)

combination of the above

It 1s critical that the farmer’s goals, objectives and motivation are fully understood It often takes
time and subtle discussion to ensure that the vet/advisor and farmer are indeed on the same
wavelength This to ensure that the advice and programmes are tailored to the farmer’s agenda(s)

and not to the advisor’s agenda

It 1s surprising that many farmers do not have clearly defined objectives or targets It 1s also
notable that many find the task of setting and 1dentifying targets as a source of motivation Only
after having ascertained the farmer’s objectives can the most appropriate strategies be 1dentified
The following are some examples to demonstrate these principles

Scenario 1 The farmer wishes to have a low labour-low 1nput system and 1s prepared to
accept some compromises _from absolute optimum outcomes
SCENARIO 1: Objective : low labour input
Sample management decisions o Resuit Producton response
achieve abyective
Set stocking Reduced control of food intake | growth rates
Risk of underfeeding Less confrol over BCS of hinds
- nisk | pregnancy rate
- nsk delayed calving
- nisk | calf survival
- nisk 1 dystocia
- nsk . weaning weight
Lower weight stags
- nisk lower velvet wt
risk poorer velvet grades
No feed supplements No insurance against food shortages - nisk of disease
risk of underfeeding
No vaccination * nsk of disease Higher mortality
Higher subclinical losses
No stag change-over during rut Risk of lower conception rates | reproductive efficiency
Lower yard/fence maintenance Risk stock injuries " mortality, 1 wastage
Less frequent observation at calving Higher calf mortality . weaning %
Poorer feeding . weaning weight
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Sample management decisions to Result Producton response
acheeve objective
No weighing No data Optimum weights not achieved
No scanning No culling empties Lowered feed conversion efficiency
No identification of late calving hinds competition for feed
No trace element monitoring Risk of TE deficiencies Risk | growth rate, velvet production,

animal diseases

Scenario 2: The farmer wishes to achieve the maximum possible financial return and high
production levels.

SCENARIO 2: Objective : Maximum financial and production efficiency

Sample management decisions to Resuit Production response
achweve objectve
Stock monitoring Detection of problems ! losses )
Fertilizer application Higher pasture production and quality Higher growth rates
Strip/rotational grazing Better feed control Meeting growth rate and BCS targe!
Use of crops/supplementary feeding Better match of feed supply/demand Achievement of weight and BCS targets
* Subdivision Better management of pasture 1 stocking rate, achievement of
welght/BCS targets
Strict vaccination/drenching programme Enhanced health 1 growth rates
. mortality rates
Trace element monitonng Knowledge of status Cost-effective supplementation
Changing stags at mating . nisk of infertile/sub-fertile stag * conception rate
Scanning Detection of non-pregnant hinds Cull empties, mprove efficiency
ID late calvers

Production targets for each scenario would be different The decisions for Scenario 1 would be
input based (1e what the farmer did or did not want to do) Assessment of the need for each
management mput and the corresponding predicted result, which would nvarnably be a
compromise to potential productivity, would need to be evaluated It will become clear which
inputs are imperative and which are not Production targets would be set accordingly In this
instance 1t would be mnappropriate to target the biological optimum for any of the outcomes, given
that none of the inputs could actually ensure that targets could be reached

To achieve the objective 1 Scenario 2, targets would be set at biological potential (animal and
pasture) because the imperative 1s efficiency and maximising returns  These can only be achieved
through achievement of biological potential, even though there may be a slight conflict between
maximising returns financially and maximising biological efficiency The level of input will be
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determined by the practices needed to achieve the targets and will invarnably be greater than for
Scenario 1, because the philosophy 1s outcome-based rather than input based

2.2 Compatibility: Objectives, Environment, Farmer Ability

A further consideration before choosing targets 1s to assess the farmer’s objectives against the farm,
its characteristics and the ability and attributes of the farmer For example, farms with high
summer rainfall will be better suited to weaner production and high growth rates, and maintenance
of body condition durtng lactation, than farms in dry summer areas A target weight on March 1
of 50 kg for weaner stags on a dry Canterbury farm may be unachievable on a consistent basis

Conversely, colder areas with poor winter feed growth may not be well surted to maximal winter
growth rates or early season venison production Genetic influences are also important The
farmer wishing to achieve average velvet antler production of 3 kg from mixed age stags, but
whose 2-year-old stags produce only 1 0 kg average and whose best breeding sire cuts only 2 8 kg
1s unlikely to achieve the stated objective Similarly, weight gain objectives for venison production
can be achieved by genetic influences, either within a breed or between species, eg red vs Wapiti

Target growth rates may be achievable using a hybrid whereas they may not be using a pure red
strain

The knowledge and abulity (skill) of the farmer must be assessed If a farmer 1s currently a poor
producer, the first objective may need to be to educate/upskill the farmer by providing information
and nstruction

2.3 Commitment to writing

The farmer should commut the objectives to paper to provide a source of focus and reinforcement
Targets should be reviewed regularly on the basis of achievement levels

2.4 Motivation

Motivation 1s a function of the recognised value of the outcome and the probability of success
Maximum motivation s reached when this probability is around 50% Minimum motivation 1s
when this probability 1s erther 0% or 100% Thus setting targets to achievable, yet challenging

viewed by the farmer, 1s required to boost motivation

Thus, an holistic approach must be taken It 1s simply not appropriate to adopt arbitrary objectives
- all factors relating to that farm should be accounted for 1n setting the objectives

3. CHOOSING TARGETS

Targets can be chosen either to set a goal for improvement, or to set achievement levels between
minimum and maximum
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3.1 Targets to achieve minimum performance

These levels are extremes or thresholds to achieve biological outcomes The classic example 1s
the achievement of puberty 1n young hinds at 65 kg That figure used to be the target for yearling
hinds However, the 65 kg figure relates only to the ability to concerve as the outcome It does
not take 1nto account the timing of onset of oestrus A low bodyweight hind will have a delayed
onset of oestrus, which will be a lifetime feature of that animal Thankfully 1t 1s now widely
recogmsed through the industry that achievement of substantially greater than 65 kg 1s needed to
optimise production from young hinds

Similarly, 1t has been shown that young stags must reach a bodyweight of 47 and 57-59 kg before
pedicle inttiation and antler development, respectively Permanent stunting may result in a
hummel - a stag which never grows an antler On farms an occasional runt will occur, they should
be culled

There 1s little reason why targets to achievement minimum performance cannot be greatly
exceeded on deer farms It 1s easy to aspire to mediocrity An industry based on quality assurance
should be aspiring to excellence

3.2 Targets for improvement

Once the actual level of performance for a given outcome has been established on a farm and
compared with potential, 1f improvement 1s appropriate or desired a target can then be set The
target must be realistic and achievable in the short and long term  For example, given the scenario
1n 2 2 above a short-term target of 3 kg average velvet antler weight 1s not attainable A short-term
target of increasing velvet weight by improving winter stag bodyweights and growth rate from June
to velvetting, along with improving copper status and any other management factor which may be
identified, may be more realistic Thus, with existing constraints, stock and changed management
practices, a target of 1 3 kg for 2-year-old, 1 8 kg for 3-year-old and 2 4 kg for older stock during
the next 12 month cycle may be realistic The 3 kg target can still be a long-term target but
achievable through a range of other management factors and decisions, such as a combination of
feeding with introduction of genetics through either purchase of breeding stags of superior genetic
merit, or even longer term, introduction of new genes through artificial insemination or embryo
transfer techniques to breed own sire replacements An economic evaluation would be appropriate
before the latter sequences should be introduced

Another example could be the herd with a mean yearling hind bodyweight of 66 7 kg (see Table,
Appendix 3 32) (Note this was actual data recorded from one of our survey farms) The low
reproductive performance 1n this herd could be associated with hind bodyweight A short-term
target of 102 kg (highest average) would likely be unachievable on that farm A short-term target
to achieve the average farm mean yearling bodyweight (81 3 kg) 1n the next two years would be
more realistic Usually management changes and other farming decisions have a long lead-up time
and mvolve a whole range of management practices Another factor 1s that 1t may take months or
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years for that farmer to conceptualise the systems that are needed to achieve better outcomes The
target must be agreed by the farmer as being achievable 1f not, 1t 1 unlikely to be achieved

3.3 Targets for optimum performance

3 3.1 Body condition scores

Body condition score 1s related to reproduction outcomes (see Wilson et al, this
proceedings) Our models suggest that BCS 1s extremely useful as both a target parameter
and predictor of outcomes Thus, 1f optimum reproductive success 1s to be achieved based
on our models of association between BCS and reproduction, the farmer should body
condition score deer at strategic points as follows

*  Weaning (early March)

- mixed age hinds should be at or above a threshold body condition score of 25 If
below this average they should be managed separately to achieve sufficient weight
gain 1n the next two to three weeks to reach the pre-mating threshold target The
effect of achievement of the minimum target will be to improve conception rate and
advance conception date

*  Pre-rut

- vyearling hinds should be of a BCS of 2 5-3 5 Higher body condition score yearlings
have been shown to be at higher risk of not concetving If below 2 5, conception
rate may be reduced and conception date delayed

*  Winter

- If BCS falls below 2 5 1n September there 1s a probabulity of reduced survival of

progeny to weaning
*  Pre-calving

- IfBCS 1n September is more than 4, there 1s a 3 4 times higher nisk of dystocia in

mixed age hinds

Tt therefore appears clear that hinds should be maintamed at a reasonably steady body
condition score through all stages of the reproductive cycle More discussion of BCS 1n
hinds 1s to be found 1n Audigé (1995)

