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Executive Summary

A survey was conducted, over the three prairie provinces, of producers known to be using pasture and
riparian management. Survey results were used to develop a descriptive profile of respondents current
operating and management practices, based on 1999. Respondentswerea so asked to report on observed
changes to a number of factors after adoption of their current practices, including changes to income,
livestock and pasture productivity, and habitat. The response rate for the mailout survey was 41%.

Characterization of respondents and their grazing system:

Respondents represented experienced livestock producers who depend heavily on livestock for
their farm income. Respondents were primarily in the 30 to 45 years of age group, followed by
the 46 to 60 years of age group.

Respondents represented all sizes of operations, with 47% having pasture resources of less than
500 acres, 25% between 500 and 1,000 acres, and 28% operating over 1,000 acres.

Pasture improvement practices wereimportant to respondents; 54% reseeded and 50% fertilized
their pastures.

Most respondents were making use of rotational grazing systems on their pastures.

Close to two thirds of respondents are relaively new to rotationd grazing, with 10 years of
experience or less.

There was considerable variability to rotationd grazing syslems. Most producers grazed each
paddock two or three times, and dmost 20% of respondents grazed some pastures or paddocks
four times or more per year. Seeded pastures were grazed over more than native pastures. A
amdl number of producers only grazed paddocks or pastures once and then rested them for the
rest of the year.

Respondents determined the time spent in each paddock or pasture mainly by forage height (66%
of respondents) and percent of pasture utilized (41% of respondents).

The main trends for livestock production on respondents’ rotation systems:

Respondents were primarily cow/calf operators.
Just over haf of respondents kept livestock on their rotation system for 4 to 6 months.

Two thirds of respondents grazed less than 0.26 animals per acre (beef animals only).
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Forty percent of respondents had stocking rates of |ess than one AUM/acre and 39% had 1.0to
1.9 AUM/acre.

Forty-seven percent of respondents had total caf gainsof 31 to 75 pounds per acre, and 23%
had gains of 76 to 150 pounds per acre.

Whencomparing moreintens vely managed pasturestolessintensvely managed pastures, stocking
rateswere higher inthemoreintensve pastures. The mgority of respondentsin theintensive group
(53%) had stocking rates of 1.0to 1.9 AUM/acre, whereasthe mgjority of respondentsintheless
intengve group (52%) had stocking rates lessthan 1 AUM/ecre.

For totd cdf gains per acre, while both groups had the mgority of their respondents in the 31 to
75 pound per acre range (51% for the intensively managed group and 46% for the lessintensvely
managed group), the more intensvely managed pastures had more respondents gaining over 75
pounds per acre (40%) compared to the less intensive group (31%).

Producerswho changedtorotationa grazing from somepreviousmanagement system (primarily continuous
grazing) have observed numerous improvements for both livestock and forage productivity:

When comparing their current system to their previous system, 80% of respondents reported
livestock average weight gain was greater, 91% reported pasture forage production quantity was
greater, 88% reported pasture forage production quality was greater, and 53% of respondents
reported overwintering costs were lower for 1999 compared to the last year of their previous
sysem.

This increased livestock and forage productivity has enabled producers to observe positive
economic changes under their current pasture management system, with 88% reporting that net
farm income for the livestock enterprise was greater than it had been under the last year of thelr
previous management system; 10% reported no difference.

To achieveadded returnsand improved forage productivity, 83% of respondents had greater |abor
requirements and 86% had greater planning time requirements. For the mgority of respondents,
the increase for both of these factors was from 1 to 25% over their previous system. Many
producers, however, madecommentsintheir returned surveysthat the benefitsof rotationa grazing
made the extra labor and planning requirements worthwhile. Many aso made commentsthat the
more intendve management kept them more aware of their herd and of the individud livestock
requirements.

In comparing producers current system to the last year of their previous system, separating out
the impacts of inflation, and changes in price and management practices on livestock productivity
and profitability would requireamoredetailed, indepth leve of study, particularly sncethelast year
of their previous system will vary by producer.
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The greater proportion of respondents reported no change between their current and previous
systems for herd hedth codts, pasture re-seeding, fertilizer use on pasture, weed/brush control,
supplementa feeding, and hayland and stubble grazing. However, thosethat did observe changes
in these areas showed a pattern of lower herd hedlth costs, more fertilizing, weed control, and
hayland grazing, and less supplementd feeding and stubble grazing.

Producers attributed improvements to livestock productivity primarily from improved forage
quantity, qudity and utilization, with close to 85% of respondents rating each of these factors as
important to very important factors in productivity gains. Cleaner drinking water was aso
recognized as an important factor toward better anima productivity by 64% of respondents.

Fifty-seven percent of respondents attributed livestock production gains to improvements made
to their breeding stock.

Another 43% indicated improvements to their herd hedth program has dso made important
contributions to livestock production gains (athough 61% of respondentsindicated that herd health
costs were no different under their current system and 30% indicated they were lower.)

Producersaittributed forageimprovementsto therest and grazing patternsof rotationa grazing, with
97% of respondents rating this factor as important to very important.

Comparing stocking rates and cdf weight gains for respondents with a previous system to thet of
the aggregate whol e of the current systemn, showsasmilar distribution of respondentsinthevarious
categories, with the previous system showing only adightly larger proportion of respondentsinthe
lower stocking rate and weight gain categories. For the previous system, 88% of respondents had
gtocking rates under 2.0 AUM/acre compared to 80% of respondents for the current system.
Regarding total calf gain per acre, 75% of respondents had gains of 75 pounds per acre or lessfor
their previous system, compared to 67% of respondents for the current system.

For water resources on pasture, use of surface water bodies and the land surrounding these water bodies
(riparian areas):

Fifty percent of respondentsindicated they fenced off some of their surface water bodies, and of
those that indicated the amount of land fenced off, 72% had 20 acres or less of adjacent land
fenced off.

Of the respondents that indicated the type of access livestock are given to this fenced off area,
53% gavelivestock no access, 40% gave restricted access, and 13% gavefree access. Livestock
have had restricted or no access to the fenced off area for less than five years for 46% of
respondents.
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Respondents that indicated their change in net income between their current rotation system and
thelr previous grazing management system were separated into two groups, those that control
access to riparian areas and thosethat do not. Both groups had ahigh percentage of respondents
that indicated net income was greater under their current system; riparian management did not
reduce the proportion of respondentsthat experienced an increasein net returnsfrom thelivestock
operation under their current rotation system.

Reasons for adopting changesto pasture management, observati onsrespondents have made sinceadopting
changes, and new capita costs incurred for making changes:

Producers stated the main reasons for adopting their current pasture management system were to
improve their pasture condition and the long-term sustainability of their land resources (rated as
important by 96% and 92% of respondents, respectively). Increasing stocking rate and improving
income were aso rated as important by 82% and 80% of respondents; improving wildlife habitat
was recognized but given lessimportance (43% rated as important). However improved wildlife
habitat and cleaner water were high on their list of observed changes.

The highest proportion of respondents who rated reasons for giving livestock restricted or no
access to water bodies cited long-term sustainability of surface water bodies and improvement of
water qudity for livestock asimportant to very important reasons (87% and 86% of respondents,

respectively).

Since they made changes to their pasture management system, the mgority of respondents have
observed improved cover for nesting waterfowl (71% of respondents), improved livestock heglth
and condition (72%), improved cover for upland game (60%), and improved water quality of
surface water bodies (68%). Of respondents that control access to riparian areas, 78% of
respondents noticed an improvement in water, compared to 51% of respondents that do not
riparian manage.

New capital costsfor establishing rotational systems and/or fencing off surface water bodieswere
less than $7 per acre for 38% of respondents, between $7 and $14 per acre for 18% of
respondents, and between $15 and $29 per acre for 23% of respondents. Regarding constraints
to adopting new grazing management techniques, 73% of respondentsrated financid requirements
as an important to very important condiraint. Labor and management requirements and alack of
uffident water supply were also considered important to very important by 63%, 59%, and 59%

of respondents, respectively.

Respondent’ s future plans and their information needs:

Future plans and changes for the respondents featured expansion of their livestock herd (66% of
respondents), water development (49% of respondents) and riparian management (37% of
respondents), improving their seeding and fertilization strategies (38% and 33% of respondents,
respectively), and changing their rotation strategies (30% of respondents).
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. Primary information needs were about pasture establishment, managing forage production, and
learning about dternative grazing systems.

The respondents to this survey were very enthusiastic about their pasture management systems. Thiswas
shown by their willingness to complete a questionnaire containing over fifty questions. Many of them
enclosed long descriptions of their experiences and diagrams of their systems.  Seventy-three percent of
respondents indicated they would ether be willing or may be willing to participate in a long-term, more
detailed economic study of thistopic. Mot of these said they would requirefinancia or technica assstance
in the areas of record-kegping and weighing livestock on or off pasture. The study has succeeded in
identifying a source of farm data for further research into the economics of pasture management systems
with emphasis on rotationa grazing and riparian management.

Two recommendations were given to build upon the present study.

. It is recommended that interested agencies sei ze the opportunity provided by the high number of
respondents who indicated a definite or possible interest in co-operating in amore detailed, long-
termeconomic study. Thedesign of such astudy would be based on precise records and accounts
and could examine the impact of anumber of conditions on livestock and forage productivity, and
producer costs and benefits.

. It is further recommended that the detailed descriptions of respondents’ systems and experiences
givenin the find open-ended question, be compiled, edited and produced as a non-technical
extensonbulletin. Such abulletin would be of interest to producers currently practicing, and those
interested in adopting, such srategies, as wel as government agencies, conservation groups, and
cattle associations with interests in such aress.
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1 Introduction

Farmers and ranchers have grazed their livestock on the western Canadian prairies Snce early settlement.
These settlement patterns, dong with availability of native forage and water, determined where and when
particular areas were grazed. Over time, lands were fenced to keep livestock in specific locations. More
intengve settlement and land use resulted in improved and managed pasturesto increase livestock carrying

capacity.

The long-term growth of the Canadian cattle population has put pressure on the acresinitidly alocated to
native and improved pastures. This pressure has resulted in instances of overgrazing, stream pollution and
s0il degradation. Recent changes in agriculturd policy that eiminated grain trangportation subsidies has
reduced or diminated grain farming profits in many arees. This has been magnified by current low grain
prices. Thereis agenerd redlocation of farm resources from the traditiona grain and oilseed for export
to more intensve and expanded livestock enterprises. Plus, current high cattle prices and high
steer/feedgrain price ratios (which provides an indicator of cattle profitability), provides incentives for
increased cattle production. Many of these enterprises have sgnificant grazing requirements.

These changes have increased producers interest in managing pasture grazing resources. In generd, the
farmbusiness has become morefinancidly dependent on the profitability of that livestock enterprise. Cow-
cdf or stocker enterprisesthat used to be secondary or inggnificant to thewholefarm operation have taken
onaprimary positionin thefarm economics of many producers. There gppears need for more productivity
in the short run as wel as for long-term sustainability. Overgrazing, loss of production and the
consequentia soil degradation need to be avoided.

Producersare dso awarethat greater pressure on their pasture lands can damage water quality and natural
habitat of wildlife and fish. Protecting this habitat requires producers to invest scarce funds and make
operationd changes. The costs and benefits associated with this have not yet been well defined for either
the short or long run.

Government and conservation agencies have responded to these concerns. There are incentive programs
that provide dl or part of the investment required to protect the environment. There is some research
completed and in progress to measure environmental and production changes. Extenson programs,
demondtrations and pasture management courses have been available acrossthe prairiesfor severa years.
All of these initiatives to promote economic and environmenta benefits have been supported by the
aforementioned government and conservation agencies.

A number of relevant papers and reports provide for background information. A review of literature
pertaining to the Economic Benefit of Wetland Protection from Livestock® concluded, among other things,
that “... various management practices are available to farmers to enable them to protect wetlands and

*Ecol ogica Agriculture Projects, Faculty of Agriculturd and Environmenta Sciences, McGill University, Economic
Benefit of Wetland Protection from Livestock: Review of Literature, Fina Report to the Canadian Farm Business
Management Council, Jan., 1998.
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riparian areas, and improve forage quality by restricting access by livestock. Intuition and anecdotal
evidence suggeststhat these practices do have economic benefits. However, thereislittleformal economic
andyss to subgantiate .... costs and benefits related to these practices” The review goes on to
recommend amulti-Site sudy to quantify costs and benefits.

A literaturereview for an unpublished case study by Chorney (1998)?, suggeststhat past studies comparing
rotationa and continuous grazing have found mixed results, and that ocking rates, distribution of livestock,
water source and historic use of pastures could be more important factors than the type of system used.
However, this case farm andysis of a cow-caf operation in southwestern Manitoba did show economic
gansfor therotationa grazing/riparian area conservation system used in 1996 and 1997 over continuous
grazing the same pasture in 1995. The conclusions are limited somewhat by the fact that weight gainsfor
caves were based on weight at market (i.e. the cattle were not weighed on pastures) and based upon
producer recall back to 1995. It was aso noted that pasture and herd genetic improvements took place
between 1995 and 1997.

Studies by Manske (1994 and 1995)2 attributed significant biological and economic benefitsto a Twice
Over Rotationd Grazing System. These conclusions, based on an eleven year study from 1983-1994,
compared five different types of grazing systems.

Due to the relevance of these kinds of researchresults, incentivesto protect riparian areas and promotion
of rotationa grazing are found in current programs available to producers.

