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SPRING RANCHERS FORUM

a program by the
Central Florida Livestock Agents Group
THURSDAY, MARCH 15, 2018
YARBOROUGH RANCH
1355 Snow Hill Road, Geneva, FL 32732

AGENDA

Arrival and Registration

Field Demonstration: Tools of the Trade
Dr. Todd Thrift, Beef Cattle Specialist, Animal Science, UF/IFAS
Tim Wilson, Extension Director, UF/IFAS St Johns County

Trade Show Break

Common Sense Avoiding Poisonous Plant Problems in the Pasture
Megan Mann, Livestock Agent, UF/IFAS Lake County
Dennis Mudge, UF/IFAS Extension Director, Volusia County

Pasture Weed Control
Ed Jennings, UF/IFAS Extension Director, Levy County
Clay Cooper, Livestock Agent, UF/IFAS Citrus County

Tack and Gear For Handling Cattle on Horseback
J.K. Yarborough, Livestock Agent, UF/IFAS Orange and Seminole Counties
J.W.Yarborough, Yarborough Ranches

Official Welcome, Steak Lunch, and Trade Show “20th Year Celebration”
Steak Lunch -Yarborough Family & Local Cattlemen

Allied Giveaways and Presentations

UF Cool Season Forages Demonstration Plot
Caitlin Bainum, Livestock Agent, Marion County and UF Agronomy Department Graduate Student
Liliane Serverino da Silva, UF Agronomy Department Graduate Student

Calibrating Your Sprayer
Sharon Gamble, Livestock Agent, UF/IFAS, Volusia County
Joe Walter, Livestock Agent, UF/IFAS Brevard County

CFLAG Agent Panel Discussion: Cool Season Planting Choices
J.K. Yarborough: Facilitator, Joe Walter, Ed Jennings, Francisco Rivera-Melendez, Brittany Justesen and
Sharon Gamble

Evaluation and Final Giveaways

The Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences {IFAS) is an Equal Opportunity Institution authorized to provide research, educational information and other services
only to individuals and institutions that function with non-discrimination with respect to race, creed, color, religion, age, disability, sex, sexual orientation, marital
status, national origin, political opinions or affiliations. For more information on obtaining other UF/IFAS Extension publications, contact your county’s UF/IFAS Exten-
sion office. U.S. Department of Agriculture, UF/IFAS Extension Service, University of Florida, IFAS, Florida A & M University Cooperative Extension Program, and Boards
of County Commissioners Cooperating. Nick T. Place, dean for UF/IFAS Extension.



Tools of the Trade

Tim Wilson, UF/IFAS Extension, St. Johns County - Production Agriculture Agent III
Dr. Todd Thrift, UF/IFAS Extension Beef Cattle Specialist

Beef production efficiency in the US has increased over the past 40 years with the incorporation
of newly developed management tools. Many technological improvements contribute to this
increase in production. It is estimated that beef production today requires 33% less land, 30%
fewer cattle, 18% less feedstuft and 12% less water (a portion of thls is directly 1elated to crop
production improvements) compared to 1977 (Capper,
2011). This increase in efficiency is due to
improvements in beef management (controlled
breeding), reproduction (improved genetics,
pregnancy evaluation), nutrition (body condition
scoring, growth promoting implants, rotational
grazing), and herd health (vaccine selection, handling,
storage; Capper, 2011). Hersom et al., reports that the
use of antibiotics, implants, ionophores, parasiticides,
beta-agonists and vaccines improve beef production
efficiency.

Ranchers combine basic management practices with improved technology to reduce production
costs while maximizing revenues. Unfortunately, many ranchers do not use current
technologies; therefore, this knowledge is not passed to the next generation of beef managers.
Realizing that there are many management tools that are used to improve production efficiency,
some producers may not know where to start.