3.3.2  Bodyweights

Our studies and others have shown that bodyweight 1s related to many production outcomes
The following summarnises the principal effects (note these effects are above minimum
thresholds described earlier)

Reproduction Higher growth rates during March to June 1n yearling hinds increases the
probability of a higher conception rate  Thus 1t 1s important to have

yearling hinds on an above-maintenance diet during mating

High weight 1n June 1s posttively associated with the ability of the hind
to rear a calf to weaning, 1e weaning rate
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High weight of dam 1n June, 1e early gestation, 1s related to high weaning
weights of progeny, 1e the heavier the hind in winter the heavier the
weaner at weaning

The greater the bodyweight increase in pregnant hinds during spring, the
greater the risk of dystocia

Velvet 2-year-old velvet weight and grade were positively related to higher
bodyweights 1n June and high winter growth rates

In adult stags high bodyweights in June were related to high velvet
weights In addition, the higher the weight gain between June and velvet
harvesting date, the higher the antler weight

Health From limited models we have shown a relationship between weaning
weight and the risk of the individual animal to yersiniosis The higher
the weaning weight the lower the risk Within a mob, if the range of
body weights was wide, regardless of the average, there was a higher risk
of yersiniosis 1n the lightweight deer However, for malignant catarrhal
fever 1t has been observed that the risk of MCF 1s greater in high
bodyweight mixed age hinds These relationships needs to be examined
1n more detail

4. DEFINING PRODUCTION MEASURES
Production outcomes can be broadly classified as reproduction, growth, velvet and health

Before targets are set an evaluation of current productivity outcomes should be undertaken This
has a two-fold effect

* identification of production areas where improvement can be made,

* provision of a guide as to the likely or possible magnitude of improvement

To achieve the former, an evaluation of all processes that contribute to the outcome 1s necessary
For example, 1f mortality rate in mixed age hinds 1n a herd was 4% (average 1 77%), the cause(s)
of death should be listed and categorised as preventable or non-preventable Target areas for
improvement become obvious

Another example would be low reproductive efficiency (number of deer weaned over number of
hinds mated x 100) To evaluate that outcome a further series of ratios needs to be investigated
to 1dentify where the production loss was occurring These ratios effectively define targets
Example include
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* number of hinds pregnant at scanning over number of hinds mated x 100%
number of hinds calving over number of hinds scanned pregnant x 100%
number of hinds with live calf 24-48 hours after birth over number of hinds calving x 100%
(1e a measure of perinatal loss)

* number of hinds rearing a calf to weaning over number of hinds producing a live calf x 100%
(a measure of progeny survival)

Alternatively, the objective may be one of early calving, in which case the rates above pertain to
conception, for example before May 1, and all subsequent ratios would relate to that pattern

Usually these figures are not available retrospectively Part of farm performance monitoring will
involve a programme of recording to provide the diagnostic information needed to 1dentify poor
outcomes and their components, and therefore to identify target areas for improvement as well as
quantifying the new targets Thus, while the gross outcomes - for example, weaning percent,
bodyweights, velvet weights and mortality rates - are easy to measure, the factors that contribute
to them require much more ntensive data collection, because each outcome 1s a result of a
multitude of factors (the “causal web”)

The precise definition of targets should be established for each property They may not be the
same between properties

5. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
In setting new targets there are a number of economic considerations

* Does achievement of target involve cash flow? Eg purchase of supplementary feed,
purchase of new breeding sires If yes, the economic benefit of making change may be of
concern to the farmer Cash flow, debt structure, taxation and personal considerations all
contribute Thus the financial situation and goals of the farmer need to be known and
discussed Advice which involves costs that cannot be afforded because of debt or cash flow
problems 1s useless at best, and counter-productive at worst, by alienating or distressing the
farmer

* What return can be expected from the cost? Eg 1f reaching a target of improving growth
depends on buying a Wapit1 hybrid stag Firstly optimum use should be made, 1e a high
stag/hind ratio, even though a shight reduction 1n conception rate may occur This may be
offset by an increased number of progeny A simple scenario could be
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purchase of a stag $3 000 00
opportunity cost 10% $300 00
stag/hind ratio 1/60
- weaning rate 85%
- 1increased weight at weaning
Male 10kg
Female 8 kg
- increased return at weaning
Male 10x $5*x255 = 1275
Female 8x$4*x255 = 816
$2 019

* conservative value/kg liveweight

Note If weaners were kept through winter the additional cost of feeding or lower stocking rate
would need to be budgeted 1n, 1e a 25% increase in growth rate of hybrids may require
approximately a 10% reduction 1n stock numbers

Thus the cost benefit rat1o 1s so obvious that intricate financial analysis 1s unnecessary

A second example could be an attempt to improve weaner growth rates in winter by supplementary
feeding, eg

target + 50 g/day for 100 days

method - feed barley

requirement - approx 2 MJME/day - total 200 MJME/head

Barley @ 12 5 MJIME/kgDM - approx 18 kg barley needed/head

@ $300/tonne - cost per 100 days = $5 33 per deer

return - 5 kg liveweight less estimated 60% compensatory growth! 1n spring = 2 kg
liveweight at slaughter in December

2kg @ 56% =1 12 kg carcass @ $7 50 = $7 84

* Nett + $2 51 per deer

* X R * X x

*

' there 1s dispute about compensatory growth in deer This figure 1s possibly high

Note this calculation does not account for an increased cost of spring grazing of approximately
20 kgDM/deer, or the benefit of improved health or reduction of mortality
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On the other hand, 1f nitrogen was applied as urea to pasture in the autumn @ $500/tonne

$1/kgN

estimate response 15 kgDM/kgN

18 5 kg pasture DM needed to supply 200 MIME
Cost $1 23

Nett return $6 61

* ¥ X X *

These calculations conclude that the target increase growth rate will yield an increase in venison
sales and that this more than offsets the cost incurred by two possible methods of achieving the
target

Every new target can be evaluated by a similar means While many calculations will not be
precise, they should give a reasonable indication of the probability of cost benefit

6. ANIMAL WELFARE

Production targets must take into account the wellbeing of the animal For example, 1f a target for
production 1s to reduce the body condition score and weight of hinds during winter as a means of
overcoming a predicted feed deficit, or as a short term target during late winter to decrease the risk
of dystocia, the effect of that below-maintenance diet 1n 1itself needs to be accounted for For
example, 1n fine weather the hind may not suffer unduly through sub-maintenance feeding levels
However, 1n inclement weather the requirement for body heat increases and increases the risk of
stress-related diseases such as MCF

Provision of shelter, supplementary feeds and a range of management practices impinge on the
wellbeing of the amimal Setting a target must take all events and possible outcomes 1nto
consideration

7. PRODUCTIVITY DATA

The following tables and graphs are from the PhD thesis, Deer Herd Health and Production
Profiling by Laurent Audigé Data presented 1n these Tables are collected from 16 farms 1n the
lower half of the North Island (coded 1-16)

Data 1s collected 1in one of three levels

- Farm data giving mean and range for a given measurement for each farm to allow between

farm comparison, eg Figure 3 16 shows the mean and range of body condition scores on
each farm,
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- Farm mean data this data shows the average for a given measurement for that farm, eg
Figure 3 17 shows the means of BCS for each farm, not the full range of BCS for all animals
over all farms

- Individual animal data eg Table 3 16 shows the full range of weights over all individual
deer on all farms pooled together Simuilarly Figure 3 25 shows all individual animal data
combined over the 16 farms

Please read the Figure and Table legends carefully to correctly interpret the data
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Figure 3.16 : Mean pre-mating yearling and adult hind body condition score (+SD) between

farms in 1992 and 1993.
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Figure 3.17 : Range and quartiles of farm mean yearling and adult hind body condition
score recorded pre-mating, post-winter and at weaning in 1992 and 1993.
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Table 3.16 : Descriptive summary of yearling and adult hind bodyweights (kg) in 1992

and 1993
Yearling hinds Adult hinds
Number Number
Year of hinds Mean  Min Max SD ofhinds Mean Min Max SD
MARCH (Pre-mating)

1992 311 828 520 1070 94 1158 980 650 1335 106
1993 442 813 440 1130 85 1422 98 7 560 1445 107
JUNE
1992 325 848 535 1140 102 1167 971 665 1300 101
1993 417 851 595 1180 86 1408 99 5 66 0 1400 96
SEPTEMBER
1992 177 805 580 1095 104 637 942 575 1365 107
1993 323 853 585 1150 91 1403 98 4 685 1355 93
NOVEMBER (Pre-calving)

1992 258 910 520 1190 115 925 1029 670 1390 116
1993 139 96 8 750 1240 88 564 1099 780 1565 107

Min = mimmum, Max = maximum, SD = standard deviation
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Figure 3.24 : Mean and standard deviation of bodyweight (kg) of weaner hinds and stags
calculated on each survey farm on April 1 1993 and 1994.
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Figure 3.25 : Mean and standard deviation of bodyweights of weaner hinds and stags. All
survey farms and both years 1992 and 1993 combined.
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Figure 3.26 : Proportion of weaner stags that reached 92 kg bodyweight by
December 1 (%), that did not reach 92 kg by December 1 (sold or not), and that
died before December 1 on each survey farm in 1992 and 1993.
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Figure 3.27 : Mean and standard deviation of seasonal growth rates of weaner hinds and
stags. Data from 1992 and 1993 combined.
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Figure 3.28 : Median (line) and range (dots) of farm mean bodyweights of weaner hinds and
stags. Data from 1992 and 1993 combined.
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Appendix 3.32 : Bodyweights of yearling hinds mated on each survey farm in 1992 and 1993.