The Manitoba Habitat Heritage Corporation (MHHC) initiated the present study with financial and/or
technical support from Ducks Unlimited (DU), the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Adminigiration (PFRA), the
Canadian Cattlemen’s Association (CCA), the Manitoba Cattle Producer’s Association (MCPA), the
Saskatchewan Wetlands Conservation Corporation (SWCC), Manitoba Agriculture and Food, and
Alberta Agriculture Food and Rural Development. The Department of Agriculturad Economicsand Farm
Management of the University of Manitoba, supported by a grant from MHHC, conducted the research
and authored this report.

1.1  Research objectives and methodology
1.1.1 Research objectives

This study focuses on establishing aprofile of producers practicing pasture and riparian area managemen.
A riparian arealis the vegetative zone surrounding surface water bodies, and is consdered important for

2Chorney, B., A Case Farm Economic Assessment of Rotation Grazing, Faculty of Agricultural Economicsand
Farm Management, University of Manitoba, unpublished paper, 1998.

3Manske, L L., Grazi ng Management for Northern Great Plains Rangeland, DREC 94-1004, 1994; and

Economic Returns as Affected by Grazing Strategies, DREC 95-1012, 1995, North Dakota State University, Dickenson
Research Extengion Center.
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providing wildlife habitat, for maintaining shore bank integrity, and for serving asafiltering system for runoff
water. The profile will describe:

. the physicd features and management of producers grazing operations;

. specific techniques regarding management of livestock access to forage and water; and
. perceived economic costs and benefits associated with management practices.
Specific research objectives are to:

. identify producers currently practicing pasture and riparian area management in Manitoba,
Saskatchewan and Alberta;

. develop a questionnaire to gather economic and physica information about grazing enterprises
operated by these producers,
. andyze this information to provide a description of current operating and management practices

based on 1999, and focus on the perceived effects upon pasture resources, herd management, and
producer income; and

. lay the groundwork for possiblefuture research by identifying producerswho arewilling to provide
records and participate in a detailed multi-year economic study; and the advisory and financid
ass stance producers require to do so.

1.1.2 Methodology

Steering Committee. The study supporters and researchers established a steering committee to guide
and advise research activities and assg in identifying producers to survey. The committee was made up
of the researchers, representatives from each supporting organization, and personnel from environmentd
and government agencies taking part in pasture management extenson and research programs. A list of
Steering committee members can be found in the Appendix to this report.

Questionnaire. A questionnaire was developed to gather information required to meet the listed
objectives. After input from the steering committee, a pre-test questionnaire was sent to thirty-three
producers. Theseproducershad beenidentified and contacted by steering committee membersand asked
to complete the pre-test questionnaire based upon their own farm operation.  Twenty-three producers
completed the questionnaire, aswel as aform evauating the questionnaire and the process. Clarification
needs and suggestions were minor; these were taken into account, resulting in a dightly revised find
questionnaire. This completed the objective of questionnaire development. A copy of the questionnaire
is available as a companion document to this report by contacting the MHHC asindicated in the Table of
Contents.
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Respondents were asked anumber of questions on their current grazing program and the water resources
ontheir pastures. Respondentswere asked to identify whether their current pasture grazing program could
best be described as continuous grazing or rotationa grazing based on the following given definitions:

Continuous grazing: PFacing livestock on pasture in spring and dlowing them free accessto dl or most
of the pasture for the entire grazing season until removed in fdl.

Rotational grazing:  Rotating livestock between pastures through the grazing season, or making use of
cross-fencing to divide the pasture into paddocks (also referred to by some as
fields) and rotating livestock between these paddocks or fieldsthrough the grazing
season, providing a period of rest to the unoccupied pastures or paddocks.

Respondents that made use of arotationa grazing management system were asked anumber of questions
on their current grazing programs and the livestock kept on their rotation system, as well as questions on
any past grazing management system that differed from their current systlem. Respondentswere also asked
to make comparisons between their current system and their previous system. Questions on their current
grazing program were based on 1999 events and practices, while questionsfor their previous management
system were to be based on the last year of their previous management system.

Respondentsweredirected to answer questionsbased on pasturesowned or rented by their farm operation
and not to include information on practices and animals kept on co-operative or community pastures.
Respondents that rotation grazed were asked to answer questions with regards only to practices and
livestock kept ontheir rotation system. Respondents that continuous grazed only were not asked to give
any detailson livestock and were not asked any information on past management practi ces, but were asked
to respond to the sections of the survey concerning the characterization of their livestock operation, the
genera questions on their current grazing management program, and their information and research
requirements.

Survey List. Steering committee members used their contacts and organizations extension and field
workers client lists to provide names and addresses of producers actively managing their grazing and/or
riparian areas. Namesfor Alberta’ s mailing list came mainly from adatabase kept by Alberta Agriculture
Food and Rurd Development of producers who would be willing to take part in research surveys. This
database was searched for producers with grazing resources and the identified producers were phoned by
Alberta Agriculture Food and Rura Development staff to verify they were taking part in pasture
management and to determine if they would be willing to take part in the survey. Manitoba's and
Saskatchewan’s mailing lists came mainly from various sources within MHHC, DU, PFRA, and SWCC
of producers thought to be taking part in pasture or riparian managemen.

Univ. of Manitoba, Pasture Survey, 10/27/00 4



Prior to submitting their lists to the researchers, the steering committee member (or contact) notified
producersthat their names had been submitted for survey. The producer was expecting the survey before
it arrived. This completed the objective of identifying producersto survey.

Administration of Mail-out Questionnaire. Mail-outstook place over athree-week period in January
2000. Producers were asked to return completed questionnaires within three weeks. Completed
guestionnairesstarted to comeback almost immediately and most were returned well within thethree-week
requested time. Pre-testers were sent a personalized second questionnaire, asking only those questions
affected by revisons to the pre-test they had origindly completed. This enabled researchers to use
information from the pre-test congstent with the total survey population.

Analysis of Producer Information. Producer responsesto each question were entered in aQuattro-Pro
spreadsheet. Separate spreadsheets were developed for each province. The three spreadsheets were
merged to provide an overall picture of the Prairies. As an objective of the study was to provide a
description of producers operating and management practices and their perceived effects, the andysis of
the survey datais of a quditative descriptive nature through a series of charts and tables. The charts and
tables show the trends among respondents for the various questionsin the survey. Because of thevolume
of information here, and because again, the intent was to provide adescriptive profile, no tests have been
conducted to determine statistica significance of any trends or observations.

The report format isintended to be user friendly such that readers can easily focuson their areas of interest,
meking use of ether the charts or tables done, or utilizing the charts and tables along with the text portions
of thereport. As some questions did not pertain to al producers surveyed, or some producers chose not
to answer al questions, the distributions and percentages given in charts and tables were cal culated based
onthe number of respondentsfor that question. The number of respondentsisgivenin each chart or table.
Comparisons of activities, productivity, or attitudeswere achieved through sorting by therdevant variable.

Most questions were congtructed to give producers asdection of answersfrom which to choose, with an
open-ended space given for the respondent to fill in their own answer for a selection not offered.
Responses to these open-ended portions of questions are included in the companion document to this
report, Answer sto Open-ended Sections of Survey Questions, which isavailable by contacting MHHC
asindicated in the Table of Contents.

1.2  Report organization

The report focuses onan overdl prairie perspective, with the text section highlighting the results presented
in the accompanying tables and figures.  Tables are embedded within the relevant sections of the report,
and figures are given in a separate Figures Section following the text. Results are presented in the same

sequence as the questionnaire asked for information. These are:

. Characterization of respondents and their land base
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. Respondents' current grazing program

. Livestock production on the rotationd grazing system

. Comparison with pasture under previous management

. Pasture water resource management

. Characterization of current pasture management program

Respondents' information needs and research reports

A separate section considers any notable divergence of each province's results from the tota prairie
provinces. The Summary and Conclus onsdescribesfindingsand conclusions. The Appendix listissteering
committee members and a description of how stocking rates were cal cul ated.

2 Characterization of Respondentsand Their Land Base
21  Number and location of respondents

A tota of 862 questionnaires were mailed to producers along with a covering letter identifying study
objectives and organizations supporting and conducting the study. Ten of these were returned unopened
by the post office due to no forwarding address, 12 were returned by producers who had retired or were
no longer operating agrazing enterprise. Thisleft atotal of 840 possible respondents. One other producer
returned the questionnaire because he did not wish tofill it out, and, therefore, is considered ano response.
Three hundred and forty six completed questionnaires were returned, giving a response reate of 41.2%.
Mail outs and returns by province are presented in Table 2.1. This high response rate may be attributed
to the interest respondents have in pasture management techniques and aso to the manner in which the
survey mail out list was compiled. Producers were selected as known to be elther practicing or having an
interest in grazing or riparian management.

Characterization of respondents and their pasture and other land resources areillustrated in Figures 2.1 to
2.6 and Tables2.2t0 2.5. The main observations are summarized in the following subsections.
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Table 2.1: A Summary of Mailed and Completed Questionnaires, by Province

Province Surveys Returned Per cent
Mailed Completed Response
Manitoba 341 138 40.5%
Saskatchewan 306 103 33.7%
Alberta 215 105 48.8%
|ess Cancdlled Surveys! -22
Totds 840 346 41.2%

Cancelled surveys were unopened returns by post office or producers no longer operating.

Characterization of respondents

In general, respondents represent experienced livestock producers who depend heavily on livestock for
their farm income.

2.3

Almog hdf of respondents were in the 30 - 45 year age group and amost 40% were in the 46 -
60 years group; 10% were over 60 years of age and only 3.5% were under 30 years of age
(Figure 2.1).

The respondentswere experienced in livestock production. Almost half of the respondents (47%)
have been involved inlivestock production between 16 and 30 years, 31% for morethan 30 years,
and about 22% for 15 years or less (Figure 2.2).

Livestock production was an important component of respondents farm operations. Forty three
percent of respondents obtained over 75% of farm income from livestock, 22% received between
haf and three quarters of farm income from livestock, and only 10% received less than 25% from
livestock (Figure 2.3).

Land digribution and usage

Respondents were asked to indicate if the mgority of their soil was clay/loam, sandy/ gravely,
dune sand, sdine or some other specified type. Clay loam was the most frequently indicated soil
texture (70.8%, Table 2.2), followed by sandy/gravelly (23.1%). A number of respondents
indicated more than one texture type.

Approximately one-third of respondents operated atotal land base of lessthan 1,000 acres (Figure
2.4). Another third operated between 1,000 and 2,000 acres, and another third over 2,000 acres.
Of these, nineteen respondents operated over 5,000 acres.
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Table2.2: Soil Texture of Respondents Pastures
Soil Texture  Number of  Percent of

Respondents  Total!

Clay/Loam 233 70.8%

Sandy/gravelly 76 23.1%

Dune Sand 9 2.7%

Sdine 33 10.0%

Other 37 11.2%

Totds 329

!Percent does not add to 100; many respondents indicated
more than one soil texture on their pastures.

Table2.3: Respondentswith Native and Seeded Pasture

Respondents Number of Per cent
that Gave: Respondents  of Total
Tota Pasture Acreage 328
Some Native Pasture 300 91.5%
Some Seeded Pasture 275 83.8%
No. of above with dl native 53 16.2%
No of above with all seeded 28 8.5%

Table2.4: Respondents Pasturelmprovement Practices

Number Number Percent |No. of YearsBetween Treatment - % of Resp.

I mprovement

Practice Resp. Practicing Practicing|No. Resp.| % 1 % 2 % >3
Pasture Reseeding 311 169 54.3 157 13 87.3
Fertilization 309 157 50.8 145 34.5 31.0 22.1
Chemica Control 276 93 33.7 89 191 15.7 43.8
Mechanical Control 288 130 45.1 121 30.6 18.2 405
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Almost half of respondents operated 500 acres of pasture land or less. Twenty five percent of
respondents pastured from 501 to 1,000 acres and another 25% from 1,001 to 5,000 acres.
There were also thirteen who operated more than 5,000 acres of pasture.

Of the 328 respondents who gave pasture acreage, there were 300 with some native pasture
(91.5%) and 275 with some seeded pasture (84.0%; Table 2.3).

A third of the respondents had only 1 to 25% of their total pasture seeded, 27% had from 26 to
50%, 18% had 51 to 75%, and 22% had over 75% of their pasture seeded. There were 28
respondents (8.5%) with al seeded pastures and 53 respondents (16.2%) withdl native pasiure
(Table 2.3).

Pastur e improvement methods

Of the respondents to questions about pasture management, 54.3% indicated they reseeded
pastures (Table 2.4). Most of these had more than 3 years between reseeding (87.3%).

Fifty percent of respondents fertilized their pasture (other than manure), with approximately one
third of these fertilizing annudly and another third every two years. The remaining respondents
fertilized every third or more year.

One third of respondents used chemical weed and brush control while 45.1% of respondents used
mechanicd control. There was over 3 years between weed control treatments for over 40% of
respondents for both the chemical and mechanica control methods.

There were other pasture improvement methods reported. A list of these and the seed mixtures
used for reseeding are given in the companion document Answers to Open-ended Sections of
Survey Questions.

Pasture improvement practices were compared between respondents with certain criteriaas given below.
Numbers in brackets indicate the percent of respondents that follow the practice.

From Table 2.5, respondents with all seeded pasture practiced pasture reseeding (66%),
fertilization (74%) and chemical (40%) and mechanica (43%) weed/brush control considerably
more than respondents with al native pasture (11%, 11%, 18% and 34%, respectively).