Some tools that are used when working with cattle include:

Castration
- Banding
- Newberry knife
- Emasculator
- Emasculatome
o Burdizzo
Pocket knife
Dehormng
- Barnes
- Tube
- Electric
- Surgical
Reproduction
- Heat detection tools
o Patches



o Gomer bulls
o Paint sticks
- Estrous synchronization tools
o Hormones
- Artificial insemination
o Al gun
o Thaw box
o Sheaths
o Semen tank
- Calving tools

o OB hooks
o OB chains
Herd Health
- Drenches

- Needle size
o Broken/bent needles
- Syringe types
o Single vs. multi injection

- Vaccines
- Antibiotics
- Trocar
- Hemostat

Animal Identification
- Tattoo
- Fire brand
- Freeze brand
- Electric brand
- FEartag
- Ear notching

Nutrition
- Growth promoting implants
- lonophores
- Beta-antagonists
- Parasiticides

These are just a few of the many tools we use in the beef industry. Coupling these with
management practices such as selection, breeding, grazing, and marketing, producers can
improve their herds efficiency. If you have questions regarding these tools or management
practices, contact your local county agent or large animal veterinarian.

Literature cited:
Capper, J.L. 2011. The environmental impact of beef production in the United States: 1977
compared with 2007. J. Anim. Sci. 89:4249-4261.

Hersom, M, T. Thrift, J. Yelich. 2018. The impact of production technologies used in the beef
cattle industry. Univ. of Fla. IFAS Extension, EDIS An272.
(https://edis.ifas.ufl.edu/pdffiles/AN/AN27200.pdf)



























Common Sense Avoiding Poisonous

Plant Problems in the Pasture

Fortunately the goat farmer only needs to learn the plants in their pastures. After over a decade of helping goat
farmers locate plants that have killed or are capable of killing their goats, [ have found that the average farmer has
only 8 to 14 toxic plants to learn to recognize on their property.

Many toxic plants, however, are opportunistic annuals, so a good guide is important to own. This will assist goat
farmers in the ongoing protection of their herd.

It is my opinion, as a forerunner in the science of toxic plant locations and diagnosis, that often animals that die and
are otherwise healthy, are misdiagnosed because so many different symptoms are caused by toxic plants. These sec-
ondary conditions often bring additional problems and infections.

Proximity to toxic plants can be key in prevention, but management is a far more important issue.

Important Management Practices

« Fence out certain areas, i.e., wetlands, wooded areas.

o Greatly limit frequent exposure to these areas.

e Clearing land and planting of improved pastures.

¢ Sale of particular animals who frequently eat known toxic plants.

o Eliminate the practice of cutting browse from brush or trees to use as goat feed.

o Frequently observe your goats feeding habits in order to avoid dangerous situations.

o Find the true cause of any dead goat.

e Use less valuable animals to clear land.

e Examine hay for toxic weeds.

o Stable a goat at the first sign of illness to see if toxic plants are the cause. Observe the goat when re-
leased for
returned consumption of a toxic plant.

Mechanical Injury

Plants that have spiny coverings or fine hairs can cause mechanical injury. Upon ingestion they may cause injury to
the gut. Landscaping plants that have alkalis can also bring injury or eventual infection by small crystals that dam-

age the goat’s mouth or gut. A few examples are rhododendrons, elephant ear, philodendron, and crotalaria. Certain
weeds can cause problems abrasively in the gut by causing a hair ball. Sandspur and cocklebur are examples.
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DIVERSIFYING YOUR PASTURE BASE

Liliane Severino da Silva — UF Agronomy Department Graduate Student

Caitlin Bainum — UF Agronomy Department Graduate Student and Marion Co.
Agriculture & Natural Resources Extension Agent

Marcelo Wallau — UF/IFAS Forages Extension Specialist

Chris Prevatt - State Specialized Extension Agent Il Beef Cattle and Forage Enterprise
Budgeting & Marketing

Why should | diversify my pasture base?

One of the greatest benefits to livestock production in Florida is our great capacity
for producing forage. We have species adapted to most of our climatic and soil
conditions, and plenty of choices for each season which allows for grazing almost year-
round. With this said, most of the beef cattle production in the state relies on one or
more - warm-season perennial grass species, like bahiagrass and bermudagrass.
Those species are indeed the main forage crops, but forage production of those crops is
concentrated in the summer months, requiring supplemental feed for a significant part of
the year. There are many management practices and forage alternatives that can help
to overcome this shortfall of forage during fall through spring months. For example,
stockpiling limpograss for fall and winter use, or cool-season forages for winter and
spring use. In both cases, the key is diversifying your forage base, and not depending
on only one or two species.