MARCH JUNE

Farm Number Number
code Date of deer Mean Mmn Max SD Date of deer Mean Min Max SD
Year 1992

01-Mar 36 833 690 1015 67 22-Jun 12 858 755 980 76
2 20-Mar 41 778 590 935 86 23-May 45 861 605 1010 94
3 03-Mar 4 835 730 910 74 29-Jun 4 818 690 955 109
4 29-Feb 14 924 » 850 1030 46 19-May 14 959 ¥8 0 1090 48
5 NR NR
6 17-Mar 47 762 520 900 71 NR
7 07-Mar 18 808 682 928 52 01-hm 27 793 718 900 47
8 21-Feb 31 878 780 1070 65 25-Jun 32 915 185 115 68
9 11-Mar 34 898 700 1050 81 03-Jun 34 96 4 760 1140 89
10 06-Mar 22 934 820 1070 53 01-Jun 22 915 805 1045 50
11 23-Mar 1 1030 27-May 1 1010
13 04-Mar 48 773 610 98S 78 25-Jun 46 844 690 950 58
15 23-Mar 15 843 730 1000 72 27-Jun 46 781 66 0 ot1s 58
16 NR 01-Jul 41 723 535 835 61
All farms an 828 520 1070 94 325 848 535 1140 102
Year 1993
1 11-Mar 43 848 660 1000 73 03-Jun 43 888 660 1050 70
2 20-Jan 27 792 680 885 46 NR
3 17-Mar 30 797 440 1010 114 11-Jun 17 849 750 98 0 66
4 26-Feb 12 958 860 1040 50 20-May 12 963 830 106 0 57
5 NR « 23-Jun 7 894, 805 1000 60
6 17-Mar 26 781 610 930 74 19-May 26 772 620 870 64
7 20-Mar 12 742 575 830 74 07-Jun 12 788 595 850 78
8 02-Feb 56 793 620 910 70 26-May 57 830 615 96 0 72
9 27-Feb 47 8717 780 1170 61 05-Jul 47 948 800 180 73
10 03-Mar 35 894 770 995 53 08-Jun 3s 908 85 1020 50
11 15-Feb 1 840 25-May 1 900
13 25-Mar 45 809 665 975 56 08-Jun 44 825 720 1000 53
15 29-Mar 71 747 600 935 65 14-Jun 76 796 640 990 73
16 17-Mar 37 796 720 930 49 01-Jul 40 83 6 74 0 990 53
All farms 442 813 440 1130 85 417 851 595 1180 86
All hinds combmed 753 819 440 1130 89 742 849 535 1180 93

SEPTEMBER NOVEMBER

Farm Number Number
code Date of deer Mean Min Max SD Date of deer Mean Mm Max SD
Year 1992
1 05-Sep a6 844 650 1040 78 14-Nov 23 983 830 1190 92
2 NR 16-Nov 20 1048 955 1155 50
3 NR 07-Nov 2 975 930 1020 45
4 NR 10-Nov 14 934 820 106 0 52
5 27-Aug 9 914 860 990 49 NR
6 NR 09-Nov 46 790 520 950 94
7 12-Sep 23 785 675 885 58 07-Nov 16 854 720 970 73
8 NR 28-Oct 23 899 790 1130 72
9 NR 26-Oct 31 96 0 770 1130 79
10 31-Aug 22 955 865 1095 50 NR
11 NR NR
13 NR 16-Nov 44 98S 78S 1100 73
15 21-Sep 47 793 660 1010 69 NR -
16 14-Sep 40 69 0 580 810 55 15-Nov 39 83 1 655 99 0 81
All farmns 177 805 580 1095 104 258 910 520 1190 s
Year 1993
1 09-Sep 43 885 640 1040 76 NR
2 NR NR
3 10-Sep 17 826 710 980 64 02-Nov 17 868 750 1000 62
4 09-Sep 12 1015 890 1090 52 NR
5 NR NR
6 16-Sep 26 754 585 R7S 74 NR
7 28-Aug 6 804 780 830 16 17-Nov 3 898 875 920 18
8 NR NR -
9 29-Sep 47 929 780 1150 76 05-Nov 47 98 8 830 1240 ’6
10 01-Sep 32 895 820 1005 49 NR 32 1033 925 195 64
11 02-Sep 1 880 NR
13 02-Sep 24 871 785 1045 58 NR
15 09-Sep 75 786 620 915 66 NR
16 05-Oct 40 84 6 718 980 52 17-Nov 40 941 820 1120 63
All farms 323 853 585 1150 91 139 968 750 1240 88
All hinds combmned 500 83 6 58 0 1150 98 397 930 520 124 0 11 0

Note No yearling hinds were survey ed in farm 14
Mu = mmmum, Max = maxumun, SD = standard deviation, NR = not recorded by the farmer
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Appendix 3.33 : Bodyweights (kg) of adult hinds mated on each survey farm in 1992 and 1993.

MARCH JUNE
Farm Number Number
code Date of deer Mean Min Max SD Date of deer Mean Min Max sSD
Year 1992
1 01-Mar 112 103 4 815 1305 85 30-May 125 1048 815 1240 88
2 20-Mar
3 03-Mar 146 978 780 1240 91 29-Jun 145 968 805 1300 88
4 29-Feb 76 997 820 1290 90 19-May 62 1012 870 1220 84
5 16-Mar 78 961 715 1180 104
6 17-Mar 117 916 680 1240 96
7 07-Mar 51 891 676 1100 75 01-Jun 52 893 702 1150 77
8 NR 25-Jun
9 11-Mar 86 985 800 1210 85 02-Jun 86 1039 860 1250 86
10 06-Mar 166 106 4 845 1335 90 01-Jun 169 987 820 1265 81
11 23-Mar 129 945 760 1150 83 27-May 129 952 780 1160 79
13 04-Mar 175 956 650 1320 113 25-Jun 140 944 665 1265 17
14 09-Mar 02-Jul
15 23-Mar 22 104 4 905 1200 87 27-Jun 138 969 710 1170 90
16 01-Jul 121 892 690 1140 94
All farms 1158 980 650 1335 106 1167 971 665 1300 101
Year 1993
1 11-Mar 140 1020 770 1240 89 03-Jun 136 1055 850 1280 89
2 NR
3 17-Mar 139 976 770 1210 76 11-Jun 127 9% 9 820 1190 75
4 25-Feb 64 104 1 860 1240 91 20-May 63 1028 880 1220 82
5 10-Mar 59 890 « 730 1105 65 23-Jun 74 971 750 1090 65
6 18-Mar 144 976 690 1270 99 19-May 117 949 660 1230 96
7 20-Mar 52 90 1 750 1155 69 07-Jun 53 899 765 1155 71
8 NR 26-May 188 1027 840 1255 76
9 04-Mar 106 1078 890 1280 85 05-Tul 105 1058 930 1280 76
10 03-Mar 155 1071 855 1445 &R 08-Jun 154 1048 870 1400 81
1 18-Mar 107 986 830 1200 72 25-May 106 967 ¥10 1140 69
13 15-Mar 180 927 710 1280 91 08-Jun 46 935 740 1040 81
s 06-Apr 141 962 560 1225 120 14-Jun 117 985 748 1250 106
16 17-Mar 135 96 S 720 1270 115 01-Jul 134 949 730 1225 92
All farms 1422 987 560 1445 107 1408 995 660 1400 96
All himds combined 2580 98 4 56 0 1445 106 2575 98 4 660 1400 99
SEPTEMBER NOVEMBER
Farm Number Number
code Date of deer Mean Min Max SD Date of deer Mean Min Max SD
Year 1992
1 05-Sep 134 997 830 116 0 76 11-Nov 126 ms 910 1320 84
2 NR 16-Nov
3 NR 07-Nov 140 1013 800 1300 86
4 NR 10-Nov 74 1056 840 1250 K6
5 27-Aug 62 925 720 1100 89 NR
6 NR 09-Nov 102 921 670 1160 90
7 12-5ep 49 X9 765 1145 76 07-Nov 47 934 705 1205 89
8 NR 28-Oct
9 NR 26-Oct 76 1055 §90 1240 81
10 31-Aug 153 1021 860 1365 81 NR
11 NR 23-Oct 196 998 790 1200 82
13 NR 17-Nov 147 1102 840 1390 142
14 NR NR
15 21-Sep 118 917 695 1085 80 NR
16 14-Sep 121 833 575 108 0 87 15-Nov 119 1004 635 1280 104
All farms 637 942 575 1365 107 925 1029 670 1390 ne
Year 1993
1 04-Sep 130 1005 715 1185 85 NR
2 NR NR
3 10-Sep 134 959 760 1170 73 02-Nov 133 1042 780 1240 75
4 09-Sep 62 1025 830 1220 80 NR
5 NR NR
6 16-Sep 117 942 68S 1250 94 NR
7 28-Aug 51 830 760 1115 64 17-Nov 51 1001 875 1260 73
] 02-Sep 186 970 770 1170 72 NR -
9 29-Sep 103 1070 9210 1240 80 N5-Nov 103 1152 950 1360 90
10 01-Sep 145 104 5 890 1355 76 145 1171 930 1565 95
11 02-Sep 102 954 800 1120 70 NR
13 02-Sep 118 98 2 810 1300 96 NR
15 09-Sep 123 971 780 1230 100 NR
16 05-Oct 132 972 7758 1205 &8 17-Nov 132 1073 850 3o 97
All farms 1403 98 4 685 1355 93 564 1099 780 1565 107
All lunds combined 2040 971 575 136 5 99 1489 1057 670 1565 115
Note Farm 14 was not surveyed m 1993
Min = muumum, Max = maximum, $D = standard deviation, NR = sot recorded by the fermer
<
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Appendix 3.34 : Summary distributions of pre-mating, pre-calving and weaning body
condition scores of adult hinds mated on each survey farm in 1992 and March 1993.