Respondents who indicated they use mainly rotationa grazing on their pastures practiced more
pasture reseeding (53%) and fertilization (50%) than those who indicated they use mainly
continuous grazing (36% and 31%, respectively). Weed and brush control usagewasonly dightly
higher for rotation grazers.
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Table25: Pasture Improvement Activitiesfor Respondents Matching Various Criteria

100% of Rotation Pastureaseither: Seeded Native
Number of Respondents 35 44

Pasture Improvements M ethods: #Practicing Percent |# Practicing Percent
Pasture Reseeding 23 65.7% 5 11.4%
Pasture Fertilization 26 74.3% 5 11.4%
Chemica Weed/Brush Control 14 40.0% 8 18.2%
Mechanica Weed/Brush Control 15 42.9% 15 34.1%
Pasture Grazing System isMainly: | Rotational grazing Continuous Grazing
Number of Respondentst 270 70

Pasture Improvements M ethods. #Practicing  Percent | # Practicing  Percent
Pasture Reseeding 143 53.0% 25 35.7%
Pasture Fertilization 135 50.0% 22 31.4%
Chemica Weed/Brush Control 75 27.8% 17 24.3%
Mechanica Weed/Brush Control 106 39.3% 23 32.9%
Soil Texture Includes. Clay/L oam? No Clay/L oam
Number of Respondents 233 96

Pasture |mprovements Methods: #Practicing Percent | #Practicing  Percent
Pasture Reseeding 121 51.9% 41 42.7%
Pesture Fertilization 114 48.9% 37 38.5%
Chemica Weed/Brush Control 61 26.2% 29 30.2%
Mechanical Weed/Brush Control 91 39.1% 36 37.5%

!Five respondents that indicated their main grazing system was both rotation and continuous are not included here.
2Those with clay/loam soil texture could also have another type of soil texture.

. Respondents indicating a clay/loam soil texture made dightly greater use of most pasture
improvement methods than those without clay/loam. Of the soil textures given, clay/loam would
be considered to be the most productive.

3 Current Grazing Program

3.1 Respondentsand distribution of rotational grazersexperience

Of the respondents, 270 stated rotationa grazing best described their grazing program and 70 stated
continuous grazing best described their program. Of the continuous grazers, 33 indicated they did practice

some rotational grazing. There were aso 5 respondents that indicated both continuous and rotational
grazing best described their grazing program.
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These numbers cannot be used to indicate any trends of proportionate use of rotationa grazing versus
continuous grazing on the prairies, as the survey sample was a targeted group known to use pasture
management or riparian area management and is not representative of al livestock producers.

. Approximately onethird of rotation grazers (31%) have been using their current program from one
to five years, and 29% from 6 to 10 years (Figure 3.1).

. Nineteen percent of respondentsthat indicated use of rotationa grazing have been doing sofor 11
to 15 years, and 21% for over 15 years. Two producers reported over 45 years of experience.

. Thus close to two thirds of the respondents are relatively new to rotationd grazing, with 10 years
of experience or less.

3.2  Characterization of rotational systems

Producers were asked a number of questions to describe their rotation system resources and grazing
program.

. Just over haf of the respondents had rotation system resources of 500 acres or less (Figure 3.2).
Closeto 20% of systemswere 501 to 1,000 acres and another 23.2% were 1,001 to 5,000 acres.
Rotation system acreage included seeded pasture, native pasture and any hayland producers
considered as part of their rotationd grazing system. Many producers put livestock on hayland at
some point during the grazing season.

. Respondents were asked whether they rotated livestock from one pasture to another or if they
divided pasturesinto anumber of paddocks. Thirty six percent described their rotation system as
pasture to pasture, 32% as paddock to paddock, and 32% as a combination of pastures and
paddocks.

. One rotationa grazing system was used by 60.7% of respondents, with all pastures and/or
paddocks operated as one system; the remainder indicated they made use of more than one
sysem.

3.3  Livestock accessto forage, and supplemental feeding and grazing

There was condderable variation amongst times grazed per season for both seeded and native pastures.

. Seeded pastures were grazed over more times than native pastures (Figures 3.3 and 3.4). The
greatest proportion of respondents grazed over native pastures two times over the pasture season

(38% respondents), followed by 3 times (23% of respondents) and then one time (16% of
respondents). For seeded pastures, the greatest proportion of respondents made 3 passes of the
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pasture (28%), followed by 2 passes (26% of respondents) and then 4 passes (13% of
respondents). Only 6% of respondents grazed seeded pastures only once.

Almost haf of seeded pastures were grazed from 3 to 5 times compared to 35% of native
pastures.

The “other” category, which comprised a substantia proportion for both native and seeded
pastures (11.4% and 19.6%, respectively), conssted of afew using more than 5 passes but was
manly thoseindicating use of arange of passes. Producers make decisions on the number of times
to grazetheir various pastures or paddocks based on anumber of factors, including forage qudlity,
livestock needs, suitability of the forage for hay, and westher conditions. Thus, some pasturesor
paddocks may be grazed over more than others based on these factors.

Of the 30 respondents that indicated using either more than five passes or a range of passes for
naive pasture in the “other” category, the most frequently cited range was 1 to 2 times (13
respondents), followed by 1 to 3 passes (4 respondents) and 2 to 3 passes (3 respondents). There
were aso 3 respondents that indicated using 6 passes.

Of the 51 respondents for seeded pasture in the “ other” category, there were 11 respondents for
each of 1 to 2 passes and 2 to 3 passes, and 7 respondents citing 1 to 3 passes. Therewereaso
2 respondents using 6 passes, one using 10 passes and one using 14 passes of seeded pasture.
In both native and seeded pastures there were a number of other ranges cited, varying between
1 and 5 passes.

Respondents were also asked to indicate how they determine the time spent in each paddock or pasture:

When asked how they time the number of days livestock are kept in each paddock or pasture,
25% indicated by acertain number of days, 66.2% by forage height, 40.7% by percent of pasture
utilized and 16.9% by some other method. Approximately haf of the respondentsindicated using
more than one method.

The greatest proportion of respondents (59%) who used forage height, moved cettle after the
forage had been grazed to between 2.6 to 5.0 inches (Figure 3.5).

Of the respondents who used percent utilization of pasturesas an indicator of whento movecettle,
approximately half werein the 51 to 75% utilization range, 20% in the 26 to 50% range, and 25%
in the 76 to 100% range (Figure 3.6).
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Both stubble and hayland were sources of additiond grazing for producers. Supplementa feeding on
pasture was not awidely used practice.

4

4.1

Almost haf of respondents grazed stubble yearly and, smilarly, about haf grazed hayland yearly
(Figures 3.5 and 3.6). The remaining respondents were split fairly evenly between occasiondly
or never usng stubble or hayland grazing.

Almost 20% of respondents provided supplementa feed to calves and stockers on pasture. Just
over 10% of producers provided supplemental feed to the other categories of grazing livestock.

Livestock Production on Rotational Grazing System

Characterization of livestock on rotation system

Respondents were asked to indicate the livestock kept on their rotation system and their usage of the
rotation pastures.

4.2

Of 295 respondents, 282 indicated their operation was mainly abeef cattle enterprise, four adairy
enterprise and 22 some other livestock enterprise, primarily horse or sheep. Several respondents
indicated more than one livestock type as their primary livestock enterprise

Of the 282 beef enterprises, 274 indicated they had cow/caf operations and, of these, 226
appeared to be primarily cow/caf operations* Thus, of the 295 respondents giving animal
numbers, 77% were primarily cow/caf operators. For dl three provinces, ahigh proportion of the
respondents giving anima numbers were primarily cow/caf operators (73% for Manitoba, 86%
for Saskatchewan, and 73% for Alberta).

Sze digribution of grazing operations based on number of beef animals reported by 278
respondents that had primarily beef cattle, shows that just over haf of respondents grazed 100
head or less, 28% grazed from 101 to 200 head, 12% had between 201 and 300 head, and, of
the remainder, 11 respondents had between 301 and 500 head, and 13 had over 500 head (Figure
4.1). Whiledl sizesof operationsare represented in the survey, 80% of respondentswere grazing
200 head of cattle or less.

Grazing season length and intendity for beef animals on rotational systems

The length of grazing season on their rotation system was analyzed for respondents with cow/calf
pairs. The mgjority of respondents, 56%, had livestock on their rotation system for 4.1 to 6

4Enterpris&swere consdered mainly cow/caf on the basis of having accompanying replacement stock of less than 50%

of the number of cow/calf unitsand/or tockers numbering less than 25% of the number of cow/caf units, and/or other livestock
species numbering less than 25% of the number of cow/caf units.
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4.3

months (Figure 4.2). Twenty percent rotationa grazed from 2 to 4 months, 16% grazed from 6.1
to 8 months, 8% grazed more than 8 months, and less than 1% grazed less than 2 months.

In terms of animals grazed per acre, 275 respondents with mainly beef enterprises indicated that
68% of them grazed lessthan 0.26 animals per acre, and 22% grazed from 0.26 to 0.50 animals
per acre (Figure 4.3). Only 2 respondents reported over one animal per acre, both of these were
from Alberta

Stocking ratesby AUM/acre

The stocking rate obtained by respondents’ grazing programsare expressed in animal unit months per acre
(AUM/acre). A description of how AUM/acre was calculated is givenin the Appendix. Asexplainedin
the Appendix, the cal culations of stocking ratesare based on thetota animals each respondent hasontheir
rotationsystem and are cd culated asawholefor the rotation sysslem. Thisgivessomeideaof the utilization
of the entirerotation system resource but does not give acomplete picture of each respondent’ susageand
stocking pressure on the various components of their rotation system.

Rotation grazers fell mainly into one of two categories for socking rates. From 213 respondents
that provided al the information required to caculate stocking rates, 40% had less than 1.0
AUM/acreand 39% between 1.0 and 1.9 AUM/acre (Figure4.4). Fourteen percent of calculated
stocking rates were between 2.0 and 2.9 AUM/acre. Abovethat, 11 respondents’ stocking rates
were between 3.0 and 3.9 AUM/acre and three between 4.0 and 6.5 AUM/acre.

Comparing the three provinces, Saskatchewan had the lowest stocking rates (71% with lessthan
1.0 AUM/acre and 27% with 1.0 to 1.9 AUM/acre) and Alberta had the highest (22% with less
than 1.0 AUM/acre, 38% with 1.0 to 1.9 AUM/acre and 28% with 2.0 to 2.9 AUM/acre).
Manitoba s stocking rate was smilar to the overdl prairie response, with 36% of respondentswith
lessthan 1.0 AUM/acre and 47% with 1.0 to 1.9 AUM/acre.

Stocking rate for respondents with mainly cow/caf operations were aso calculated. These had
amog exactly the same digtribution asfor dl livestock and therefore are not illustrated.
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44  Weight gain for beef animals

Weght gainsfor beef on rotational grazing systemswere evaluated on the basis of total poundsof caf gain
per acre for each respondent. Tota pounds of caf gain per acre was cdculated by multiplying the
respondent’ snumber of caveson pasture by the given average caf weight gain on pasture and dividing this
by the acreage of the rotation system. Estimates came from 200 respondents consdered to be mainly
cow/calf operations.

. Closeto haf (47%) of the 200 respondents had pounds of caf gain per acreinthe 31 to 75 pound
range (Figure 4.5).

. Close to one quarter of respondents had calf weight gainsin the 76 to 150 pound/acre range and
20% in the 5 to 30 pound/acre range.

. Close to 10% of respondents had calf gains of over 150 to 300 pound per acre.

. Comparing the three prairie provinces, again Saskatchewan had dightly lower caf gain/acre, with
28% of respondentsinthe 5 to 30 pound per acre range, 56% in the 31 to 75 pound per acre
range, 16%in the 76 to 150 pound per acre range, and none above 150 pounds per acre. Alberta
had fewer respondents in the lower weight gain category and more in the higher weight gain
categories, with 12% of respondents in the 5 to 30 pound/acre range, 30% in the 31 to 75 pound
per acrerange, 37% in the 76 to 150 pound per acre range, and 20% in the 151 to 300 pound per
acre range. Manitoba's cdf gain per acre didribution was very smilar to the overdl prairie
response.

45 Intendty of pasture management, and stocking rates and weight gains

It wasof interest to look at whether respondentswith moreintensvely managed pastureshad stocking rates
or weight gainsthat differed from respondents with lessintensvely managed pastures. Intensity of pasture
management is determined here by the amount of labor, time and planning that would be required in terms
of moving livestock around and planning rotation Srategies.

Categorizing a respondent as utilizing either a more or less intensvely managed pasture system is a
somewhat arbitrary decison in terms of where one makes the cutoff for placing a respondent inthe more
intengve or lessintensve management system. Such decisionswill vary depending on what one considers
as an intensve management system.

For the purposes of this study, respondents were initidly considered to be intensvely managing their
pasturesif they had six or more pastures or paddocks, with an average pasture/paddock size of 100 acres
or less, and if their livestock made 3 or more passes of the pasture over the grazing season. It was then
noted, however, that there were anumber of respondentsthat made lessthan 3 passes of their pasture but
had a high number of pastures or paddocks. This was particularly true for Alberta; for example, one
respondent from Albertamade only two passes of hisseeded pasture, but had 420 acres of seeded pasture
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divided into 20 paddocks. Therefore, the criteria was changed to also include, as well as the previous
criteria, respondents with more than 10 pastures or paddocks, with an average pasture/paddock size of
100 acres or less and with livestock making at least more than one pass of the pasture.  Resultsare given
in Figures4.6t0 4.9.

5

5.1

Stocking rates on pastures cons dered intensvely managed were higher than on thelessintensvely
managed pastures. For theintensvely managed pastures, 20% of respondentswereinthelessthan
1.0 AUM/acre, compared to 52% of respondentswith lessintensively managed pastures (Figures
4.6 and 4.8).