A diverse forage base has many benefits for your production system. By using
species that complement each other in terms of growing cycles, we can time the
demands of our production system, both in terms of quantity and quality of forage with
the livestock capacity. This way it is possible to increase the number of days grazing
and more adequately attend to the nutritional needs of the different animal categories.
Furthermore, by selecting the best species for each soil type (e.g. wet areas vs. high
ground) and each season, we can optimize the use of the area and resources. Having
active growing forage year-round has important impacts on soil quality; promoting
ground coverage, increasing soil organic matter and optimizing nutrient cycling. Lastly,
by introducing legumes into a pasture, we are adding nitrogen to the system and
reducing the need for chemical fertilizer inputs and increasing the nutritive value of the
forage. Besides reducing the costs of production, this alternative management practice
also contributes to a decrease in the carbon footprint from the system, due to a
decrease in production, transportation and application of nitrogen fertilizer.

Therefore, a diverse system is more resilient to changes in weather patterns (e.g.
drought, flood), less dependent on market prices (e.g. keeping animals on pasture
longer is cheaper than feeding hay ) and has the potential to deliver a broader range of
ecosystem services. In essence, ecosystem services relate to the benefits that we can
achieve by having a well-managed forage system. Some of those benefits are
permanent ground coverage, decrease of nutrient and water runoff, erosion and
leaching, improved soil quality, biodiversity and nutrient recycling. Over the last two
decades, this ecological perspective of systems has been gaining importance in
agricultural systems, mostly due to growing environmental concerns.



Challenges lead to diversification:

The challenges faced by cattle producers that can be addressed by
diversification of the forage base can be seen from two views: environmental and
production. From the environmental perspective, there is growing concerns of water
quality impairments, calling for reductions in manure and fertilizer pollution and
mitigation of greenhouse gases prevenient from livestock production. From the
production perspective, the need to extend the grazing season, reduce the dependence
on external inputs (e.g. feed or fertilizer), and improve soil fertility. With temperatures
seemingly increasing , it becomes more important to have alternatives to cope with
potential impacts on foragesystems. For example, in 2017, after a very dry spring and
early summer we had record rainfall in part to Irma’s aftermath, and the southern United
States saw an effect on forage production and pasture persistence. Many areas were
flooded for some period affecting feed availability for animals to graze during the
summer also having an impact on hay production to provide feed for the cool season,
which has been reflected in the hay market prices. Therefore, we need to have flexible
production system that offers alternatives in case of such events. This is called
resilience.

Resilience is defined as “the capacity of a system to absorb disturbance and
reorganize while undergoing change so as to still retain essentially the same function,
structure, identity, and feedbacks” (Walker et al., 2004). Over the last decade, resilience
of agricultural systems has become an important topic of discussion due to climate
change and the eminent risk of extreme climatic events to happen potentially impacting
overall food production. Considering these possible scenarios, plan for potential
alternatives to undergo situations of feed shortage and increased hay prices by devising
a strategy of cool-season forages best suited as an alternative in Florida. Resilience in
agricultural systems is hard to measure and is usually more easily noticed in long-term
cultivated systems, because then it is possible to notice the patterns attributed.

There are many factors that can contribute to resilience in forage systems, from
enhancing opportunity for plant survival via grazing management, fertilization or
irrigation, to increasing biodiversity, and choosing species adapted to different
scenarios. The grazing management will need to consider frequency and intensity of
events, but mainly proper stocking rate, because that will have a great impact on plant
(pasture) persistence in the long-term, which is the ultimate goal. The increase of
biodiversity in a forage system can be done by using annual and perennial species, cool
season plants and introducing legumes (N biological fixation), for example. There are
many advantages to this approach, especially for improving soil quality. By adding
organic matter to the system, there will be an increase in its stability and potential to
recycle nutrients, then making them available to plants and microfauna (“animals”) in
the soil. But, this process is usually slow and requires good management, especially of
the pasture and t on the nutrient distribution of the system. Also, biodiversity may
contribute to decrease in pest and disease pressure.