Farm Number Number of hinds of each score Mean

code Date of hinds 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5 score SD
Pre-mating condition score March 1992

1 17-Mar 107 - 1 8 17 29 28 24 - - 319 062
2 02-Mar 104 - - 3 24 41 63 16 - - 322 048
3 04-Mar 126 - - - 6 17 56 42 5 - 359 044
4 26-Feb 76 - - 3 22 30 15 6 - - 299 049
5 12-Mar 78 2 1 3 7 21 24 19 1 - 326 069
6 19-Mar 117 4 8 14 17 28 25 19 1 1 294 084
7 24-Mar 52 - 2 7 2 18 12 1l - - 312 070
8 18-Mar 100 - - - - 14 33 45 8 - 374 042
9 10-Mar 86 - - 3 5 22 32 21 3 - 342 054
11 03-Mar 115 - - 8 13 26 47 20 1 - 327 057
13 11-Mar 128 - - 2 7 34 46 36 3 - 345 050
14 09-Mar 133 - . - 7 25 40 47 13 1 364 053
15 23-Mar 138 1 5 19 20 5 22 17 4 - 297 072
All farms 1023 7 17 67 116 275 443 215 18 1 323 066
Pre-calving condition score September 1992

1 02-Sep 131 - . 1 11 27 42 a2 8 - 352 054
2 30-Sep 205 1 1t 48 64 52 19 10 - - 261 061
3 15-Sep 140 - - 1 6 30 41 54 8 . 359 051
4 17-Sep 62 - 4 4 9 21 18 6 - - 301 064
5 09-Sep 65 - . 3 4 16 19 23 - - 342 056
6 05-Oct 99 - 7 21 32 30 8 1 - - 257 055
7 14-Sep 48 - - - 1 10 14 19 4 . 366 048
8 08-Sep 206 1 3 17 25 55 56 46 3 - 321 067
9 24-Sep 76 - . 4 9 26 18 18 1 326 058
10 10-Sep 144 1 - 1 5 22 34 48 31 2 376 063
11 07-Sep 109 3 7 9 30 31 28 1 - 327 065
13 24-Sep 118 - - 5 13 33 28 32 7 - 338 062
14 28-Sep 156 - 2 5 14 40 39 40 14 2 345 058
15 21-Sep 121 3 6 11 23 30 30 18 - - 296 075
16 09-Sep 119 3 3 10 16 41 271 17 1 1 305 072
All farms 1232 7 23 68 138 316 310 402 61 3 330 070
Weaning body condition score March 1993 .

1 24-Mar 115 - 3 17 20 25 20 22 8 - 311 079
2 23-Mar 133 - - 7 12 36 24 31 17 - 346 069
3 16-Mar 136 - 6 22 32 30 23 18 5 - 293 076
4 15-Mar 61 - 1 1 7 12 19 15 5 1 346 067
5 03-Mar 65 - 4 11 23 23 3 1 - - 260 051
6 18-Mar 108 - 5 11 17 34 16 21 3 1 308 076
7 22-Mar 47 - 1 2 6 10 12 13 3 - 336 069
8 10-Mar 184 1 2 3 8 28 44 6+ 29 5 369 068
9 08-Mar 77 - - 5 8 23 1S 2 _ 6 - 336 067
10 30-Mar 144 - 1 3 8 32 25 4 24 10 370 073
1 02-Mar 107 . 1 6 16 27 29 1Y 9 - 329 068
13 06-Apr 145 1 321 34 43 24 13 6 - 293 070
15 06-Apr 99 - 3 3 7 13 17 33 19 4 368 079
16 25-Mar 94 2 4 10 18 16 32 11 1 349 075
All farms 1515 2 32 116208 354 287 349 145 22 332 078

SD = standard deviation
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Appendix 3.35 : Summary distributions of pre-mating, pre-calving and weaning body
condition scores of adult hinds mated on each survey farm in 1993 and March 1994.

Farm Number Number of hinds of each score Mean

code Date of hinds 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5 score SD
Pre-mating condition score March 1993

1 24-Mar 135 - 5 22 25 29 22 24 8 - 304 080
2 23-Mar 153 - - 10 18 43 27 38 17 - 338 070
3 16-Mar 138 - 6 24 32 30 23 18 5 - 291 076
4 15-Mar 64 - 1 5 7 16 15 15 5 - 331 072
5 03-Mar 65 - 3 9 23 25 3 2 - - 267 051
6 18-Mar 144 - 5 15 22 43 23 30 5 1 312 075
7 22-Mar 63 - 1 5 9 16 15 13 4 - 325 0171
8 10-Mar 185 - 1 7 13 31 47 61 23 2 358 067
9 08-Mar 106 - - 10 10 29 21 28 8 - 333 070
10 30-Mar 151 - 311 34 29 46 22 6 364 068
11 02-Mar 107 - 1 6 16 27 29 19 9 - 329 068
13 06-Apr 175 1 5 30 41 52 25 15 6 - 287 071
15 06-Apr 145 1 + 3 6 18 23 28 41 21 ‘4 350 081
16 25-Mar 110 - 6 14 14 18 16 31 11 - 323 0 88
All farms 1741 2 37 166 259 416 323 381 144 13 325 078
Pre-calving condition score September 1993

1 15-Sep 130 - 3 9 12 26 26 35 I8 1 344 078
2 31-Aug 180 - - - 1 12 46 71 42 2 393 045
3 13-Sep 134 - 1 7 19 55 21 26 5 - 319 062
4 31-Aug 62 - - 1 3 13 21 17 7 - 357 056
5 14-Sep 58 - 1 5 15 19 10 6 1 1 301 067
6 16-Sep 117 - - 7 16 41 30 18 5 - 322 060
7 05-Sep 51 - - - 2 11 15 19 4 - 362 050
3 20-Sep 178 f 13 37 s0 47 11 19 - - 267 069
9 21-Sep 102 - - 3 s 2 19 29 16 4 364 069
10 02-Sep 143 - - - 11 31 33 31 28 9 371 069
11 08-Sep 102 - 2 7 21 41 17 12 2 - 303 060
13 07-Sep 111 - - 1 5 38 25 26 14 2 354 061
15 09-Sep 123 - 1 5 9 36 13 23 28 8 362 0382
16 01-Sep 130 - 1 2 4 21 36 31 28 7 377 068
All farms 1621 1 22 8% 173 417 323 369 198 34 343 075
Weaning body condition score March 1994 .

1 08-Mar 119 - 2 21 21 29 14 23 8 1 308 081

2 10-Mar 177 - - 19 29 55 15 42 14 3 324 077

3 11-Mar 134 - - 18 37 46 11 19 3 - 294 064

4 02-Mar 61 - 2 8 6 18 16 9 2 - 310 071

5 23-Mar 53 - 3 9 18 15 3 4 1 - 271 065

6 31-Mar 114 1 10 32 28 29 5 7 2 - 256 070

7 24-Mar 48 1 1 13 16 12 2 2 1 - 258 0 64

8 07-Mar 32 - - 5 3 9 3 9 1 2 330 085

9 07-Mar 100 - - 7 12 29 17 26 _ 8 1 336 070

10 03-Mar 143 1 7 27 26 31 13 21 14 3 301 092

1 09-Mar 96 - - 15 21 33 11 14 2 - 297 0 66

13 22-Mar 121 - 5 21 40 37 10 7 1 - 271 060

15 09-Mar 121 ] - 6 14 30 10 34 19 355 083

16 30-Mar 125 ] 3 11 27 38 12 20 8 5 314 0 84

All farms 1444 5 33 212 298 411 142 237 84 22 3 04 0 80

SD = standard deviation
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Appendix 3.36 : Summary distributions of pre-mating, pre-calving and weaning body
condition scores of yearling hinds mated on each survey farm in 1992 and March 1993.