Fifty-three percent of respondents with intensively managed pastures had stocking ratesin the 1.0
to 1.9 AUM/acre range and 26% had stocking rates of 2.0 AUM/acre and over.

In comparison, 32% of respondents with less intensively managed pastures had stocking ratesin
the 1.0 to 1.9 AUM/acre range and 16% had stocking rates of 2.0 AUM/acre and over.

For caf gains per acre (Figures 4.7 and 4.9), while both groups had the mgority of their
respondents in the 31 to 75 pound per acre range (51% for the intensively managed group and
46% for the less intensvely managed group), the more intensively managed pastures had more
respondents gaining over 75 pounds per acre (40%) compared to the lessintensive group (31%).

Comparison With Pasture Under Previous M anagement System

Characterization of respondents previous systems

Respondents were asked if their rotation pastures had ever been operated under a grazing management
system that differed from their current system.

Of the 302 respondents, 177, or 58.6%, had used a different management system and 125
respondents, or 41.3%, had not used a different management system.

Of thosethat had used adifferent system, 88% had used a continuous grazing system and 12% had
used a different type of rotationa grazing system.

The number of years respondents’ rotation pastures were under a different management system
are given in Figure 5.1. Respondents were fairly equaly distributed between four ranges (19%
were in the 1 to 10 year range, 23% in the 11 to 20 year range, 21% in the 21 to 30 year range
and 24% in the 31 to 50 year range). There were also 13% of respondents that had operated
under a previous system for over 50 years.

There were more respondents with total pasture acreage in the less than 501 acres range under
their previous management system (62% compared to 46% total pasture acreage under their
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current system; see Figures 5.2 and 2.5) and fewer with over 1,000 acres (18% compared to
28%). The percent of respondentsin the 501 to 1,000 acre range was very Smilar in both cases.
Respondents appeared to have increased their total pasture resources with rotationa grazing.

5.2  Stocking rates and weight gainsunder the previous system

Comparing stocking rates and calf weight gains for respondents with a previous system to that of the
aggregate whole of the current system distributions as given in Figures 4.4 and 4.5, shows a Smilar
distributionof respondentsin the various categories, with the previous syssem showing only adightly larger
proportion of respondentsin the lower stocking rate and weight gain categories.

. The digtribution for respondents stocking rates under their previous management system was
gmilar to that of the current rotationd grazing system (compare Figure 5.3 to Figure 4.4), with
44% of respondents faling in the less than 1.0 AUM/acre range and 44% in the 1.0 to 1.9
AUM/acre range, compared to 40% and 39%, respectively, for the current system.

. For totd caf weight gain per acre, the digtribution was again Smilar to the current systlem. Under
the previous system there were 27% of respondents in the 8 to 30 pound per acre range,
compared to 20% in the 5 to 30 pound per acre range for the current system (Figures 5.4 and
4.5). The proportion of respondentsin the 31 to 75 pound range, at 48% for the previous system,
was amost the same as for the current system.  Twenty-five percent of respondents had over 75
pounds of gain per acre for the previous system compared to 33% under the current system.

5.3 Respondents observationsof change

Producers were asked to identify changes in practices, productivity, costs and returns that have been
observed as they moved from their previous pasture management system to the system they are presently
falowing. They were asked to compare specific attributes and indicate whether 1999 was no different,
lower or greater than the last year of their previoussystem. If therewasadifferencethey were dso asked
to esimate the percent difference, given a range of percentages from which to choose. Of the 177
producers that indicated they had a previous management system, 161 respondents, or 91%, answered
some or dl of the questions on these changes.

Table 5.1 gives each of the attributes measured, as well as the number of respondents for each and the
percent of respondents that found 1999 was either no different, greater or lower than the last

year of their previous system. For those questions that the greatest proportion of respondents reported a
difference between 1999 and their previous system, the percent difference isillustrated in Figures 5.5 to
5.13. The number of respondents that indicated direction of change for ther current sysemisnot dways
the same as the number for percent change, as some respondents that indicated direction did not dways
indicate the percent change; these are indicated in the figures as  no % response given.’
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Table 5.1: Comparison of 1999 to Last Year of Previous Pasture M anagement System

Attribute Measured: No. of % that found 1999 was:
Resp. |NoDifferent  Greater L ower

Average weight gain on pasture/animal 149 16.8 80.5 2.7
Pasture forage production quantity 160 6.3 91.3 25
Pasture forage production quality 154 9.7 87.7 2.6
Herd hedth cost/anima 158 60.8 8.9 304
Amount of pasture reseeding 158 59.5 20.3 20.3
Amount of pasture fertilization 159 62.9 27.0 10.1
Amount of weed/brush control 159 66.0 21.4 12.6
Amount of supplementd feeding 159 67.9 10.1 22.0
Amount of stubble grazing 152 67.1 13.2 19.7
Amount of hayland grazing 149 60.4 235 16.1
Time spent on planning and management 161 10.6 85.7 3.7
Labor requirements 161 124 82.6 5.0
Overwintering codts 158 43.7 3.2 53.2
1999 Overdl costs per animad 158 24.1 24.1 519
1999 Overdl net returnganimal 155 12.9 84.5 2.6
1999 Overdl net returns for operation 148 10.1 88.5 14

Respondentswere asked thirteen questions about changesthey observed in areas affecting costsor returns
to their enterprise.

. Eighty percent of respondentsindicated their livestock average weight gain on pasture was grester
under their current system, 16.8% indicated therewasno differenceand only 2. 7% indicated it was
lower (Table5.1). Thegreatest proportion of respondents (45.6%) indicated their changein 1999
was 1 to 10% greater (Figure 5.5).

. Pasture forage production quantity was believed to be greater in 1999 compared to the last year
of their previous system by 91.3% of respondents. The greatest proportion of respondents (39%)
reported the change was 15 to 25% greater in 1999, and there were equal proportions, closeto
21%, in the 1 to 10% range and the 26 to 50% range (Figure 5.6).

. Smilaly, pasture forage production quality was believed to be greater in 1999 by 88% of

respondents, with 32% indicating a percentage increase of 15 to 25% and close to 22% of
respondents in both the 1 to 10% range and 26 to 50% range (Figure 5.7).
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. Thegreater proportion of respondentsreported no changeto herd health costs, pasturere-seeding,
fertilizer use on pasture, weed/brush control, supplementa feeding and hayland and stubblegrazing.
However, those that did observe changes in these areas showed a pattern of lower herd hedlth
costs (31 respondentsindicating lower costsin the 1 to 10% range), more of each of fertilizing (23
respondentsinthe 1 to 25% greater range), weed control (16 respondentsin the 1 to 10% greater
range), and hayland grazing (15 respondentsin the 1 to 10% gresater range), and less supplementa
feeding and stubble grazing.

. There was ds0 a requirement for more time spent on planning and management of the rotation
system, with 86% of respondents indicating an increase in this area.  About one quarter of
respondents were in each of the 1 to 10% greater and 15 to 25% greater ranges, with the 26 to
50% greater and over 50% greater ranges aso having appreciable numbers (Figure 5.8).

. Labor requirements were aso higher for the rotation system, with 83% indicating grester |abor
requirements, 12% indicating no changeand 5% indicating lower [abor requirements. Twenty-nine
percent of respondents indicated their labor requirements in 1999 were in the 1 to 10% grester
range and 29% in the 15 to 25% greater range (Figure 5.9).

. Ovewintering costs per anima were reported to be mainly lower (53% of respondents) or no
different (44% of respondents). Closeto 20 percent of respondentsindicated overwintering costs
had decreased by 1 to 10% and another 20 percent by 15 to 25% (Figure 5.10).

Respondents were a so asked direct questions on the impact of their current system on overdl costs per
animd, net return per anima and net returns for their whole livestock operation, in comparison to their
previous system.

. Half of these respondents believed their overdl production costs per anima were lower under the
current system (Table 5.1). One quarter indicated these costs were no different and one quarter
indicated they were higher. Of the respondents, 26% indicated costs were lower in 1999 by 1 to
10%, compared to the last year of their previous system, and 16% of respondentsindicated costs
were lower by 15 to 25% (Figure 5.11).

. Eighty-four percent of respondents indicated net return per anima was greater in 1999 and 13%
indicated there was no difference. Of totd respondents, 42% believed the increase was from 1
to 10% and 29% by 15 to 25% (Figure 5.12). Only 4 respondents observed lower returns from
their new system, 3 of them stating from 1 to 10%, and 1 stating 15 to 25%.

. When asked about net returns for the whole operation, 88% indicated they were greater in 1999

and 10% indicated there was no difference. Again, 41% indicated the increase wasinthe 1to
10% range, and 32% estimated from 15 to 25% (Figure 5.13). Theonerespondent whoindicated
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the net return to the operation was lower, was from an area of Manitoba that had experienced
floodingin 1999 and had indicated pasture and livestock production were below averagein 1999.

In genera, these comparisons between respondents current pasture management systems and their
previous systems show that producers perceived economic benefitsfrom switching to ther current systems.
Improved forage and improved herd health and productivity are factors contributing to these recognized
gans. The added costs of time spent on planning, management and labor would appear to have a payoff
in these aress.

Severa qudlifications need to be made here regarding these compari sons between producers current and
previous systems. First, some benefits haveto be attributed to the fact that producersrated 1999 asayear
when both pasture and livestock productivity were for the most part average to above average (livestock
productivity in 1999 rated as above average by 42% of respondents and as average by 50%; pasture
productivity rated as above average by 58% of respondents and as average by 28%), whileinthelast year
of producers previous system, conditions for both were mostly average (livestock productivity rated as
average by 80% of respondents and pasture productivity rated as average by 71%).

Also, producers were asked to rate the differencesin economic returnsfor the operation for 1999 and the
last year of their previous system as an overdl comparison, and were not asked to take into account, for
example, inflation, or differencesin prices. Changesto productivity or profitability between oneyear and

another would be the result of anumber of contributing factors. Cattle prices were high in 1999 and feed
prices were low, which would contribute to higher net returns. Also, some producers may have made
changes to their herd genetics or herd hedlth program. However, given the high proportion of producers
that indicated greater anima weight gain on pasture, and gregter forage production and qudity for their

current system, coupled with their reasonsfor these improvements, aswill be discussed in the next section,

this indicates the producers perceivethat changes made to their grazing program have contributed to these
indicated gains. Separating out the relative impacts of price, inflation, and management would require a
more detailed, indepth leve of sudy, particularly since the last year of their previous system will vary by
producer.

54  Respondents rating of reasonsfor improvement

Respondents were asked to rate a number of factors for their importance in contributing to on pasture
livestock weight gains or stocking gains, aswell astheimportance of factors contributing to pasture forage
improvements. Figures5.14 and 5.15 illustrate the distribution of ratingsfor each attribute, while Table 5.2
givesthe number of responsesfor each attribute measured, and the percent of respondentsthat rated each
as important to very important, neutral, or not important to not at al important.

. For factors contributing to livestock production gains, the mgority of respondents gave important
to very important ratings to greater forage quantity (88% of respondents),
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Table5.2: Respondents Rating of Various Factors Associated with Livestock and Forage
Production Gains

Factor Rated: Number Indicating Per cent of Total
Important Neutral Not Total | Important Neutral Not
Important  Resp. Important
Importance of factors contributing to livestock weight or stocking gains
Clean drinking water 108 36 24 168 64.3% 21.4% 14.3%
Forage quantity 150 17 4 17 87.7% 9.9% 2.3%
Forage qudlity 150 16 5 17 87.7% 94% 2.9%
Utilization of forage 144 18 7 169 85.2% 10.7% 41%
Decreased foot-rot 59 1 63 163 36.2% 252% 38.7%
Improved breeding stock 93 32 37 162 57.4% 19.8% 22.8%
Improved herd hedlth program 70 53 40 163 42.9% 325% 24.5%
Importance of factors contributing to forage improvements
Rotationd grazing 168 5 1 174 96.6% 2% 0.6%
Improved fertilization program 39 H# 86 159 24.5% 21.4% 54.1%
Improved weed/brush control program 43 33 85 161 26.7% 205% 52.8%
Improved forage species/varieties 80 37 a7 164 48.8% 22.6% 28.7%
More reseeding 21 26 107 154 13.6% 16.9% 69.5%0

improved forage quality (88%), improved utilization of available forage (85%) and better accessto clean
drinking water (64%; Figure 5.14 and Table 5.2).

. There were ds0 57% of respondents that indicated that improvements they have made to their
breeding stock have aso made important contributions to livestock production gains, and 43%
indicated that improvements made to their herd hedlth program were aso important factors.

. Whenasked for theimportance of reasonswhy forage production had improved, respondentsgave
precticdly al the credit to the rest and grazing patterns of rotationd grazing, with 97% of
respondents rating thisfactor asimportant to very important (Figure 5.15). Improved fertilization,
weed control, or more reseeding were generally considered neutral factors or not important to the
respondents’ Situations. Introduction of improved forage species was rated as important to very
important by 49% of respondents, while 23% were neutrd to this factor and 29% rated it as not
important.

6 Pasture Water Resour ces and M anagement
Conservation organizations are interested in gaining more information on water sources for livestock, the
types and amounts of surface water bodies producers have on their pastures, and how producers utilize

these water bodies, including the access livestock are given to surface water sources.
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6.1

Livestock accessto drinking water

One aspect of livestock water supply that is of interest is the spacing of water sources on pasture. When
livestock have to travel along distance from one part of the pasture to their water supply they tend to
overgraze the pasture near the water supply while other parts are undergrazed.

