AG News and Views

A monthly publication of the Noble Foundation’s Agricultural Division

Volume 31 / Number 1 / January 2013

WILDLIFE

Move coarse, volatile fuels away from firebreaks
by Mike Porter / mdporter@noble.org

Coarse and

volatile fuels cause
problems when
located too close
to firebreaks, also
called fireguards,
during prescribed
or controlled burns.
Coarse fuels are woody materials that
burn for a relatively long time, such
as brush piles, snags (dead standing
trees), logs or stumps. In the context
of prescribed burning, volatile fuels
are vegetative materials containing
oils, resins, waxes or terpenes that
cause them to burn more intensely
and typically throw up more embers
than similar-sized nonvolatile fuels.
Examples of volatile fuels include
junipers (also called cedars), pines,
briers and weeping lovegrass.
Leaving coarse fuels or relatively
tall volatile fuels close to firebreaks
is one of the most common mistakes
made during site preparations for
prescribed fires. During a prescribed
fire, a burn crew wants the fire to
burn away from a firebreak relatively
quickly and all burning materials near
the firebreak to completely extinguish
so the crew can move on to complete
the burn. Coarse fuels can burn for
hours or days, requiring extra labor
to monitor or extinguish them when
located close to firebreaks. If not

Coarse and volatile fuels such as these should not be located close to firebreaks.
Photo by Steven Smith
monitored or extinguished, burning
coarse fuels and tall volatile fuels,
such as juniper trees or brier thickets,
located close to firebreaks can start
spot fires that become wildfires via
embers blown across a firebreak.
Part of prescribed burn preparation involves examining the perimeter
of a burn unit for coarse and relatively
tall volatile fuels near firebreaks and
moving them well into the burn unit
or out of the burn unit. A common
mistake when using a bulldozer to
prepare firebreaks through wooded
vegetation is leaving brush piles
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along firebreaks. Cleared brush
should be pushed well into or out of a
burn unit, preferably at least 50 yards
into a burn unit so it can safely burn
up during a prescribed fire.
When using a plow, mower,
rake, blower or grader to prepare
firebreaks, another common mistake
is leaving piles of grass, leaves or
mixtures of soil and vegetation along
the inside edge of a burn unit. Piled or
packed fine fuels, such as hay or piles
of grass or leaves, cause problems
similar to coarse fuels. During the
preparation process, fine fuel should4
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be moved off a firebreak away from
a burn unit or moved a considerable
distance inside the burn unit away
from the firebreak.
Trees such as junipers or pines
can be cut down and moved away
from firebreaks. When planning a
relatively low intensity fire, lower limbs
and ladder fuels (e.g., greenbrier or
tall grass) can be removed from the
bottoms of such trees within 8 to 10
feet of the ground to prevent the
fire from igniting the canopies. Most
people choose to cut down Eastern
red-cedar near firebreaks because its
overabundance is a problem. Greenbrier thickets near fireguards can be cut
down with a mower. The resulting brier
thatch lying on the ground usually does
not cause problems near firebreaks.
For help planning a prescribed
burn, contact someone with extensive prescribed burning experience
and training. Such individuals usually
have expertise in range, wildlife or
forestry, and work at places such as
The Samuel Roberts Noble Foundation, state extension offices, Natural
Resources Conservation Service,
state or federal forestry services, state
wildlife agencies, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, The Nature Conservancy, or
private consulting firms.<

Prescribed Burn Workshop
Prescribed burning is an effective
tool in land resource management,
but it must be used in a safe and
proper manner. This workshop is
designed to introduce participants
to the various aspects of burning
and how to conduct a safe burn,
and provide a hands-on experience
in a controlled setting. If weather
permits, an afternoon
demonstration burn will be
conducted with an explanation
of necessary equipment.
8:30 a.m.-5 p.m.
Jan. 29, 2013
Noble Foundation
Kruse Auditorium
Registration Fee: $20, includes lunch
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Cooperatives support wildlife goals
by Russell Stevens / rlstevens@noble.org
This article originally appeared in the Jan.
2006 Ag News and Views newsletter.