Farm Number * Number of hinds of each score Mecan

code Date of hinds 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5 SCOre SD
Pre-mating condition score March 1992

1 17-Mar 35 - - 2 1 13 11 8 - - 331 052
2 02-Mar 17 - - - 1 3 8 5 - - 350 042
3 04-Mar 2 - - - - 1 1 - - - 325 025
4 26-Feb 14 - - 1 6 7 - - - - 271 031
5 12-Mar 9 - - - - 4 4 1 - - 333 033
6 19-Mar 44 - - - 3 13 14 13 1 - 345 049
7 24-Mar 21 - - 1 4 7 7 2 - - 312 051
8 18-Mar 33 - - - - 7 9 17 - - 365 040
9 10-Mar 34 - - 2 2 12 17 1 - 369 044
11 03-Mar 1 - - - - 1 - - - - 300

13 11-Mar 48 - . - 1 7 13 21 6 ,- 325 048
15 23-Mar 43 - - 1 1 11 14 14 2 - 352 052
All farms 301 - - 6 25 82 101 83 4 - 340 052
Pre-calving condition score September 1992

1 02-Sep 22 - 5 9 8 - - 357 038
2 30-Sep 20 - - - - 6 10 3 1 - 348 0 40
3 15-Sep 2 - - - - 1 ] - - - 325 025
4 17-Sep 14 1 2 2 5 4 - - - - 232 062
5 09-Sep 10 - - 1 - 7 2 - - - 300 039
6 05-Oct 39 - 1 7 7 18 5 1 - - 278 054
7 14-Sep 16 - - 1 1 5 6 3 - - 328 053
8 08-Sep 31 - - - - 3 9 15 4 - 382 041
9 24-Sep 31 - - - 1 10 9 7 4 - 355 054
10 10-Scp 22 - - - 2 7 5 8 - - 343 051
13 24-Scp 46 - - 2 5 16 12 10 ] - 328 057
15 21-Sep 47 - - 2 6 18 13 8 - - 320 052
16 09-Sep 40 - 4 9 g8 16 3 - - . 256 057
All farms 340 1 7 24 35 116 84 63 10 - 319 066
Weaning body condition score March 1993

1 24-Mar 19 - 2 5 4 4 2 2 - - 263 074

2 23-Mar 20 - - 3 6 7 3 -1 - - 283 053

3 16-Mar 2 - - 2 - - - - 200 -

4 15-Mar 14 - - 4 2 5 | 2 - - 282 067

5 03-Mar 12 - - 2 6 4 - - - - 258 034

6 18-Mar 36 - - 4 5 8 8 9 2 - 326 0171

7 22-Mar 16 - - 3 3 6 3 - 1 - 291 064

8 10-Mar 25 - - 5 7 7 4 2 - - 282 0 60

9 08-Mar 31 - - 6 2 7 6 8 2 - 323 078

10 30-Mar 22 - - 1 3 4 6 6 2 - 343 066

13 06-Apr 30 - 2 9 7 10 1 1 - - 253 058

15 06-Apr 45 1 - 311 9 11 8 2 - 313 073

16 25-Mar 37 - 4 12 4 3 2 7 5 288 104

All farms 309 1 8 59 60 74 47 46 14 0 296 077

SD = standard deviation
Note No yearling hinds were monitored on farm 14
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Appendix 3.37 : Summary distributions of pre-mating, pre-calving and weaning body
condition scores of yearling hinds mated on cach survey farm in 1993 and March 1994.

Farm Date Number Number of hinds of each score Mean

code of hinds 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5 score SD
Pre-mating condition score March 1993

1 24-Mar 41 - - - 4 15 11 10 1 - 337 051
2 23-Mar 25 - - - - 7 1 7 - - 350 037
3 16-Mar 17 - - - 1 6 7 3 - - 335 041
4 15-Mar 12 - - - - 5 4 3 - - 342 040
5 03-Mar 6 - - - 1 2 1 2 - - 333 055
6 18-Mar 26 - - - 3 8 5 9 1 - 3 44 056
7 22-Mar 10 - - - - 6 3 1 . - 325 034
8 10-Mar 56 - - 1 3 18 20 13 1 - 339 049
9 08-Mar 47 - - - - 4 12 26 5 - 384 039
10 30-Mar 34 - - - - g8 11 12 3 - 365 0 46
11 02-Mar 1 - - 1 - - - - - - 200

13 06-Apr 39 - - s 11 12 8 3 - - 291 056
15 06-Apr 72 - - - 7 2 16 18 5 .- 342 056
16 25-Mar 40 - - 2 4 14 11 8 1 - 328 057
All farms 426 - - 9 34 131 120 115 17 - 341 055
Pre-calving condition score September 1993

1 15-Sep 34 - - 1 311 7 10 2 - 341 060
2 31-Aug 20 - - - -2 9 8 1 - 370 037
3 13-Sep 17 - - 1 8 6 1 1 - 2179 0 46
4 31-Aug 12 - - - -2 2 6 2 - 383 047
5 14-Sep 7 - - 1 2 2 1 1 - - 293 062
6 16-Sep 26 - 1 4 9 9 1 2 - - 271 057
7 05-Sep 3 . - - 1 | 1 - . - 300 041
8 20-Sep 30 - 1 2 5 12 3 7 - - 308 0 66
9 21-Sep 47 - - 3 2 17 8 13 4 - 340 065
10 02-Sep 32 - - 3 3 13 4 9 . - 320 062
1 08-Sep 1 - - - - 1 - - - - 300

13 07-Sep 19 - . - 1 4 4 8 2 - 366 0 54
15 09-Sep 75 -2 2 17 26 14 12 2 - 311 063
16 01-Sep 34 - 1 2 4 20 6 1 - - 296 048
All farms 357 - 5 19 55 126 61 78 13 - 321 065
Weaning body condition score March 1994

1 08-Mar 33 -7 9 10 3 -2 1 1 242 086

2 10-Mar 20 -2 7 6 2 - 2 1 - 253 080

3 11-Mar 18 - 1 3 6 5 1 2 - - 272 065

4 02-Mar 12 - 3 4 2 - 2 1 - - 238 082

5 23-Mar 8 - - 3 2 1 - 2 - - 275 079

6 31-Mar 26 - -4 7 8 4 2 1 - 292 065

7 24-Mar 2 - 1 1 - - - - - - 175 025

8 07-Mar 27 -3 9 9 4 1 - 1 - 241 0 64

9 07-Mar 37 1 5 11 11 3 4 2 - 291 072

10 03-Mar 30 2 3 9 9 3 2 2« - - 237 074

1 09-Mar 3 - - - 1 2 - . - - 283 024

13 22-Mar 19 - 301 3 2 - - - - 211 042

15 09-Mar 73 -2 22 2 9 8 9 2 - 273 076

16 30-Mar 36 1 1 5 12 7 3 - - 285 069

All farms 344 3 27 92 94 62 28 29 8 1 263 076

SD = standard deviation
Note No yearling hinds were monitored on farm 14
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Appendix 3.41 : Means, ranges and standard deviations of individual
bodyweights (kg) of weaner hinds calculated monthly on each survey farm in 1992.

Date Farm code
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 13 14 15 16
Apnl 1 N 43 75 25 33 27 NR 19 54 40 77 NR 82 136 NR NR
1992 Mean 46 4 456 481 497 440 383 520 457 477 485 46 5
Min 292 291 395 408 286 301 382 341 327 329 315
Max 571 559 553 602 60 S 467 631 621 56 1 629 645
SD 63 56 44 47 75 54 70 70 44 60 71
May 1 N 43 NR 25 33 32 52 31 62 40 78 NR 82 139 70 NR
Mean 502 532 54 4 459 475 443 548 526 510 521 48 5 480
Min 322 435 443 290 319 315 411 399 352 370 87 325
Max 621 623 641 647 589 510 657 730 592 66 5 67 4 61 4
SD 66 46 47 72 55 49 69 79 46 67 84 69
June 1 N 43 NR 32 33 27 31 8 54 59 35 59 74 136 55 NR
Mean 533 500 593 470 482 46 5 583 550 56 4 511 518 518 458
Min 380 280 489 283 314 339 446 435 378 323 368 370 325
Max 640 635 706 690 58 4 527 679 730 628 624 633 700 593
SD 62 92 51 81 59 64 65 64 40 53 58 64 57
July 1 N 43 NR 32 33 30 34 19 55 60 35 60 74 NR 55 50
Mean 545 504 607 478 472 468 589 572 581 514 516 442 483
Min 398 2717 526 280 316 346 457 458 416 362 374 208 385
Max 649 634 715 708 583 557 676 741 651 646 635 577 580
SD 57 90 47 83 60 53 60 61 39 48 56 54 46
August 1 N 43 NR 32 33 30 34 19 55 60 35 6 74 NR S5 50
Mean 56 8 507 621 48 8 478 474 595 590 588 46 4 530 453 500
Min 422 274 557 280 337 353 46 8 472 446 377 400 306 396
Max 666 632 725 705 595 58 8 692 761 657 650 655 587 588
SD 57 88 45 86 60 58 58 60 36 88 63 53 45
Sept 1 N 42 NR 30 33 33 26 8 56 59 35 6 45 NR 51 49
Mean 592 517 64 4 508 503 509 60 4 609 596 48 4 595 46 4 518
Min 448 274 582 300 343 360 470 48 7 46 4 408 453 290 408
Max 692 634 74 4 705 607 619 710 781 659 66 8 693 598 596
sSD 58 84 45 717 58 82 58 60 35 86 41 57 45
Oct 1 N 46 75 30 33 NR 34 8 54 59 35 6 45 NR 54 49
Mean 619 603 537 675 491 538 639 627 638 522 619 491 544
Min 405 46 6 285 605 340 396 498 501 521 447 490 303 430
Max 738 787 658 773 618 637 742 802 708 702 732 621 62 4
SD 65 59 84 47 64 80 58 59 3s 84 41 58 47
Nov 1 N 57 NR 30 33 NR 26 8 54 59 35 6 45 NR 54 49
Mean 713 573 708 542 578 678 669 700 56 4 650 551 597
Min 530 317 60 S 379 452 529 545 599 487 524 374 483
Max 103 4 714 835 628 649 7717 867 782 738 772 687 705
SD 93 85 53 57 72 59 60 38 82 42 57 49
Dec 1 N 42 NR 30 33 NR 25 8 54 59 35 6 45 NR 54 50
Mecan 75 623 767 594 616 716 724 749 595 680 609 650
Min 560 346 682 426 506 558 605 655 517 558 443 535
Max 862 772 888 691 68 4 825 935 838 767 811 755 775
SD 65 90 58 61 67 62 63 41 82 44 59 52
Jan 1 N 42 NR 30 33 NR 25 8 54 59 35 6 45 NR 54 50
1993 Mean 763 6717 824 652 656 755 785 791 627 711 669 705
Min 591 376 721 476 533 589 66 4 69 4 547 592 514 589
Max 904 831 942 776 729 881 1009 88 4 797 851 824 830
SD 67 98 65 66 66 65 67 47 83 47 63 55
Feb 1 N 4?2 NR 30 33 NR 26 8 54 59 35 6 47 NR 64 51
Mean 801 730 864 715 67 4 794 824 843 659 745 703 746
Min 622 40 4 770 528 543 619 69 4 733 5717 621 551 622
Max 947 90 3 99 6 854 748 938 1075 D40 827 885 883 8% 0
SD 70 105 64 70 66 69 70 50 83 49 62 60
March 1 N 42 NR 30 33 NR 26 8 56 60 . 35 5 47 NR 64 51
Mecan 835 7717 897 757 671 802 856 891 689 777 720 76 1
Min 650 429 800 580 541 619 720 76 8 591 64 4 576 627
Max 986 978 1040 883 46 945 1130 992 848 917 909 912
SD 73 111 65 71 66 69 72 53 90 53 64 61

N = number of deer; Min = muumum value, Max = maximum value, SD = standard deviation, NR = not recorded
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Appendix 3.42 : Means, ranges and standard deviations of individual
bodyweights (kg) of weaner hinds calculated monthly on each survey farm in 1993.