6.2

Figures 6.1 and 6.2 give maximum distance to water for pastures where there is no divison into
paddocks and for paddocks, respectively. Livestock generdly had lessdistanceto travel to water
on paddocks, with 41% of respondent in the 0.25 miles or less category, compared to 25% of
respondentsfor pastures. The proportion of respondentsin the 0.26 to 0.50 milerangewassmilar
for both pastures and paddocks (46% and 41%, respectively), while 30% and 18% of
respondents, respectively, indicated livestock had to travel over half a mile to water on pastures
and paddocks.

Almost half (49%) of 301 respondents indicated their livestocks average distance to drinking
water was a quarter of amile or less, while another 42% said their average distance was between
aquarter and haf amile (Figure 6.3).

Types, distribution, and extent of surface water

There were 344 respondents that reported on surface water bodies on their pastures.

162 respondents (47%) indicated they had rivers, creeksor streamsflowing through their pastures.
Hdf of the respondents who reported the miles of flowing water, reported 1.25 miles or less
(Figure 6.4). Only 20% reported more than 2.5 miles of flowing water in their pastures. Seventy-
Sx percent of respondents indicated this water source was sufficient for watering livestock for the
entire season and 24% indicated the water source was only temporary.

226 respondents (66%) reported having doughs, lakes or ponds on pasture. Almost two thirds
of these had 20 acres or less of such water (Figure 6.5). Sixty-one percent of respondents
indicated the water source was sufficient for the pasture season and 39% indicated it was

temporary.

286 respondents (83%) had dugouts on their pastures and the larger proportion of these (61%)
had from oneto three dugouts on pasture, while 27% had 4 to 6 dugouts (Figure 6.6). Ninety-one
percent of respondents indicated this water source was sufficient for the pasture season.

Of 288 respondents, 86% indicated they took no other types of bank erosion control for their
surface water bodies other than fencing. The types of erosion control taken by the 14% that
indicated they used some other methods are listed in the companion document Answer sto Open-
ended Sections of Survey Questions.
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6.3

Of 298 respondents, 66% indicated they did not and 34% indicated they did transport water from
their on pasture water bodies for their livestock usein 1999.

A number of producers aso made comments that they had springs on their pastures which they
used as a source of water supply for their livestock

Livestock accessto land adjacent to water

Fifty percent of respondents (162 of 323 respondents) indicated they fenced off some of their surfacewater

bodies.

6.4

The mgority of respondents had 20 acres or less of adjacent land fenced off (72% of the 144
respondents that indicated the amount of land fenced; Figure 6.7). There were 16 respondents
with over 100 acres of land fenced off.

Of the 156 respondents that indicated the access livestock had to this fenced area, the highest
proportion (83 respondents or 53%) gave no accessto thisfenced off area, while 62 respondents
(40%) gave redtricted access and only 20 respondents (13%) gave free access (Figure 6.8;
percentages cannot be added to 100 because some respondentsindicated they allowed morethan
one access type to different fenced off areas)

Of 140 respondents, 46% indicated that livestock have had restricted or no accessto the fenced
off areasfor less than 5 years and 31% for 5 to 9 years (Figure 6.9).

Half of producers (from 140 respondents) indicated they alowed periodic grazing on the fenced
off area. Of the 40 that indicated when they alowed grazing, 20 indicated in thefdl or fal/winter
period, 15 in the summer/late summer period, onein the spring, and four early and then latein the
season. Onethird of respondents alowed livestock to graze for lessthan 5 days, 15% for 5t0 9
days, 26% for 10 to 19 days and 26% for 20 or more days (Figure 6.10).

Impact of riparian management on the livestock operation

Management of riparian areas on pastures is consdered to provide benefits to fishand wildlife habitat, as
wedl asto the overdl sustainability of the water resource. Thereislittle information available, however, on
how this impacts the livestock operation itself. This study does not make any attempts to make direct
measurements of the contribution of riparian management to the livestock operation. Some comparisons
can be made, however, by determining if perceptions of producerswith managed accessto riparian areas
have asimilar distribution asrespondentsthat do not manageriparian areaaccess. The comparisons made
were for severa of the atributes given in Table 5.1, for which respondents were asked to make
comparisons between 1999 and the last year of their previous system. The attributes of interest are:

time spent on planning and management,
[abor requirements, and
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. overal net returns for the livestock operation.

Because the comparison is made between 1999 and the last year of their previous system, it islimited to
respondents that rotation graze and that had a previous system by which to compare, aswasthe casefor
the aforementioned table. Also, since respondents were not asked to make these comparisons for their
current systemto their previous system based on changes made specificaly to management of their riparian
areas, but rather on changesto their overal grazing program, these comparisons are not a case of when
respondents were riparian managing versus when they were not. What the below comparisonstdl usis
whether there are any noticeably different trends between respondents that do and do not manage their
riparian arees.

For the purposes of this discussion, based on the data that is available from the survey, respondents that
riparian manage are defined as those that have indicated they fence their surface water bodies and alow
livestock either no access or only restricted access to the fenced off area. Respondents that do not
riparian manage are defined as those that have indicated they do not fence off any of their surface water
bodies, or if they do have fencing they ill alow livestock free access to the fenced off areas.

A third subset of respondentsis aso examined here, and which is itself a more redtricted verson of the
ripariansubset. Thisthird subset includesonly those producersthat alow livestock no accessto thefenced
off riparian area. Assome producersindicated severd typesof access (e.g. they may have had onefenced
off areato which the livestock are given restricted access and another to which the livestock are given no
access), this third subset includes only those respondents that give no access to any of the fenced off
riparian areas around their surface water bodies. What this indicates is that these producers are using an
dternate meansof providing water to their livestock. Thiscould includewater transported from the surface
water body by some means, for example, through the use of solar pumps. The producers could aso have
an access Ste to the surface water body which is not part of the fenced off area. Or the producers could
be using some dternate water source. Asthe survey was concerned mainly with the management of the
riparian areas, and due to the length and detail of the survey, no questions were asked on dternate water
sources. Producersthat give their livestock either free or restricted access to surface water bodies may
be dso be transporting water from these water bodies, aswell as may be usng adternate water sources.

The results of this comparison for the three subsets are given in Table 6.1.

. Therewere 136 respondentsthat riparian manage, and of this 136, there were 87 respondentsthat
rotation graze and had indicated use of aprevious grazing system. Table 6.1 refersto the latter 87
respondents.

. There were dso 180 respondents that did not manage their riparian areas, and of this 180, there

were 81 respondents that rotation graze and had indicated use of aprevioussystem. Again, Table
6.1 refersto the latter 81 respondents.
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Table6.1: Comparison of 1999to Last Year of Previous Management System, for
Respondentsthat Do and Do Not Riparian Manage and Respondentsthat Give
Livestock No Accessto Fenced Area

Attribute Measured: No. of % that found 1999 was:
Resp. |No Different Greater Lower
Respondentsthat Riparian Manage
Time spent on planning and management 82 9.8% 854% 4.9%
Labor requirements 83 9.6% 85.5% 4.8%
1999 Overdl net returns for operation 73 4.1% 93.2% 2.7%
Respondentsthat Give Livestock No Access to Fenced Area
Time spent on planning and management 49 6.1% 89.8% 4.1%
Labor requirements 49 8.2% 85.7% 6.1%
1999 Overadl net returns for operation 42 4.8% 90.5% 4.8%
Respondentsthat do not Riparian Manage
Time spent on planning and management 72 11.1% 86.1% 2.8%
Labor requirements 71 16.9% 775%  5.6%
1999 Overal net returns for operation 70 17.1% 82.9% 0.0%

'Respondents that give livestock no access tofenced areaare aso included in the above subset of respondents that riparian manage.

. The digtribution for time spent on planning and management, indicating whether 1999 was no
different, greeter or lower than the last year of their previous system, was very smilar for thethree
subsetsexamined here, with al three having between 85 - 90% of respondentsindicating 1999 was
greater for time spent on planning and managemen.

. A dightly greater proportion of the respondents that riparian manage indicated that |abor
requirements were greater for their current system in 1999 compared to their previous system;
86% of respondentsin this groups compared to 78% of respondents that do not riparian manage.
The proportion of these two groups that indicated labor requirements were no different for their
current system, was 10% and 17%, respectively.

. Ninety-three percent of respondentsthat riparian manageindicated their overdl net returnsfor their
livestock operation were greater for their current system (1999), compared to 83% of the
respondents that do not riparian manage; 4% of the former and 17% of thelatter indicated that net
returns were no different between 1999 and the last year of their previous system.

. From Table 6.1, the respondents that alow livestock no access to the fenced area have
digributions for dl three attributes that are Smilar to the overal group that riparian manages.
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Thus, riparian managing did not appear to appreciably add to extra requirements for planning and
management time, plus only a dightly larger proportion of this group indicated they experienced greater
labor requirementsfor their current system compared to their previous system. Riparian management also
did not reduce the proportion of respondentsthat experienced anincreasein net returnsfrom the livestock
operation under the new system.

7 Characterization of Current Pasture Management Program
7.1 Reasonsto userotational grazing system and restrict livestock accessto water

Respondentswere asked to rate reasonsfor using rotationd grazing and for giving livestock ether restricted
or no access to a surface water body, plus they were asked to indicate their observations since these
changes were made. Again, these results are illustrated in Figures 7.1 to 7.3, with the numbers and
percentages given in Table 7.1.

. Whenrespondents rated reasonsfor using arotationd grazing system, most respondentsfelt it was
important to very important for improving pasture condition (96%), improving the long-term
sugtainability of theland base (92% of respondents), increasing stocking rate (82%), andincreasing
annua income (80%; Table 7.1 and Figure 7.1). Interestingly, more producers rated improving
pasture condition and sustainability as important than to increase annua income. A lower
proportion, 43%, rated to improve wildlife habitat as important.

. The highest proportion of respondents who rated reasons for giving livestock restricted or no
access to water bodies cited to improve long-term sustainability of surface water bodies and
improve water quality for livestock as important to very important reasons (87% and 86% of
respondents, respectively; Table 7.1 and Figure 7.2). To reduce foot-rot disease in cattle was
rated asimportant by 67% of respondents; to increase annua income or improve fish and wildlife
habitat were each rated asimportant by just over haf of the respondents.

7.2  Respondents observations since changes made to pasture management system

Producers have observed numerous improvements to both production and to wildlife habitat snce they
made changes to their pasture management system (see Table 7.1 and Figure 7.3).

. The mgjority of respondents have observed improved cover for nesting waterfowl (71% of
respondents), improved cover for upland game (60%), improved quality of surface water bodies
(68%), and improved livestock health and condition (72%).

. Approximatdy half of respondents (49%) have observed adecrease in weeds and/or undesirable
forages, and just over haf observed an increase in desirable forages (55%).

. The mgjority of respondents either did not observe or were not sure of increased fish populaions

(52% no and 39% not sure), new bird species (27% no and 50% not sure), and new fish species
(54% no and 44% not sure).
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Table7.1: Respondents Rating of Various Attributes Pertaining to their Current
Management System and Observation of Changes
Factor Rated: Number Indicating Per cent of Total
Important Neutral Not Total | Important Neutral Not
Important  Resp. Important
|Rapondents rating of reasons for using rotational grazing
Increase annud income 239 44 14 297 80.5% 14.8% 4.7%
Improve pasture 293 12 1 306 95.8% 3.9% 0.3%
Increase stocking rate 241 1 13 295 81.7% 13.9% 4.4%
Improve wildlife habitat 127 105 66 298 42.6% 35.2% 22.1%
Improve sustainability of land base 282 20 3 305 92.5% 6.6% 1.0%
JRespondents rating of reasons for controlling livestock access to surface water bodies
Increase annud income 87 36 12 165 52.7% 21.8% 255%
Improve livestock water 152 13 11 176 86.4% 74% 6.3%
Reduce foot-rot disease 117 31 26 174 67.2% 17.8% 14.9%
Improve habitat 91 38 42 17 53.2% 22.2% 24.6%
Improve sustainability of water body 152 10 12 174 87.4% 5.7% 6.9%
IRespondents rating of importance of constraints to adopting rotetiona grazing management
Labor requirements 207 73 50 330 62.7% 22.1% 15.2%
Management requirements 1 82 53 329 59.0% 24.9% 16.1%
Financid regquirements 243 57 32 332 73.2% 17.2% 9.6%
Lack of sufficient water supply 187 43 89 319 58.6% 13.5% 271.9%
Lack of info. on establishing/mging 82 86 151 319 25.7% 27.0% 47.3%
Lack of info. on economic benefit 91 95 128 314 29.0% 30.3% 40.8%
Factor Observed: Number that have Observed Per cent of Total
Yes No Don't Total Yes No Don't
Know Rep. Know
fObsarvations made after changes to pasture management or livestock access to water bodies
Improved waterfowl cover 157 28 37 222 70.7% 12.6% 16.7%
Improved upland cover 133 39 50 222 59.9% 17.6% 225%
Increased fish populations 18 106 79 203 8.9% 52.2% 3B.%
New bird species 51 59 108 218 23.4% 27.1% 49.5%
New fish species 5 107 87 199 25% 53.8% 43.7%
Improved water quality 145 36 31 212 68.4% 17.0% 14.6%
Increese in dedirable forages 118 41 55 214 55.1% 19.2% 25.7%
Decreasad weeds/undesirable forages 105 63 48 216 48.6% 29.2% 22.2%
Improved livestock headlth/condition 158 27 35 220 71.8% 12.3% 159%
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Table7.2: Respondents Observations after Changesto Pasture Management or Livestock Accessto
Water Bodies - for Respondentsthat Do and Do Not Riparian Manage

Factor Observed: Number that have Observed Per cent of Total

Yes No Don't Total Yes No Don't
Know Resp. Know

Respondentsthat Riparian Manage (fenced & no or restricted access) 136
Improved waterfowl cover 102 10 19 131 77.9% 7.6% 145%
Improved upland cover 79 19 32 130 60.8% 14.6% 24.6%
Increased fish populations 14 57 50 1 11.6% 47.1% 41.3%
New bird species 36 31 63 130 27.7% 23.8% 48.5%
New fish species 5 61 54 120 4.2% 50.8% 450%
Improved water quality 100 9 19 128 78.1% 7.0% 14.8%
Increesein desirable forages 66 27 32 125 52.8% 21.6% 25.6%
Decreased weeds'undesirable forages 59 43 26 128 46.1% 33.6% 20.3%
Improved livestock hedlth/condition 93 13 22 128 72.7% 10.2% 17.2%

Respondentsthat Don't Riparian Manage (no fence or have free access) 180
Improved waterfowl cover a7 17 15 79 59.5% 21.5% 19.0%
Improved upland cover 46 19 14 79 58.2% 24.1% 17.7%
Increased fish populations 2 4 26 72 2.8% 61.1% 36.1%
New hird species 12 26 33 76 15.8% 34A.2% 50.0%
New fish species 0 11 28 69 0.0% 59.4% 40.6%
Improved water quality 36 25 10 71 50.7% 35.2% 14.1%
Increesein desirable forages 48 12 17 7 62.3% 15.6% 22.1%
Decreased weeds'undesrable forages 43 16 17 76 56.6% 21.1% 22.4%
Improved livestock hedlth/condition 56 12 11 79 70.9% 15.2% 13.9%

The digtributions for these same observations were done for the two subsets given in section 6.4 for
respondents that riparian manages (fenced off areaaround asurface water body and gives either restricted
or no access to this fenced off area) and respondents that do not riparian manage (have a surface water
body with ether no fencing, or if fenced till alow livestock free access to fenced areq). The percent
digtribution of respondents for each of these observations for these two subsetsis givenin Table 7.2.