In this context, the diversification of a forage base can be done by either
introducing two or more species in the same area, or by establishing different areas with
different species. For this, you could strategically divide your farm into several areas,









Some important aspects of establishing cool-season forages:
Prepare the area: seedbed preparation or overseeding on sod. In both cases, the
important aspect is to reduce competition and increase seed-to-soil contact. Tilling will
result in faster germination and a more even stand, however it will kill your summer
pasture. This technique can be used in areas previously cultivated with row crops or in
preparation for implementing new summer pasture (i.e. prepare the area during the fall,
seed cool-season forages, and seed bahiagrass or plant bermudagrass in the following
spring/summer). Light disking is an alternative that will notkill the summer pasture but
will delay growth the following spring.

Broadcasting vs. drilling. Ryegrass and clovers can be broadcast, but it reduces and
delays germination because of competition. The best planting method is always drilling,
to ensure good seed-to-soil contact. In the absence of driling equipment, the area can
be tilled or disked prior to broadcasting, and again after, for burying the seeds.
However, be aware not to plant the seeds too deep. An offset disk harrow, if set close to
“straight” (not to disturb the soil too much) can be a solution. In any case, it is important
to roll the area after seeding to ensure proper soil-to-seed contact. Some drills are
equipped with press wheels that compact the row simultaneously.

Choosing the right species or mix of species:

The most popular species are the small-grains (especially rye, oat and triticale) and
ryegrass. Small-grains are better suited for higher ground. VWWhen using legumes mixed
with grasses, it is still helpful to add some starter N, at 30 Ib/acre, to enhance the
grasses earlier in the season. At first, the legumes will not supply much nitrogen in the
form of fixed N to the soil. The benefit will come as the legumes finish their cycle and
leaves N in the system, incorporated as roots and leaves that will decompose, meaning
that the grasses will not benefit until then. When thinking about multiple years, however,
then there is an important input of N in the system as a whole while increasing soil
quality. The idea of mixing is to have species that complement each other on the
growing cycle and have different peaks of production throughout the season. Small-
grains have fast germination and growth, being ready for grazing as early as 45 days
after planting, while ryegrass is a late player.

Are cool-season forage systems affordable?

It depends on your system! Due to their high-quality, cool-season species allow
animals to achieve greater average daily gains and more competitive costs per pound of
gain over supplemental feedstuffs. Ball and Prevatt (2009) compared 37 stocker grazing
studies conducted in Alabama and observed that among the lowest calculated costs of
gain per pound achieved, five were in cool-season forage systems. The costs of
production will be affected by many factors and are highly sensitive to variations in
market prices. The economic return on a system will be dependent on animal
performance, forage production and length of the grazing period. For this reason, it is
crucial to aim for good establishment and determine an adequate grazing management
scheme. When considering the costs of planting perennial forage systems



establishment costs should be amortized over their expected useful life (>10 years). .
Annual forage systems are expensed in the year they occur.

Choosing the proper specie(s) and cultivars that are better suited to be used in a
specific livestock production system is essential, as well as knowing what level of
animal performance is desired to be achieved and the associated cost of that goal.
Variables surrounding the cost of production for a forage system are subject to
fluctuations of prices in the market. Therefore, it is essential to make a budget for each
enterprise, specifically, to assess its feasibility. There are many forage budget tools
available that can be used to estimate costs of production, and the costs obtained will
be helpful in making decisions needed in the enterprise. But for any tool chosen, as
simple as a spreadsheet, it is necessary to have notes collected about items purchased
and services used, and always have your goals in mind to be able to make decisions
based on the numbers obtained (vide Panhandle AgNews reference for steps to plan).

The estimation of cost of gain (per pound) seems to be the most appropriate tool
allowing to not only compare systems, but also analyze their practicality. Usually,
indexes come in handy to compare forage quality between different options, especially
for the hay feed/market. Definitions based on attributes such as coloror smell may be
biased, and not informative of the forage quality. The relative forage quality (RFQ) index
was proposed by Moore and Undersander (2012) and it is “an estimate of voluntary
intake of available energy when forage is fed as a source of energy and protein”. Using
RFQ, forages are classified from premium (>140) to utility (<90), and different types and
categories of animals have different requirements. It is important to emphasize that this
index was not built to be used for diet formulation, but to serve as a tool, the ultimate
decision will be based on the cost versus value relationship.