Date Farm code
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 13 15 16
April 1 N 60 91 50 41 30 63 8 96 46 86 47 84 58 61
1993 Mean 460 393 4.3 8 492 46 6 401 544 457 46 8 505 49 8 443 403 436
Min 287 273 294 258 373 235 475 260 281 365 384 291 204 199
Max 640 475 541 5917 573 525 591 575 632 617 594 581 529 574
SD 73 43 55 66 43 62 41 56 75 51 52 57 72 71
May1 N 60 NR 32 41 23 63 32 35 46 86 47 87 57 61
Mean 500 476 558 511 426 442 551 506 539 513 453 449 454
Min 302 310 288 425 276 215 372 290 399 383 280 334 198
Max 685 583 677 609 574 654 631 689 655 610 617 566 601
SD 75 69 70 42 61 10 6 57 717 56 54 63 56 69
June 1 N 59 91 32 41 28 30 8 35 63 39 47 39 58 61
Mean 544 440 483 596 530 460 634 556 545 584 529 445 490 472
Min 316 318 340 291 449 308 553 390 423 407 392 326 391 196
Max 7317 510 580 71 4 625 604 702 643 719 672 627 658 60 4 629
SD 78 42 66 76 43 78 53 53 58 69 54 69 52 68
July 1 N 59 NR 2 40 27 30 8 35 74 39 47 5 56 61
Mean 557 48 4 619 572 481 643 561 580 599 547 6472 516 491
Min 342 361 449 484 333 564 399 457 410 421 599 405 197
Max 753 573 739 663 623 708 65 4 7317 689 64 4 706 625 656
SD 76 60 55 47 74 54 53 59 74 53 46 49 69
August 1 N 59 NR 32 40 16 30 8 35 74 39 47 5 56 61
Mean 571 507 645 647 503 652 566 613 613 565 680 530 518
Min 370 382 473 597 359 575 408 489 410 450 631 411 271
Max 76 9 595 769 710 64 4 716 665 767 705 662 757 647 680
SD 76 57 56 35 71 55 55 59 80 53 51 50 65
Sept 1 N 59 NR 33 40 16 30 8 s 74 30 47 5 56 61
Mean 585 525 671 677 530 66 7 570 645 670 584 718 545 546
Min 397 40 4 49 8 619 391 585 4] 8 522 612 479 66 3 41 8 345
Max 78 6 612 79 8 746 66 8 738 677 814 721 679 807 681 705
SD 76 55 58 39 68 56 59 60 29 54 56 54 64
Oct 1 N 49 NR 32 38 16 30 8 35 74 30 46 5 64 61
Mean 614 565 n3 706 572 721 608 6717 712 622 755 5917 572
Min 445 440 539 641 44 1 621 459 552 660 504 694 46 2 4117
Max 727 655 853 782 705 795 711 860 766 719 855 732 729
SD 61 55 61 44 65 59 517 62 30 57 61 55 63
Nov1 N 49 NR 32 38 16 30 8 35 40 30 46 5 64 61
Mean 665 618 760 736 616 777 660 718 155 662 820 658 619
Min 497 481 582 663 48 6 659 514 586 700 540 752 522 475
Max 787 716 911 818 74 4 854 756 909 823 769 933 812 770
SD 64 59 63 48 62 63 53 66 34 58 66 55 67
Dec 1 N 49 NR 32 38 7 30 8 35 40 30 46 5 68 61
Mean 714 674 806 756 659 831 710 76 5 814 701 889 718 660
Min 547 515§ 623 690 529 696 567 630 76 5 575 815 580 509
Max 845 765 967 847 782 912 805 956 896 819 1014 890 809
SD 68 63 67 55 61 67 52 67 35 61 71 60 70
Jan 1 N 49 NR 32 38 7 30 8 35 40 30 46 5 63 60
1994 Mecan 76 2 731 844 778 691 869 762 814 854 736 96 0 7317 679
Min 594 550 662 711 56 0 724 622 674 804 609 880 599 529
Max 90 0 839 1009 874 807 955 856 1005 960 864 1098 906 831
sD 72 68 69 59 60 70 53 69 39 63 76 60 70
Feb 1 N 49 NR 32 38 7 30 8 NR 40 30 46 5 63 60
Mecan 787 759 876 799 691 875 863 873 76 7 976 7517 699
Min 622 571 697 709 56 0 737 re 810 643 880 618 549
Max 929 863 1050 901 796 9 9 1054 1005 904 1117 922 852
SD 74 71 72 64 58 69 72 43 65 80 62 70
March 1 N 49 NR 32 38 7 30 8 NR 40 30 46 5 63 60
Mean 810 773 90 6 819 692 880 907 8717 795 98 3 175 n7
Min 646 586 729 707 560 749 76 0 810 673 890 635 56 8
Max 956 878 1094 925 792 982 1099 1013 948 1125 951 874
SD 76 72 75 70 59 69 74 43 68 80 66 70

N = number of deer; Min = minimum value, Max = maximum valuc, SD = standard deviation, NR = not recorded
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Appendix 3.43 : Means, ranges and standard deviations of individual
bodyweights (kg) of weaner stags calculated monthly on each survey farm in 1992.

Date Farm code
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 13 14 15 16
Aprit 1 N 45 53 23 39 29 NR 18 82 33 86 NR 85 119 NR NR
1992 Mean 481 524 505 520 487 430 552 S14 518 523 498
Min 301 296 430 337 296 360 362 349 354 309 366
Max 592 614 554 661 600 511 663 63 4 670 66 4 639
SD 78 62 35 66 77 44 67 73 67 69 55
May 1 N 45 NR 24 39 34 NR 33 82 33 92 NR 35 120 80 NR
Mean 519 546 585 502 485 601 592 546 5717 532 541
Min 321 46 6 398 329 314 427 416 370 363 261 265
Max 651 613 728 617 634 76 1 735 704 705 674 679
SD 85 38 74 80 71 72 80 73 96 57 80
June 1 N 45 NR 32 39 29 NR 31 77 33 30 68 84 119 70 NR
Mean 554 511 64 4 531 511 63 4 617 637 558 567 571 514
Min 340 320 433 337 418 472 440 387 370 360 446 371
Max 680 620 793 656 589 820 753 739 671 705 710 718
SD 85 89 79 89 47 76 75 72 70 68 52 70
July 1 N 45 NR 32 39 35 31 31 79 33 30 68 33 121 70 46
Mean 575 515 875 540 49 8 526 651 643 671 SX'f 686 60 7 493 510
Min 358 331 480 340 289 448 491 469 421 396 456 475 363 346
Max 698 623 812 677 607 592 840 779 781 719 822 745 756 636
SD 83 89 78 91 80 41 75 74 T4 68 105 54 74 67
August 1 N 45 NR 32 39 35 31 31 79 33 30 68 33 121 70 46
Mean 618 518 705 54 4 515 542 66 8 672 699 609 695 607 508 536
Min 376 343 526 345 318 46 8 505 490 457 422 459 475 380 379
Max 749 626 331 695 630 595 859 813 811 745 827 745 731 687
SD 88 90 78 86 77 38 76 76 73 66 98 54 71 70
Sept 1 N 45 NR 28 39 40 30 31 82 32 30 68 31 NR 58 44
Mean 66 6 536 760 560 532 558 689 709 722 641 702 532 56 8
Min 392 356 583 370 348 48 0 520 538 486 458 463 386 413
Max 803 624 895 700 654 605 880 848 832 778 848 706 743
SD 95 80 79 33 78 36 77 72 72 65 98 71 71
Oct 1 N 46 53 28 39 NR 31 32 44 32 30 68 31 NR 61 45
Mean 720 726 571 833 549 600 68 4 739 799 69 4 21 573 607
Mmn 400 538 381 650 376 526 548 572 550 515 48 6 408 428
Max 887 839 664 98 6 677 661 810 882 920 820 883 717 799
SD 105 63 79 83 76 37 64 74 75 64 97 72 79
Nov 1 N 61 NR 28 NR NR 32 32 44 32 30 68 3t NR 61 45
Mean 837 627 593 664 732 803 906 751 767 657 690
Min 480 426 431 586 579 622 636 576 559 493 507
Max 1041 733 711 74 3 852 959 1037 893 931 811 865
SD 109 80 76 39 67 82 82 66 94 75 80
Dec 1 N 46 NR 29 NR NR 34 32 44 32 30 NR 31 NR 61 45
Mean 872 696 667 725 779 882 988 811 739 76 8
Min 525 489 490 641 60 8 685 700 630 555 583
Max 106 8 807 782 820 894 1068 1125 993 903 945
SD 114 81 79 42 72 90 88 94 83 83
Jan 1 N 46 NR 29 NR NR 34 32 44 33 30 NR 31 NR 61 45
1993 Mean 9217 76 8 751 783 827 970 1054 857 823 848
Min 572 557 559 704 639 757 74 8 671 555 663
Max 1138 883 882 874 949 1189 1198 1056 998 1030
SD 121 85 87 46 77 98 92 96 94 87
Feb 1 N 46 NR 29 NR NR NR 32 44 33 NR NR 31 NR 68 45
Mean 983 833 826 875 1027 904 851 911
Min 618 621 753 669 807 680 670 727
Max 1208 96 0 918 1008 1255 1097 1031 1099
SD 12 8 87 47 84 102 97 82 91
March 1 N 46 NR 29 NR NR NR 32 24 34 NR NR 31 NR 68 45
Mean 1033 885 851 832 1072 - 946 852 933
Min 660 676 775 678 850 680 670 748
Max 1272 1030 949 928 1310 1128 1056 1128
SD 135 89 46 63 105 100 83 93