. There was a greater proportion of respondents that riparian manage that noticed improved
waterfowl cover, increased fish populations, new bird species and improved water qudlity,
compared to those that don’t riparian manage. The proportion of respondents, however, that
noticed new bird or fish species, or increased fish populations, was, asindicated previoudy, very
low overdl.
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7.3

The proportion of respondents that noticed improved cover for upland game wasvery smilar for
both subsets of respondents, close to the 60% for respondents that do and respondents that do

not riparian manage.

Sightly more of the respondents that do not riparian manage noticed an increase in desirable
forages (62% compared to 53% of respondents that riparian manage), as well as a decrease in
weeds and undesirable forages (57% compared to 46% of respondents that riparian manage).

The most noticeable difference between these two subsets was for water quality. Of those that
riparian manage, 78% of respondents noticed an improvement in water qudity, 7% did not and
15% were not sure. Of those respondents that do not riparian manage, 51% noticed an
improvement in water quality, 35% did not and 14% were not sure.

Capital costsincur red establishingrotational syssemsand fencing off surfacewater bodies

Of 324 respondents, 241 respondents, or 74%, indicated they had incurred new capita coststo establish
ther rotation system or for fencing off awater body. Of this 241 respondents, 217 gave an estimate of
the costs for these changes.

74

Almog hdf of respondents incurred $5,000 or less in new capita cogts, and 28% incurred
between $5,000 and $10,000. Ten percent reported over $20,000 of new costs (Figure 7.4).

Thirty-eight percent of respondents had new capita costs per acre of lessthan $7 per acre, 18%
between $7 and $14 per acre, 23% between $15 and $29 per acre, and 21% had new capital
costs of $30 per acre and over (Figure 7.5).

Planned capital and oper ating changes

Producerswere asked toindicate any planned changesto their pasture management program and livestock
operation for over the next five years (Tables 7.3 and 7.4).

The most common planned changes to pasture management programswerefor devel oping water
supply (49% of respondents), improving seeding strategies (38%), ingtaling fencesaround water
(37%), improving ther fertilization Srategy (33%) and changing their rotation strategy (30%; Table
7.3).

No respondents planned to switch from rotationa to continuous grazing; 46 respondents (14%)
planned on switching from continuous to rotationd grazing.

Thelargest proportion of respondents plan on expanding their operation; 66% of respondentsplan
on expanding their livestock herd (Table 7.4)

Nineteen percent of respondents have no changes planned for their pasture management program
and 24% have no changes planned for their livestock operation.
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Table7.3: Respondents Planned Changesto Pasture M anagement
Program Over Next 5 Years

Planned Change Number % Indicating
No changes planned 64 19.1%
Switch from continuous to rotationa grazing 46 13.7%
Switch from rotationa to continuous grazing 0 0.0%
Ingtaling fences around water 123 36.7%
Removing fences around water 5 1.5%
Changing rotation strategy 99 29.6%
Improving seeding Strategy 129 38.5%
Improving fertilization Srategy 111 33.1%
Deveoping water supply 164 49.0%
Other 61 18.2%
No. of Responses 335

Table 7.4 Respondents Planned Changesto Livestock Operation Over
Next 5 Years

Planned Change Number % Indicating
No changes planned 8l 23.9%
Pan on expanding herd 223 65.8%
Plan on decreasing herd 17 5.0%
Pan on sling operation 11 3.2%
Other 39 11.5%
No. of responses 339

8 Respondents’ Information Needs and Resear ch Requirements

8.1  Current sourcesof advice and information

. Provincid agricultura extenson agencies were the primary source of grazing program advice and

information, closaly followed by the media and other producers (72%, 63%, and 60% of
respondents indicated using these sources, respectively; Table 8.1).

. PFRA, DU, loca conservation agencies, and cattle associations were a so information sourcesto
43%, 40%, 38% and 28% of respondents, respectively.
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Table8.1: Wher e Respondents Acquire Grazing Program Advice and

I nformation

Sour ce Number % Indicating
Provincid agriculturd extenson 240 72.5%
Loca cattle association 93 28.1%
Ducks Unlimited 131 39.6%
PFRA 141 42.6%
Locd/provincia conservation organizations 127 38.4%
Other producers 198 59.8%
Media (radio, televison, etc.) 208 62.8%
Other 74 22.4%
No. of Responses 331

Table8.2: Where Respondents Would Like M ore Extension and Research

I nformation

Information requirements Number % Indicating
Economics of pasture management systems 165 53.1%

Managing pasture forage production 196 63.0%

Bendfit/cost of rotationa grazing 145 46.6%

Alternative grazing sysems 182 58.5%

Pesture Establishment 194 62.4%

Other 53 17.0%

No. of Responses 311

. Forage production, pasture establishment and dternative grazing systems were listed as the most

important areas where respondents would like to see more extension and research information
(close to 60% of respondents for each; Table 8.2). Benefitsand costs of rotationd grazing and
economics of grazing were each listed by amost hdf of respondents.

8.2  Condraintsto adopting new grazing management techniques
. The factors respondents considered important to very important congtraints to adopting new
grazing management techniques were financid requirements (73% of respondents), labor

requirements (63%), management requirements (59%), and lack of asufficient water supply (59%;
Table 7.1 and Figure 8.1).
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. Lack of information about establishing/managing or on the economic benefits were considered
important congtraints by 26% and 29% of respondents.

8.3  Respondents willingnessto take part in further research

. Seventy-two percent of respondents said either yes or maybe to the question asking whether they
would be willing to take part in an in-depth longer term grazing study (17% said yes, 55% said
maybe; Figure 8.2). Only 28% of respondents said no they would not beinterested in participating
in further study.

. Closeto 80% that said yesor maybeindicated they would require ass stance (technicd or financid)
to set up records and to weigh cattle on and off pasture. Close to 50% would like assstance in
keeping records.

. The find question of the survey was an open-ended question which gave respondents the
opportunity, if they so desired, to give awritten description of their grazing management program
and their experiences with the program. Responsesto this question ranged from afew sentences
to severd pages with diagrams; 217 producers responded to this question, or 63% of the total
respondents.

9 Results by Province

The digtribution of answers provided to each question in the questionnaire was cal culated separately for
each province. These distributions were all compared to the distributions for the Prairie Provinces
combined. Manitoba made up 40% of respondents and Saskatchewan and Alberta made up 30% each.
For the mogt part, differences in distributions between provinces did not appear to be consderable,
however, no datistical tests of sgnificance were performed. Differences that were observed are given
below.

. Saskatchewan respondents land base and pasture size were dightly higher than dl provinces.
Seventeen percent of Saskatchewan respondents reported total farmland of 1,000 acres or less,
while 34% reported 1,001 to 2,000 acres and 43% reported 2,001 to 5,000 acres. For Alberta
respondents, 51% reported total farmland of 1,000 acres or less, 27% reported 1,001 to 2,000
acres and 17% reported 2,001 to 5,000 acres. Manitobadistribution was very closeto that of al
provinces.

. Smilaly, for total pastureland, Saskatchewan had fewer respondentsinthe smaller Size categories
and Albertahad morein these categories. Saskatchewan’ sdistribution of respondentsfor pasture
Sze was 36% with 500 acres or less, 29% with 501 to 1,000 acres and 33% with 1,001 to 5,000
acres. Alberta s digtribution for the same size categories was 55%, 19% and 20%, respectively.

. Alberta respondents had a greater proportion of their pasture as seeded pasture, with 39% of
respondents having 76 to 100% of pasture as seeded and 22% of respondentswith 51 to 75% as
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seeded. Theproportion of Saskatchewan respondentsin these two categorieswas 17% and 15%,
respectively; the proportion for Manitoba respondents was 10% and 17%, respectively.

. More Alberta respondents also made use of pasture improvement methods such as pasture
reseeding (69% compared to 48% of Manitoba respondents and 47% of Saskatchewan
respondents) and fertilization (69% compared to 44% of Manitoba respondents and 40% of
Saskatchewan respondents).

. In other areas such as age, years farming, and proportion of income from livestock, the three
provinces were quite homogeneous.

. Manitoba respondents have not been practicing their current grazing program as long as
Saskatchewan and Alberta respondents, with 42% of Manitoba respondents having 1to 5 years
under thair current grazing program and 31% with 6 to 10 years. For the same year categories,
Saskatchewan’ s distribution of respondents was 26% and 26%, respectively, and Alberta’ swas
22% and 28%, respectively.

. Smilar to the trend for total farmland and total pasture resources, Saskatchewan had fewer
respondents in the small size category for their rotation system acreage, 43% with 500 acres or
less, and more in the higher categories. Manitoba and Alberta had each of 60% and 55% of
respondents, respectively, in the 500 acres or less size.

. As was discussed in previous sections, Alberta producers reported dightly higher productivity
measures in terms of stocking rates and weight gains, while Saskatchewan reported dightly less
than the total prairie province numbers. Again, Manitoba, with 40% of respondents, was closer
to the entire group.

. For the more intensively managed group, Manitoba and Saskatchewan had 26% and 36% of
respondents with less than 1 AUM/acre, while only 7% of Alberta respondents were in this
category. Of Albertarespondents in the intensively managed group, 45% wereinthe 1.0to 1.9
AUM/acre range, 38% in the 2.0 to 2.9 AUM/acre range and 10% in the 3.0 to 3.9 AUM/acre
range.

. With regard to comparing their current system to the last year of their previous syslem: more
Alberta respondents have reduced the amount of pasture fertilization (22% compared to 3% of
Manitoba respondents and 10% of Saskatchewan respondents; more Alberta respondents have
reduced the amount of pasture weed/brush control (22% compared to 6% of Manitoba
respondents and 13% of Saskatchewan respondents); the proportion of respondents that have
found an increasein labor requirements was highest in Alberta (92%), followed by Saskatchewan
(88%) and then Manitoba (75%); the proportion of respondents that have found a decrease in
overdl cogs per anima was highest in Alberta (62%), followed by Manitoba (48%) and then
Saskatchewan (45%).
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10

Observations of improved net incomes, changes made in management practices, and observations
about habitat and environment were very Smilar for al provinces.

The proportion of respondents with rivers, creeks or streams on their pastures was 66% for
Manitoba, 54% for Saskatchewan and 59% for Alberta; the proportion with doughs, lakes or
ponds was 75% for Manitoba, 87% for Saskatchewan and 70% for Alberta; and the proportion
with dugouts was 91% for Manitoba, 88% for Saskatchewan and 84% for Alberta. A smaller
proportion of Saskatchewan respondents fenced off any of these water bodies (30% compared
to 60% and 57% of Manitoba and Alberta respondents, respectively.

Manitobahad the highest proportion of respondentsthat had incurred new capita coststo establish
their rotation system or for fencing off awater body, 85%, compared to 61% for Saskatchewan
and 73%for Alberta. Thedistribution of total expendituresfor those that had incurred new capital
costs was smilar between provinces, for per acre expenditures, 50% of Saskatchewan
respondents were in the less than 7$ per acre category compared to 32% of Manitoba
respondents and 40% of Alberta respondents. Also, 71% of Manitoba respondents indicated
costs had been shared by a conservation or government agency, whereas 59% of Saskatchewan
respondents and only 22% of Alberta respondents indicated costs had been shared. This latter
trend could be partidly aresult of how mailing lists were identified in each province; as explained
in the methodology section, namesfor Alberta smailing list came mainly from a database kept by
Alberta Agriculture Food and Rura Development of producerswho would bewilling to take part
in research surveys, whereas many of the names from Saskatchewan and from Manitoba in
particular, came from organizations working with these producers.