Recently, we estimated costs of production on legume- and N-fertilized grass-
systems being managed year-round using an overseeding strategy during the cool
season under grazing (Silva et al, 2018). In the legume-system, a mix of white, crimson
and red clover, ryegrass and rye was planted, while In the N fertilized grass-system,
only rye and ryegrass were planted. An initial fertilization of 30 Ib of N, 30 Ib of P and 53
Ib of Kper acre was applied. For the grass system, an additional 132 Ib of N was split
in two applications. The cost estimates correspond to January 2018 prices, and is an
example of a simple assessment that can help you to define the cost of forage
production in your enterprise. The calculated costs of establishment included soil
testing, seeds, fertilizer, lime, labor, equipment and machinery, and land opportunity
costs (Table 2). We considered the particularities of each system due to different
species and tried to represent a common Floridian system.

Table 2. Estimate of establishment costs for cool-season forage species in year-round
systems managed under grazing or hay production.

Description Legume system N-fertilized grass system
cost per acre ($) cost per acre($)
Soil Testing 5.0 5.0
Seeds 1291 63.8

Fertilizer (N,P,K) 64.1 177.8




Misc. expenses 7.5 7.5

Machinery & Fuel 4.7 4.7
Land opportunity (per acre) 10.4 10.4
Total ($) 183.2 211.6

The costs for establishment ranges around $200 per acre, with the N fertilizer
systems being more expensive due to fertilizer prices. Although, the return the N input
can generate will be reflected as greater forage production which allows for a higher
stocking rate. In table 3, we show estimates obtained for both systems, and values for
crude protein and digestibility that reflect actual data collected over four-years of field
work. For these estimates, we opted to show a potential forage production, since cool-
season specie mixtures can vary in production depending on many factors, especially
with regards to inputs to the system (i.e. fertilization rate). We are also presenting the
relative forage quality (RFQ) and quality index (Ql) values once they allow for better
comparison between systems, and the RFQ was also used to estimate a value of cost
for dry matter (DM) produced on its basis.

Table 3. Estimated Forage cost of gain per pound and indexes of forage quality for
legume- and N-fertilized grass systems.

System Legume-system N grass-system
Potential forage production (Ib acre ) 3000 4000
Crude protein (%) 18.4 204
Digestibility (%) 67.2 69.1
RFQ 186 204

Ql 2.4 2.7

$ b~ DM RFQ (equiv.)™ 1.01 1.06
$Ib-' DM 0.10 0.08
Grazing days 100 to 120 100 to 140
Estimate gain (Ib acre™) 408 612
Forage cost of gain ($ Ib”") 0.46 0.35

The estimation of costs of DM were made considering 60% for forage utilization
level and shows a short margin of difference between systems. For these estimates, we
are assuming average daily gain around 1.7 Ib per day, and between 2 and 3 heads per
acre, respectively, for legume- and N-fertilized systems, but this will vary depending on
the forage production of each system. This difference in stocking rates may affect the
total weight gain per area on the season, and also will reflect on total net return of
investment after selling the animals. These estimates being provided show that we can
have feed price per ton less than $100 in a critical period of the year, and definitely
cheaper than hay bales that are being sold at the same time. Prevatt (2014) shows a
comparison of prices in different levels of production of cool-season systems, which has



a great potential to decrease even more costs, and makes a good point- emphasizing
those costs will be even lower once the animals harvest the material themselves.

Usually, feed costs are the greatest expense in livestock production systems, so
having alternatives that can decrease those costs may be worth looking at but has to
be done on a farm to farm basis. As we saw, the higher potential production comes in a
system with greater inputs, which will require more investment of time,, management,
and should reflect the type of approach from an ecological point of view you may want
to follow. So, being able to look at cost of DM production and forage cost of gain allows
us to have a more appropriate comparison to hay market prices to help guide a decision
to plan for a cool-season pasture for next year.