N = number of deer; Min = nummum value, Max = maximum value, SD = standard deviation, NR = not recorded
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Appendix 3.44 ;: Means, ranges and standard deviations of individual
bodyweights (kg) of weaner stags calculated monthly on each survey farm in 1993.

Date Farm code
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 13 15 16
Apnl 1 N 61 57 68 27 42 68 12 98 50 69 52 67 54 66
1993 Mean 520 452 A6S 517 482 432 457 48 4 539 555 532 471 462 48 7
Min 377 257 254 377 342 225 319 246 304 334 3617 299 318 288
Max 670 554 584 610 596 585 619 626 64 4 691 661 611 590 645
SD 71 69 66 69 67 76 99 73 75 69 56 69 60 82
May 1 N 61 NR 37 27 36 68 12 102 50 69 52 65 54 66
Mean 565 502 580 522 46 2 508 508 575 613 566 490 510 507
Min 410 237 21 394 156 377 255 339 360 393 333 358 304
Max s 616 692 651 663 692 674 705 758 68 & 621 650 655
SD 72 96 717 69 92 10 8 79 78 76 55 67 55 81
June 1 N 61 57 34 27 37 54 34 98 38 39 52 23 54 66
Mean 615 509 526 630 559 49} 557 539 612 643 591 493 561 527
Min 435 310 270 452 430 26 6 426 352 395 371 401 341 398 297
Max 76 6 612 620 782 701 690 752 712 740 763 711 638 712 678
SD 75 69 75 81 69 90 89 76 80 100 59 102 58 82
July 1 N 61 NR 34 27 34 54 34 98 38 39 52 23 53 65
Mean 640 531 6717 613 518 584 563 648 671 615 537 591 5417
Min 46 5 306 514 480 288 44 8 375 46 S 403 427 408 43 § 286
Max 800 634 790 742 722 777 735 76 4 787 737 68 4 738 702
SD 76 68 75 73 90 90 73 73 109 54 101 58 83
August 1 N 61 NR 35 27 19 54 34 98 38 39 52 23 53 65
Mean 667 553 726 726 547 G612 588 696 704 640 583 616 588
Min 496 363 564 661 311 471 399 529 405 453 447 468 319
Max 845 671 842 811 754 803 759 825 834 76 3 735 750 754
SD 78 67 73 45 91 93 74 70 122 52 101 58 86
Sept 1 N 61 NR 35 27 19 54 34 98 38 32 52 23 52 65
Mean 693 586 773 782 583 64 5 613 744 795 66 4 629 642 630
Min 523 405 612 701 343 492 419 593 508 479 483 493 353
Max 893 691 892 876 7193 836 784 886 883 789 790 762 806
SD 82 66 73 50 92 99 76 68 64 52 102 61 89
Oct 1 N 47 NR 34 27 19 52 34 97 38 32 52 22 58 65
Mean 736 643 827 837 645 716 671 791 870 724 693 677 670
Min 578 475 669 738 40 6 547 46 4 655 592 539 536 390 385
Max 869 755 949 939 859 93 834 94 4 97 4 863 840 820 856
SD 66 66 75 57 93 107 717 69 70 53 101 74 93
Nov 1 N 47 NR 34 NR 19 52 34 97 38 32 52 22 58 65
Mean 807 709 894 710 788 743 851 946 787 174 115 746
Min 639 550 7717 471 604 513 721 679 602 596 192 435
Max 94 8 825 100 4 926 1014 895 1019 1068 941 936 911 945
SD 71 69 65 92 117 77 72 79 55 105 140 100
Dec 1 N 47 NR 34 NR NR 52 34 97 38 33 52 22 56 66
Mean 876 76 1 773 858 812 917 1029 84 8 853 808 817
Min 687 600 534 6538 560 785 70 4 663 654 650 48 1
Max 102 4 875 992 1111 94 1101 1171 1017 1042 1000 1019
SD 77 71 93 127 80 80 103 59 111 65 107
Jan 1 N 47 NR 34 NR NR 52 32 97 15 25 50 22 30 66
1994 Mean 943 815 823 915 884 966 1134 898 934 818 846
M 77 647 588 701 608 847 762 714 713 285 506
Max 1097 941 1042 1178 1037 1180 1264 1084 1152 964 1041
SD 83 78 93 132 84 98 114 56 117 144 108
Feb 1 N 47 NR 4 NR NR 52 32 NR 15 25 50 16 30 66
Mean 992 926 833 939 1020 1199 941 1019 873 875
Min 80 8 918 618 716 881 805 754 750 570 531
Max 1144 931 1049 1188 1258 1335 1143 1220 999 1062
SD 84 05 92 131 10 1 122 57 124 88 109
March 1 N 47 NR 4 NR NR 52 32 NR NR 25 50 16 20 66
Mean 103 6 946 843 962 1204 981 1025 923 901
Min 836 940 64 4 731 811 791 78 5 765 554
Max 1198 950 1056 1211 1335 1197 1200 1030 1082
SD 89 04 94 132 126 60 111 613 111

N = number of deer; Min = munimum value, Max = maximum value, SD = standard deviation, NR = not recorded
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Appendix 3.48 : Means, ranges, standard deviations and quartiles of growth rates (g/d) of
weaner hinds and stags in 1992, 1993 and both year combined.

Weaner hinds Weaner stags

Both years Both years

Pertod 1992 1993 combined 1992 1993 combined
Growth rates from April 1 to June 1
Number ot deer 474 0 6120 1086 0 4990 6500 11490
Mean 957 952 954 1200 1104 1146
Minimum -66 2 -1143 -1143 -36 1 429 429
Maximum 22517 3154 3154 2689 3308 3308
Standard deviation 48 7 526 509 550 , 539 546
25th percentile 640 * 619 620 833 762 783
50th percentile 960 893 925 1162 1037 1092
75th percentile 128 7 1255 1272 156 6 1453 1502
Growth rates from June 1 to September 1
Number of deer 4140 4790 8930 468 0 5860 10540
Mean 385 645 524 754 1027 906
Mmnimum -927 -74 6 927 -878 -659 -878
Maxsmum 1801 1832 1832 2317 2759 2759
Standard deviation 354 371 386 512 443 494
25th percentile 136 397 278 371 754 605
50th percentile 371 642 541 747 1007 928
75th percentile 633 850 755 1139 1299 1222
Growth rates from September 1 to December 1
Number of deer 4350 4350 8700 3740 5180 8920
Mean 1327 1508 1417 196 8 2132 206 3
Minimum 88 588 88 16 4 312 16 4
Maximum 2296 2791 279 1 3482 3436 3482
Standard deviation 330 346 350 561 441 501
25th percentile 1099 1276 1185 1555 1883 176 5
50th percentile 1346 1477 141 4 1971 2121 208 6
75th percentile 1551 1739 164 4 2355 2370 2366
Growth rates from December 1 to March 1

Number of deer 4390 4030 8420 2980 3190 6170
Mean 1902 1302 1615 2354 1807 2071
Minimum 535 634 -63 4 397 -367 =367
Maximum 3503 3407 3503 426 5 4593 4593
Standard deviation 507 601 629 662 74 4 7517
25th percentile 156 3 889 119 1 186 3 1321 1570
50th percentile 1887 1301 161 6 2331 1771 2052
75th percentile 2233 168 3 204 8 2779 2278 2597
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Appendix 3.49 : Bodyweights (kg) of yearling stags on each survey farm in 1992 and 1993.