There was no meaningful differences amongst provinces in responses to information needs or
research requirements. Albertaindicated alesser use of DU as a source of information than the
other provinces and Saskatchewan had dightly higher use of PFRA and DU. These differences
arelikely aresult of the source of names to be surveyed.

Summary and Conclusons

A survey was done in early 2000 of producers known to be using pasture and riparian management, to
learn more about systems being used across the prairies and respondents observations of changes to
income, livestock and pasture productivity and habitat. Respondentswere primarily operating beef cow-calf
enterprises. They represented al szes of operations, with close to haf of respondents having pasture
resourcesof lessthan 500 acres, aquarter between 500 and 1,000 acresand just over aquarter operating
over 1,000 acres. The survey was well represented with experienced livestock operators. Most
respondents were making use of rotationd grazing systemson their pastures, and haf of them werefencing
water sources off from livestock and carrying out some forms of riparian management.

Therewas consderable variability to rotationd grazing systems. A smal number of producersonly grazed
paddocks or pastures once and then rested them for therest of theyear. However, most producersgrazed
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each paddock two or three times, and dmost 20% of respondents grazed some pastures or paddocks 4
times or more per year.

To summarize the main trends for livestock production on respondents’ rotation systems:
. Just over hdf of respondents (56%) kept their livestock on their rotation system for 4 to 6 months.
. Two thirds of respondents (68%) grazed less than 0.26 animdls per acre (beef animds only).

. Forty percent of respondents had stocking rates of less than one AUM/acre and 39% had 1.0 to
1.9 AUM/acre.

. Forty-seven percent of respondents had caf gains amounting to atota of 31 to 75 pounds per
acre, and 23% had gains of 76 to 150 pounds per acre.

. Whencomparing moreintensvely managed pasturestolessintensively managed pastures, stocking
rateswere higher inthe moreintensive pastures. The mgjority of respondentsin theintensve group
(53%) had stocking rates of 1.0to 1.9 AUM/acre, whereas the mgjority of respondentsintheless
intensive group (52%) had stocking rates lessthan 1 AUM/ecre.

. For total caf gains per acre, while both groups had the mgority of their respondentsin the 31 to
75 pound per acre range (51% for the intensively managed group and 46% for the lessintensvely
managed group), the more intensively managed pastures had more respondents gaining over 75
pounds per acre (40%) compared to the less intensive group (31%).

Producerswho changedtorotationa grazing from some previousmanagement system (primarily continuous
grazing) have observed numerous improvements for both livestock and forage productivity.

. When comparing their current system to their previous system, 80% of respondents indicated
livestock average weight gain was greater, 91% indicated pasture forage production quantity was
greater, 88% indicated pasture forage production quality was greater and 53% of respondents
indicated overwintering costs were lower for 1999 compared to the last year of their previous
sysem.

. This increased livestock and forage productivity has enabled producers to observe positive
economic changes under their current pasture management system, with 88% reporting that net
farm income for the livestock enterprise was greater than it had been under the last year of thelr
previous management system; 10% reported no difference.

. To achieveadded returnsand improved forage productivity, 83% of respondents had greater |abor

requirements and 86% had greater planning time requirements. For the mgority of respondents,
the increase for both of these factors was from 1 to 25% over their previous system. Many
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producers, however, made commentsintheir returned surveysthat the benefits of rotationa grazing
made the extra labor and planning requirements worthwhile. Many dso made commentsthet the
moreintensive management kept them more aware of their herd and individud livestock needsand
requirements. A number of producers aso commented that the livestock were more content and
easer to handle under rotationa grazing.

. In comparing producers current system to the last year of their previous system, separating out
the impacts of inflation, and changesin price and management practices on livestock productivity
and profitability would requireamoredetailed, indepth leve of study, particularly sncethelast year
of their previous sysem will vary by producer.

. The greater proportion of respondents reported no change between their current and previous
systems for herd hedlth costs, pasture re-seeding, fertilizer use on pasture, weed/brush control,
supplementd feeding and hayland and stubble grazing. However, those that did observe changes
in these areas showed a pattern of lower herd hedth costs, more of fertilizing, weed control, and
hayland grazing, and less supplementa feeding and stubble grazing.

. Producers attributed improvements to livestock productivity primarily from improved forage
quantity, quality and utilization, with close to 85% of respondents rating each of these factors as
important to very important factors in productivity gains. Cleaner drinking water was aso
recognized as an important factor toward better anima productivity by 64% of respondents.

. Respondents have dso atributed livestock production gains to improvements made to their
breeding stock and their herd health program, with 57% and 43% of respondentsindicating these
have made important contributions to livestock production gains (athough 61% of respondents
indicated that herd health costiswere no different under their current system and 30% indicated they
were lower.)

. Producersaittributed forageimprovementsto therest and grazing patternsof rotationa grazing, with
97% of respondents rating this factor as important to very important.

. Comparing stocking rates and calf weight gains for respondents with a previous system to that of
the aggregate whol e of the current systemn, showsasmilar distribution of respondentsinthevarious
categories, with the previous system showing only adightly larger proportion of respondentsinthe
lower stocking rate and weight gain categories. For the previous system, 88% of respondents had
stocking rates under 2.0 AUM/acre compared to 80% of respondents for the current system.
Regarding tota caf gain per acre, 75% of respondents had gains of 75 pounds per acre or lessfor
their previous system, compared to 67% of respondents for their current system.
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Fifty percent of respondents indicated they fenced off some of their surface water bodies.

. Of those indicating the amount of land fenced off, 72% had 20 acres or less of adjacent land
fenced off. The mgority of respondents that indicated the type of accesslivestock were given to
this fenced off area gave either no access (53% of respondents) or restricted access (40%).

. Comparing respondents that riparian manage to those that do not, riparian management did not
reduce the proportion of respondentsthat experienced anincreasein net returnsfrom the livestock
operation under their current rotation system in comparison to their previous system.

Producers stated the main reasons for adopting their current pasture management system wereto improve
their pasture condition and the long-term sustainability of their land resources (rated as important by 96%
and 92% of respondents). To increase stocking rate and improve income were aso rated asimportant by
82% and 80% of respondents; improving wildlife habitat was recognized but given lessimportance (43%
rated as important). However improved wildlife habitat and cleaner water were high on their list of
observed changes.

The highest proportion of respondents who rated reasons for giving livestock restricted or no access to
water bodies cited to improve long-term sustainability of surface water bodies and improve water quality
for livestock asimportant to very important reasons (87% and 86% of respondents, respectively).

Since adopting their current pasture management system, the mgjority of respondents have observed
improved cover for nesting waterfowl (71% of respondents), improved livestock health and condition
(72%), improved cover for upland game (60%), and improved water quaity of surface water bodies
(68%). Of respondents that riparian manage, 78% of respondents noticed an improvement in water,
compared to 51% of respondents that do not riparian manage.

Future plans and changes for the respondents featured expanson of their livestock herd (66% of
respondents), water devel opment (49% of respondents) and riparian management (37% of respondents),
improving their seeding and fertilization strategies (38% and 33% of respondents, respectively), and
changing their rotation strategies (30% of respondents). Primary information needs were about pasture
establishment, managing forage production and learning about dternative grazing sysems. The condraints
to adopting new grazing management techniques that were rated as important to very important by the
magority of respondents were financid requirements (73% of respondents), labor requirements (63%),
management requirements (59%), and lack of a sufficient water supply (59%).

The respondents to this survey were very enthusiastic about their pasture management systems. Thiswas
shown by their willingness to complete a questionnaire containing over fifty questions; a 41% return rate
isavery good responsefor amailout survey. Many of them enclosed |ong descriptions of their experiences
and diagramsof their systems.  Seventy-three percent of respondentsindicated they would elther bewilling
or may be willing to participate in along-term more detailed economic study of thistopic. Mogt of these
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sad they would require financid or technica assstance in the areas of record-kegping and weighing
livestock on or off pasture. The study has succeeded in identifying a source of farm data for further
research into the economics of pasture management systems with emphasis on rotational grazing and
riparian management.

The University of Manitobaisin fact dready making use of the contacts made with Manitoba producers
through the survey. Approximately 50 of these Manitoba producers are being asked to take part in on-
farminterviewsto collect datafor aforage-beef computer model. Thecomputer program assistsproducers
in measuring the returnsthey are earning from their forage land base investment and their cost of producing
dry-matter forage. Theon-farm vigtscurrently being conducted will assst in streamlining the program and
will provideinformation for extension purposes. Participantsare provided with areport for their operation.
As with the present study, producers have shown a high degree of participation and enthusiasm. The
computer program was also offered to al producers that took part in the present study for use on their
computers.

10.1 Recommendations
Two basi ¢ recommendations are outlined below to build upon the present study.

1 It is recommended that interested agencies saize the opportunity provided by identification of the
245 producersin this study who indicated a definite or possible interest in co-operating in amore
detailed, long-term economic study. The design of such a study would be based on precise
records and accounts and could examine the impact of a number of conditions on livestock and
forage productivity, and producer costsand benefits. Included in thiscould be the payback period
under various scenarios for theinitia investments to set-up arotationd grazing system. Some of
the factors to examine could include, among others, the impact of:

. land and water resources,

. wesether conditions,

. market conditions,

. management practices, and the variationsin results between various level's of management
intengty.

While the present study has been of a descriptive nature based on respondents’ perceptions and
recal, amore intensve detailed study could provide the datafor andyzing whether variations are
datidicdly sgnificant and the interpretation of such results. More intensve study could aso give
amore complete picture of al aspects of the producers management practices on their pastures,
and the contributions each of these practices make to any costs and gains experienced by the
operation. For example, whilerespondentsrated the rest and grazing patterns of rotationa grazing
as an important contributor to any pasture forage production improvements, of interest would so
be to have detailed records of any changes made to other management practices, such as
fertilization or pasture reseeding, and that may have aso contributed to these improvements.
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Furthermore, the present study included respondents with a wide range of management intengty,
from respondents with alow level of management intengty (and of whom some practitioners and
researchers of grazing management may not consider a true rotation system) to very intensve
management operations. While some attempt was made here to look at differences in stocking
rates and calf weight gains, it would be of interest to obtain more detailed informeation to examine
the differences in management practices and variations in costs and benefits between operations

of varying intengty.

2 Itisfurther recommended that detailed descriptionsof respondents’ systemsand experiencesgiven
inthe final open-ended question, be compiled, edited and produced as a non-technical extension
bulletin. As noted adready, and as indicated by the high response rate for this survey, the
respondents are very enthusiagtic about the grazing management practicesthey are currently using.
Asindicated by this response rate and by the 63% of respondents that provided a description of
ther systems and experiences with pasture management in the find open-ended question,
producers are dso very willing to share their experiences. Such abulletin would be of interest to
producers dready practicing such pasture and riparian management strategies and thoseinterested
in adopting such drategies, or government, conservation agencies, or cattle associations with
interestsin such areas. It would aso help further the interests of environmenta sustainability and
provide further understanding of how producers combine their attitudes with technica information
and their persond experiences to adjust to uncertainties of nature and the marketplace.
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Figure 2.1: Age Distribution of Respondents
(Years)

over 60 (10.47%) Under 30 (3.49%)

30 to 45 (47.09%)
46 10 60 (38.95%)

(% Distribution of 344 Respondents)

Figure2.2: YearsInvolved in Livestock

Under 5 (3.79%)
5 to 15 (18.08%)

over 30 (30.90%)

16 to 30 (47.23%)

(% Distribution of 343 Respondents)

Figure 2.3 : Percent of Farm Income
from Livestock

Under 25% (9.94%)

Over 75% (43.27%) 25 to 50% (24.85%)

51 to 75% (21.93%)

(% Distribution of 342 Respondents)

Figure2.4: Total Farmland of
Respondents (Acres)

< 500 (16.01%)

2,001 - 5,000 (27.49%)

500 -1,000 (18.73%)

1,001 - 2,000 (32.02%)

(% Distribution of 331 Respondents)

Figure 2.5: Total Pasture of Respondents
(Acres)

> 10,000 (0.30%)
5,001 - 10,000 (3.66%)

1,001 - 5,000 (24.39%)
< 501 (46.65%)

501 -1,000 (25.00%)

(% Distribution of 328 Respondents)

Figure 2.6 : Percent of Pasture as
Seeded Pasture

76 - 100% (21.82%)

1- 25% (33.09%)

51 - 75% (18.18%)

26 - 50% (26.91%)

(% Distribution of 275 Respondents)
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Figure3.1: Number of YearsUnder Current
Rotation Grazing System

>45 (0.68%)
26 - 45 (5.74%)

16 - 25 (14.53%)

1-5(31.42%)

11 - 15 (18.92%)

6- 10 (28.72%)

(% Distribution of 296 Respondents)

Figure 3.2: Rotation System Acreage
Distribution

5,001 - 10,000 (2.98%)

1,001 - 5,000 (23.18%)

< 501 (53.97%)

501 -1,000 (19.87%)

(% Distribution of 302 Respondents)

Figure 3.3: Number of Passes of Native
Pasturefor Rotation Grazing Season

Other (11.41%)
5 Times (4.56%)
4Times (7.60%)

1 Time (15.59%)

3 Times (23.19%) 2 Times (37.64%)

(% Distribution of 262 Respondents)

Figure 3.4: Number of Passes of Seeded
Pasturefor Rotation Grazing Season

1 Time (6.54%)
Other (19.62%)

2 Times (25.77%)
5 Times (6.92%)

4 Times (13.08%)

3 Times (28.08%)

(% Distribution of 259 Respondents)

Figure 3.5: Forage Height (Inches) Used by Respondents
for Determining When to Move Livestock