Summary

Cool-season forages are a good alternative to extend the grazing season, provide
high-quality feed while allowing high average daily gain of grazing animals. These
forages also compete with prices in the hay market and can provide many benefits to
the system such as; increasing biodiversity and nutrient cycling, while also providing
coverage through the winter months of the year which may impact maintenance and/or
the improvement of soil quality. However, it is crucial to keep in mind that their use
requires planning ahead, good stand establishment and proper management to achieve
good net return. Cost determination of an enterprise is a powerful tool to help in
decision making. Be sure to check the feasibility of production in livestock-production
systems. Costs are highly dependent on the production achieved, which means that
they can be diluted with a higher mass produced, but the opposite is also true. Thus,
there are indexes, such as RFQ and Ql that helps compare systems and feed quality,
and are more consistent than aesthetic characteristics; however, they may not be used
as a tool to calculate animal diets. The estimation of the forage cost of gain per pound
of animal product produced can be used to determine the feasibility of that
strategy/management. As we all know, since margins of profit on livestock systems
always depend on many factors, with cool-season species this rule also applies, and
this strategy requires good management to succeed.

References

Blount, A.R.; Wallau, M. O.; Rios, E.; Vendramini, J.M.B.; Dubeux, J.C.B.; Babar, Md A_;
Kenworthy, K.E.; Quesenberry, K.H. 2017 Cool-Season Forage Variety
Recommendations for Florida. Available in:
https://edis.ifas.ufl.edu/pdffiles/AA/AA26600.pdf

Dubeux, J. C. B., Dilorenzo, N., Blount, A., Mackowiak, C., Santos, E. R. S., Silva, H. M.
S., Schulmeister, T. (2016). Animal performance and pasture characteristics on cool-
season annual grass mixtures in North Florida. Crop Science, 56(5), 2841-2852.
https://doi.org/10.2135/cropsci2016.03.0141

Prevatt, C. The Economics of Grazing Cool-Season Annual Forages

October 21, 2014, Southeast Cattle Advisor. Available at:
http://www.secattleadvisor.com/2014/10/21/the-economics-of-grazing-cool-season-
annual-forages/



Silva, L.S.; Mullenix, M.K.; Sollenberger, L.E.; Wallau. M.O.; Kohmann, M.M.;
Quesenberry, K.H.; Dubeux, J.C.B.; Vendramini, J.M.B. Economic Feasibility and
Ecosystem Services Delivery of Grass-N and Legume-Forage Systems in the
Southeastern US. Southern ASA Branch, Jacksonville, FL. 2018. Available in:
https://scisoc.confex.com/scisoc/2018srb/webprogram/Paper110696. html































































Spring Ranchers Forum
Held at Yarborough Ranch
Central Florida Livestock Agents Group
March 15, 2018

. . . . Very Somewhat Not Not
Individual Topic Evaluation: Please rate value for knowledge gained. valuable | V31U2Ple | valuable Valuable | Applicable
Field Demonstration: Tools of the Trade
Poisonous Plant Common Sense
Pasture Weed Control
Tack and Gear for Handling Cattle on Horseback
UF Cool Season Demonstration Piot
Calibrating Your Sprayer
CFLAG Agent Panel Discussion: Cool Season Forage Choices
Was this the first time you attended a UF Extension Program? O Yes O No
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How many Spring Ranchers Forums have you attended? (circle one) 123 4510 15 20

Overall Program Evaluation. Answer below ONLY if you attended the Spring Ranchers

Forum Last Year. YES NO

Did you sharelastyear’s information with anyone? YES NO

Did you improve your animal science skills because of last year’s program? YES NO

Did you experience an improved economic return because of last year’s program? YES NO
$1,000 $5,000 $10,000

If yes, how much would you estimate is the value? {circle one) $25,000 or $__ (il
in)

Poisonous plant education saves farm animals lives. Have you experienced saving an animal from toxic

plants education received at Spring Ranchers Forum? YES NO

R . R 1 5 10 25 50 100
If yes, please estimate number of animals you have saved. (circle one) or (Fill in)

Which livestock do you raise?

How did you hearabout this year’s Spring Ranchers Forum?