MARCH JUNE

Farm Number Number
code Date of deer Mean Min Max SD Date of deer Mean Min Max SD
Year 1992
1 NR . 31-May 54 106 2 880 1290 90
3 NR 03-Jun 1 775 775 775
6 17-Mar 46 859 700 1020 83 22-Jun 24 879 76 0 1000 66
7 08-Mar 22 905 782 1095 70 28-May 24 959 814 138 5 110
8 21-Feb 11 1054 780 1510 172 21-Jun 11 104 8 910 1370 129
9 23-Feb 36 106 4 840 1330 96 NR
10 NR 18-Jun 24 1148 1080 1275 49
13 NR 26-Jun 3 817 570 1010 184
15 NR 15-Jun 69 1040 865 1185 76
16 NR 03-Jul 35 875 66 5 1095 101
All farms 115 951 700 1510 135 245 100 5 570 138 5 126
Year 1993
1 14-Mar 46 1057 680 1310 139 06-Jun 46 106 9 730 136 0 132
3 13-Mar 29 907 700 1060 90 NR .
6 NR ‘ 10-May 32 914 680 1080 102
7 20-Mar 32 868 790 970 47 05-Jun 31 922 845 980 41
8 02-Feb 25 823 670 98 0 71 26-May 24 879 705 980 64
10 NR 10-Jun 28 116 6 855 1305 95
11 NR 25-May 68 99 8 730 1190 87
13 25-Mar 28 992 775 1155 92 NR
15 29-Mar 10 898 770 1080 89 10-Jun 37 921 700 1430 134
16 17-Mar 45 945 760 1145 95 29-Jun 45 930 750 1130 92
All farms 215 942 670 1310 124 311 979 680 143 0 129
All stags combined 330 94 5 670 1510 128 556 990 570 1430 128

SEPTEMBER NOVEMBER
Farm Number Number
code Date of deer Mean Min Max SD Date of deer Mean Mmn Max SD
Year 1992
1 09-Sep 54 1020 820 1170 81 \Y 53 127 8 106 0 1490 96
2 NR 16-Nov 11 1182 1085 1245 46
3 NR \% 2 1200 1030 1370 170
6 NR 09-Nov 24 947 780 1100 72
7 12-Sep 16 911 625 1445 159 28-Nov 18 990 750 1185 109
10 3i-Aug 24 1168 1095 1275 52 v 19 1423 1210 1580 99
13 NR v 4 984 925 1070 60
15 NR A" - 55 1256 990 146 0 112
16 13-Sep 34 830 655 1040 90 05-Jan 37 1139 850 140 5 122
All farms 128 98 4 625 1445 150 223 1192 750 1580 170
Year 1993
1 NR \Y 43 1305 940 166 0 16 5
3 NR 10-Jan 21 1120 920 1280 89
6 06-Sep 18 941 715 1095 111 NR
7 28-Aug 23 928 820 1010 51 \ 16 1061 985 116 5 58
10 01-Sep 24 1161 1040 1255 58 v 24 1475 1350 1655 73
15 NR \% 66 1096 810 1270 97
16 11-Sep 45 96 0 780 1140 89 \'2 23 127 4 1015 1510 108
All tarms 110 99 4 715 1255 120 193 1210 810 166 0 176
All stags combined 238 98 8 625 1445 137 416 120 1 750 166 0 173

Note Farm 14 was not surveyed in 1993
Min = minimum, Max = maximum, SD = standard deviation, NR = not recorded by the farmer,
V = at velvet antler harvesting
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Appendix 3.50 : Bodyweights (kg) of adult stags on each survey farm in 1992 and 1993.

MARCH JUNE

Farm Number Number
code Date of deer Mean Min Max SD Date ot deer Mean Min Max SD
Year 1992 »
1 NR 25-May 58 162 8 1230 196 0 145
3 NR 03-Jun 47 1309 1020 168 0 18 4
4 05-Feb 3 1990 1740 2300 233 NR
6 NR 22-Jun 54 1227 800 166 0 199
7 08-Mar 17 1422 836 1870 283 01-Jun 20 1254 826 1580 196
10 NR 18-Jun 23 1545 1245 1875 176
11 NR 15-Jun 90 1319 1030 1730 149
13 NR 26-Jun 2 143 0 1250 1610 180
14 09-Mar 13 1398 1220 1630 117 08-Aug 74 136 8 1170 1540 39
15 NR 15-Jun 69 1395 1030 168 5 121
16 NR 03-Jul 49 1237 925 167 5 189
All farms 33 146 4 836 2300 282 436 136 3 800 196 0 198
Year 1993 « .
1 10-Mar 4 2155 2020 2230 82 20-Jun 63 156 1 1200 186 0 150
3 17-Mar 4 2028 1550 2310 286 19-Jun 47 1441 106 0 1790 172
7 NR 05-Jun 23 130 6 725 1670 201
10 NR 16-Jun 36 160 9 1380 2040 16 0
11 NR 25-May 139 136 4 950 2420 222
15 NR 10-Jun 44 128 1 810 1580 193
16 NR 29-Jun 86 123 1 805 1710 179
All farms 8 2091 1550 2310 220 438 1383 725 2420 227
All stags combined 41 158 6 836 2310 367 924 1373 725 2420 212

SEPTEMBER NOVEMBER
Farm Number Number
code Date of deer Mean M Max SD Date of deer Mean Min Max SD
Year 1992
1 09-Sep 58 1462 1160 1740 136 v 62 163 5 1280 2150 163
3 NR \Y 48 147 4 1120 1970 192
7 12-Sep 20 120 8 770 1540 197 \% 22 1303 895 1670 198
10 02-Sep 24 1566 1265 1980 205 \Y 25 176 § 1470 2210 190
11 NR \Y 105 1492 108 0 2220 233
13 NR \% 17 1575 1440 1920 118
15 NR Vv .43 1423 1070 1715 139
16 13-Sep 49 1146 885 1555 16 6 \% 49 142 4 1120 1925 187
All farms 151 134 2 770 1980 237 371 1507 895 2220 221
Year 1993
1 05-Sep 63 1452 1105 1690 131 \Y% 53 1651 1330 2030 149
3 NR \"% 30 167 8 1270 2030 178
7 NR \% 12 1353 1140 178 5 153
10 01-Sep 29 1551 1320 1995 167 \% 28 1792 1530 2190 16 6
15 NR \% ) I 145 4 360 1830 213
16 11-Sep 63 1207 915 1630 153 \ 63 1480 116 0 1990 17 4
All tarms 155 1371 915 1995 204 267 1555 360 2190 220
All stags combmed 306 1357 770 1995 221 638 1527 360 2220 222

Note Farm 14 was not surveyed 1in 1993
Min = mmimum, Max = maximum, SD = standard deviation, NR = not recorded by the farmer,
V = at velvet antler harvesting
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Appendix 3.51 : Bodyweight changes (kg) of adult and yearling stags on each survey farm
in 1992 and 1993.

Yearling stags Adult stags
Farm Number Number
code of deer Mean Min Max SD of deer Mcan Min Max SD
Bodyweight change hetween June and September (g/d)
Year 1992
1 54 414, -1287 198 208 57 -153 8 -2336 -46 7 408
7 16 -454 -1893 583 622 19 =379 -106 8 2718 814
10 24 259 =270 1081 308 23 372 -118 4 2303 930
16 34 -619 -2222 139 533 49 -126 1 -402 8 3056 1047
All farms 128 -347 -2222 108 1 501 148 -100 1 -102 8 3056 1059
Year 1993
1 63 -1415 -376 6 00 67 4
6 18 198 =210 672 229
7 22 279 =595 893 320
10 22 ~144 964 602 398 29 -103 9 -2143 325 66 0
16 45 414 -10 5 2365 49 6 63 -86 8 -432 4 1436 726
All farms 107 174 =96 4 2365 520 155 -1122 -432 4 148 6 737
All stags combined 235 -110 -22272 2365 572 303 -106 3 -1324 305 6 911
Bodyweight change between June and the time of velvet antler removal (g/d)
Year 1992 < .
1 52 1055 347 1436 202 58 -12 -1000 1149 454
3 1 1149 1149 1149 17 829 -186 1872 422
5 24 484 -28 6 1000 330
6 10 382 911 672 448
7 19 341 -67 6 2060 633
9 19 1517 629 2123 382
10 22 1593 =340 3388 890
11 87 749 -655 3796 66 1
13 55 1158 405 2060 381
14 35 1311 -1611 1946 755
15 42 254 -1602 1376 583
16 49 114 6 885 1555 16 6 49 124 0 =269 2055 44 5
All farms 196 107 1 -161 1 2123 538 324 66 R -160 2 3796 746
Year 1993
1 53 477 -3000 164 3 663
3 29 1106 216 3314 659
7 15 13- 2 56 4 1250 216 12 844 272 2670 601
10 22 1492 1114 2304 263 28 108 6 -150 2089 598
15 33 106 2 440 1895 391 31 214 -88 6 182 4 615
16 16 174 9 1307 2321 252 63 141 7 -14 8 3000 60 4
All farms 129 1270 440 2321 425 216 897 -3000 3314 770
All stags combined 325 1150 -161 1 2321 50 6 540 760 -3000 3796 76 4
Percentage of bodyweight change between June and the time of vels et antler removal (%)
Year 1992
1 52 196 65 284 42 * 58 01 -88 111 46
3 1 329 47 122 =20 355 68
6 24 78 49 167 55
7 10 73 -179 134 88 19 65 =70 325 95
10 19 225 88 328 60 22 163 29 414 96
11 87 87 -74 328 69
15 55 193 70 346 64 42 29 -195 140 62
16 35 300 19 4 451 56 49 156 -34 319 61
All farms 196 197 -179 451 89 324 84 -195 41 4 87
Year 1993
1 43 225 130 389 61 53 44 =227 128 55
3 29 122 -18 518 92
7 15 192 121 247 44 12 151 40 247 37
10 22 233 171 397 49 28 102 -13 228 62
15 33 221 75 514 0o 31 27 99 218 75
16 16 299 230 359 41 63 171 -14 358 86
All tarms 129 231 75 514 74 216 102 =227 518 92
All stags combined 325 210 -179 514 85 540 91 =227 518 90

Min = muumum, Max = mavimum, SD = standard deviation, V - at vehet antler harvesting
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