10.1 - 16 (1.23%)
7.6- 10 (6.17%)

0.5- 2.5 (25.31%)

2.6- 5.0 (58.64%)

(% Distribution of 162 Respondents)

Figure 3.6: Percent Utilization of Pasture/Paddock before
Respondents Moved Livestock

< 25% (0.91%)
26 - 50% (20.00%)

76 - 100% (25.45%)

51 - 75% (53.64%)

(% Distribution of 110 Respondents)
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Figure 3.7: Respondents' Frequency of
Stubble Grazing

Never (26.92%)

Y early (47.44%)

Occasionally (25.64%)

(% Distribution of 234 Respondents)

Figure 3.8: Respondents' Frequency of
Hayland Grazing

Never (22.96%)

Y early (47.78%)

Occasionally (29.26%)

(% Distribution of 270 Respondents)

Figure4.1: Total Animalson Rotation Pasture
(for Operationsthat are Mainly Beef*)

>500 (4.68%)
301 to 500 (3.96%)

201 to 300 (11.87%)

<101 (51.44%)

101 to 200 (28.06%)

(% Distribution of 278 Respondents)
*Includes cow/calf pairs, bulls, replacements and feeder cattle

Figure 4.2: Cow/Calf Pairs, Months on Rotation Pasture
(for all Respondentswith Beef Animals)

1-2.0(0.84%)
2.1- 4.0 (20.17%)

> 8.0 (7.56%)

6.1 - 8.0 (15.55%)

4.1- 6.0 (55.88%)

(% Distribution of 238 Respondents)

Figure 4.3: Total Animalg/Acre of Rotation Pasture
(for Operationsthat are Mainly Beef*)

>1.00 (0.73%)
0.76 - 1.00 (2.91%)
0.51 - 0.75 (5.82%)

0.26 - 0.50 (22.18%)

< 0.26 (68.36%)

(% Distribution of 275 Respondents)
*Includes cow/calf pairs, bulls, replacements and feeder cattle
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Figure 4.4: 1999 Stocking Rate of Rotation
Pasture, All Livestock, AUM/Acre

4,00 - 6.50 (1.41%)
3.00 - 3.99 (5.16%)

2.00 - 2.99 (13.62%)

<1.00 (40.38%)

1.00 - 1.99 (39.44%)

(% Distribution of 213 Respondents)

Figure 4.5: 1999 Respondents' Calf
Gain/Acre (Ibs.) of Rotation Pasture

226 - 300 (2.00%)
151 - 225 (7.50%)

5- 30 (20.00%)

76 - 150 (23.50%)

31 - 75 (47.00%)

(% Distribution of 200 Respondentswith Mainly
Cow/Calf Operation)

Figure 4.6: 1999 Stocking Rate for Intensively Managed
Rotation Pastures, All Livestock, AUM/Acre

3.00 - 3.99 (7.23%)

<1.00 (20.48%)
2.00 - 2.99 (19.28%)

1.00 - 1.99 (53.01%)

(% Distribution of 83 Respondents)

Figure 4.7: 1999 Respondents' Calf Gain/Acre
(Ibs.) of Pasturefor Intensively Managed Rotation
Pastures

226 - 300 (2.99%)
151 - 225 (11.94%)

10 - 30 (8.96%)

76 - 150 (25.37%)

31 - 75 (50.75%)

(% Distribution of 67 Respondentswith Mainly
Cow/Calf Operation)

Figure 4.8: 1999 Stocking Rate for Less Intensively
Managed Rotation Pastures, All Livestock, AUM/Acre

4.00 - 6.50 (3.37%)
3.00 - 3.99 (4.49%)
2.00 - 2.99 (7.87%)

<1.00 (51.69%)
1.00 - 1.99 (32.58%)

(% Distribution of 89 Respondents)

Figure 4.9: 1999 Respondents' Calf Gain/Acre
(Ibs.) of Pasturefor Less Intensively M anaged
Rotation Pastures

226 - 300 (2.20%)
151 - 225 (6.59%)

5- 30 (23.08%)

76 - 150 (21.98%)

31- 75 (46.15%)

(% Distribution of 91 Respondentswith Mainly
Cow/Calf Operation)
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Figure5.1: Number of Years Rotation Pastures
were under a Different Grazing Program

>50 (12.86%) 1-10 (19.29%)

31-50 (24.29%)
11 - 20 (22.86%)

21-30 (20.71%)

(% Distribution of 140 Respondents)

Figure5.2: Respondents Total Pasture Under their
Previous Management System (Acres)

5,001 - 10,000 (3.14%)
1,001 - 5,000 (14.47%)

501 -1,000 (20.13%)

(% Distribution of 159 Respondents)

Figure 5.3: Stocking Rates Under Previous
Management Program, All Livestock, AUM/acre

4,00 - 7.50 (0.92%)
3.00 - 3.99 (3.67%)
2.00 - 2.99 (7.34%)

< 1.00 (44.04%)

1.00 - 1.99 (44.04%)

(% Distribution of 109 Respondents)

Figure 5.4: Respondents Calf Gain/Acre (Ibs.) of
Pasture Under Previous Pasture
Management Program

226 - 500 (0.96%)
151 - 225 (6.73%)

8 - 30 (26.92%)
76 - 150 (17.31%)

31 - 75 (48.08%)

(% Distribution of 104 Respondentswith Mainly
Cow/Calf Operation)
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Figure 5.5: % Change of 1999 Compared to Previous System
for Average Livestock Weight Gain on Pasture

lower (2.68%)
no % greater given (2.01%)
26 - 50% greater (4.03%)

15 - 25% greater (28.86%)

1- 10% greater (45.64%)

no different (16.78%)

-

(% Distribution of 149 Respondents)

Figure5.6: % Change of 1999 Compar ed to Previous System
for Pasture Forage Production Quantity

lower (2.50%)

no % greater given (6.88%)
over 50% greater (2.50%)
26 - 50% greater (21.88%)
15 - 25% greater (38.75%)
1 - 10% greater (21.25%)
no different (6.25%)

(% Distribution of 160 Respondents)

Figure5.7: % Change of 1999 Compared to Previous System
for Pasture Forage Production Quality

lower (2.60%)
no % greater given (7.79%)
over 50% greater (2.60%)

26 - 50% greater (22.08%)

15 - 25% greater (32.47%)

1 - 10% grester (22.73%)

" m

no different (9.74%)

(% Distribution of 154 Respondents)

Figure 5.8: % Change of 1999 Compared to Previous System
for Time Spent on Planning and M anagement

lower (3.73%)

no % greater given (4.35%)
over 50% greater (14.29%)
26 - 50% greater (15.53%)
15 - 25% greater (25.47%)
1 - 10% greater (26.09%)
no different (10.56%)

(% Distribution of 161 Respondents)

Figure5.9: % Change of 1999 Compared to Previous System
for Labor Requirements

lower (4.97%)

no % greater given (4.35%)
over 50% greater (8.70%)
26 - 50% greater (11.18%)

15 - 25% greater (29.19%)

1 - 10% greater (29.19%)

no different (12.42%)

-

(% Distribution of 161 Respondents)

Figure5.10: % Change of 1999 Compared to Previous System
for Overwintering Costs

greater (3.16%)

no % lower given (3.16%)
over 50% lower (1.27%)
26 - 50% lower (7.59%)

15 - 25% lower (19.62%)

1 - 10% lower (21.52%) 1

no different (43.67%)

(% Distribution of 158 Respondents)
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Figure5.11: % Change 1999 Compared to Previous System
for Overall Costs per Animal

greater (24.05%)

no % lower given (3.80%)
over 50% lower (1.27%)
26 - 50% lower (5.06%)

15 - 25% lower (15.82%)

1 - 10% lower (25.95%)

no different (24.05%)

(% Distribution of 158 Respondents)

Figure5.12: % Change 1999 Compar ed to Previous System
for Overall Net Return/Animal

lower (2.58%)

no % greater given (7.10%)
over 50% greater (2.58%)
26 - 50% greater (3.87%)

15 - 25% greater (29.03%)

1 - 10% greater (41.94%)

No different (12.90%)

(% Distribution of 155 Respondents)

lower (1.35%)

no % greater given (8.78%)
over 50% greater (4.05%) —}
26 - 50% greater (2.70%) —— |

15 - 25% greater (31.76%)

1 - 10% greater (41.22%)

No different (10.14%)

Figure 5.13: % Change 1999 Compared to Previous System
for Overall Net Return for Livestock Operation

(% Distribution of 148 Respondents)

Figure5.14: Importance of Factors Contributing to
on Pasture Livestock Weight or Stocking Gains
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Figure 6.1: Maximum Distance to Water on Pastures
(Miles)

>1.00 (7.00%)

0.76 to 1.00 (14.79%) 010 0.25 (24.90%)

0.51t0 0.75 (7.78%)

0.26 t0 0.50 (45.53%)

(% Distribution of 257 Respondents)

Figure 6.2: Maximum Distance to Water on
Paddocks (Miles)

>1.00 (1.33%)
0.76 t0 1.00 (8.41%)

0.51 10 0.75 (8.41%)
010 0.25 (40.71%)

0.26 t0 0.50 (41.15%)

(% Distribution of 226 Respondents)

Figure 6.3: Livestocks Average Distance
to Water (Miles)
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Figure 6.4: Miles of Rivers, Creeksor
Streams on Pasture
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Figure 6.5: Acresof Sloughs, Lakes
or Pondson Pasture
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Figure 6.6: Number of Dugouts on Pasture
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Figure 6.7 : Acresof Land Fenced Around
Surface Water Bodies on Pasture
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Figure 6.8: Livestock Accessto Fenced Off
Surface Water Bodies on Pasture
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Figure 6.9: Number of YearsLivestock have had
Restricted or No Accessto Fenced Area
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Figure 6.10: Number of Days Livestock have Accessto
Fenced Off Area During Grazing Season
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Figure7.1: Respondents Rating of Importance of
Reasonsfor Using Rotation Grazing
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Figure 7.2: Respondents Rating of Importance of
Reasonsfor Controlling Water Access
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Figure 7.3: Respondents Observations After
Adoption of Pasture Management Changes
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Figure 7.4: Respondents' Total New Capital Costsfor
Pasture M anagement System
($000)
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Figure7.5: Respondents New Capital Costg/Acre for
Pasture Management System, ($/acre)
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Figure8.1: Importance of Constraintsto Adopting
Rotation Grazing Management Techniques
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Figure 8.2: Respondents Willingnessto Take Part in
an In-Depth Grazing Study
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Calculation of Rotation System Stocking Rates

Stocking rates are expressed in anima unit months per acre (AUM/acre). AUM/acre for each
respondent was caculated by firg multiplying the number of animasfor aparticular animd type by its
anima unit equivdent (AUE) and then by the number of months on the rotationa system. This gave
AUM’sfor each anima type, which was divided by the rotation system’s acreage to get AUM/acre for
each animal type (e.g. cows, replacements, feeders, bulls, other anima species).

AUE'sfor each animd type was obtained by dividing the on pasture weight given by the respondent by
weights given in Manitoba Agriculture and Food® for anima unit equivaent conversions, to determine
the AUE’ sfor each animal type for each producer. Calves are considered part of the cow AUE up to
goproximately sx months of age and therefore were not assgned any AUE's. Therefore, for
respondents whose calves are on the rotation pasture past Sx months of age and if thistime iswithin the
time given on the rotation system there will be some underestimation of AUM’ Sacre.

As respondents did not give weights for horses these animal types were assigned the sandard 1.2
AUE per animd from Manitoba Agriculture and Food. Once AUM/acre for each anima type was
caculated, these were summed to give total livestock AUM/acre for each respondent.

There were 4 respondents with dairy cows. These were excluded from the stocking rate calculations
due to the amount of time spent off pasture and the supplementa feeding thet is required for dairy
livestock. There were also two bison ranchers, 8 sheep ranchers, and one elk rancher that were not
included in the stocking rate calculations.

Some respondents provided al the information required for caculating stocking rates for only some of
the livestock kept on their rotation system. If any pieces of required information for caculating
AUM/acre was missing for any livestock type, then that respondent was not included in stocking rate
caculations. The exception was with bulls. Twenty-three percent of respondents that provided
numbers of bulls of pasture did not provide bulls on pasture weights for their current system and 30%
did not provide time on pasture. Rather than exclude these observations from the ca culations and
because for the most part respondents only had afew bulls on pasture, aweighted average for al
respondents that did provide weights was used for those with missing bull weights (weighted average
was 1839 pounds for the 77% of respondents that provided on pasture weights). Two respondents
that raised purebred seedstock were excluded from the weighted average calculations, asthey had a
larger number of what appeared to be young bulls. For the 30% of respondents that were missing
months on pasture, the cow/caf units months on pasture for that respondent was used. Similarly for the
previous system, there were 31% of respondents that did not give bull on pasture weights and a
welghted average was calculated from the 69% that did give weights (one respondent with purebred
seedstock excluded); and for the 21% did not give time on pasture the time for that respondent’s
cow/caf unit was used.

SAnimal Unit Months, Stocki ng Rate and Carrying Capacity; www.gov.mb.ca
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The caculations of stocking rates are based on the total animals each respondent has on their rotation
system and are calculated as awhole for that respondent’ s rotation system. This gives some idea of the
utilization of the respondent’ s entire rotation system resource but does not give a complete picture of
the usage and stocking pressure on the various components of their rotation system. For example, a
respondent may be utilizing one part of their rotation system much more than another part over the
grazing season, applying the bulk of the stocking pressure to that parcel. Further and more detailed
study would give a clearer and more accurate picture of respondents usage of the various parts of their
rotation system.
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