I know many of you are probably

like my family and me; you would like
an opportunity to shoot a buck with
quality or trophy antlers. Also, like us, the property you deer hunt on is probably less than 1,000 acres in size, and many are probably less than 500 acres.
You also probably have many neighbors with properties less than 500 acres
who allow family and friends to deer hunt, many of who want to and will shoot
any buck if given the chance.
You may or may not have considered the effects on the buck population
when an area is chopped up by many different landowners and infiltrated by
several deer hunters who want to shoot a buck. Most biologists agree that
more than 2,000 acres are needed to successfully manage deer population
parameters such as buck:doe ratios, buck age structure and deer density,
all of which can influence the quality of bucks present. If a 2,000-acre area is
comprised of 250-acre tracts, it includes eight landowners. If each of these
eight landowners allows three hunters to hunt and kill three bucks each
(archery, muzzleloader and rifle), that equals 24 hunters with the potential
to shoot 72 bucks. Considering this example, it’s not difficult to figure out
why many hunters are not satisfied with the antler quality of the bucks they
are seeing. Simply put, over-harvest of the buck population leads to fewer
and younger bucks. Bucks need age (in addition to nutrition and genetics) to
express their antler potential, a potential never realized if they are shot at a
young age.
What’s the solution? The best one I know of is to form a deer management
association or cooperative. The best association is one where landownership
is contiguous, comprising more than 2,000 acres; the landowners and hunters
are committed to self-imposed sacrifices to achieve a common goal; and there
is at least one person who serves as what I call the “spark plug” of the association (facilitates communication, schedules meetings and activities, etc.).
The Noble Foundation and several landowners in Love County, Okla., have
been actively involved in the Walnut Bayou Deer Management Association
(WBDMA) since 1996 and have achieved phenomenal results. It has not been
easy and has required
time commitments and
sacrifices from all, but
can’t the same be said for
consistently successful
deer hunters? If you are
interested in developing a deer management
cooperative or association to help improve the
quality of the deer in
your area, give us a call at
(580) 224-6500 for more
details. <
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Research yields findings for greenbrier control
by Eddie Funderburg / erfunderburg@noble.org

Most ranchers

are aware that
greenbrier can be a
problem in pastures
and rangeland, and is
hard to control. There
are various ideas
on how to control
greenbrier. Some think that herbicides are the answer; some think that
mowing works best; and still others
prefer a combination of mowing and
spraying. Little scientific, replicated
research is available on which of these
strategies works the best.
With this in mind, the Noble
Foundation conducted research trials
on greenbrier control from 2007 to
2010. We tested herbicide treatments
alone, a combination of herbicides
and mowing, and mowing alone. The
plots were in rangeland in southern
Oklahoma that was heavily infested
with greenbrier.
Seven treatments were tested in
both mown and unmown environments. This included six herbicide
treatments and an untreated check.
Mown plots were cut to a height
of about 4 inches in April. Both the
unmown plots and the mown plots
were sprayed to wetting when the
regrowth in the mown plots reached
the desired height of at least 12
inches. This was usually in early
June. The plots were mown and
sprayed for two consecutive years.
Herbicide solutions used were 1.5
percent PastureGard®, 0.5 percent
Remedy®, 0.75 percent Weedmaster®,
1.0 percent Surmount®, 0.25 percent
Remedy® plus 0.50 percent Tordon®,
1 percent Tordon® and the untreated
check. Nonionic surfactant was added
at a rate of 0.25 percent (equivalent of
1 quart per 100 gallons).

At the end of two years, the
plots were rated on two criteria. One was the estimated
amount of visual greenbrier injury and the other was the
number of live stems. Two herbicide
treatments stood out above the
others in their ability to cause visual
injury to the greenbrier in both
mown and unmown environments.
These were 1.5 percent PastureGard®
and 0.5 percent Remedy®. The least
effective herbicide in our test was 1
percent Tordon®.
The live greenbrier stem counts
provided some interesting and
surprising information. In the plots
that were not mown, 1.5 percent
PastureGard®, 0.5 percent Remedy®
and 0.75 percent Weedmaster®
significantly reduced final live stem
counts. In the mown plots, none of
the herbicide treatments reduced
greenbrier population any more than
simply mowing the plots.
It should be stated that even
the best herbicide treatments only
provided fair greenbrier control. After
two consecutive years of spraying,
the most effective herbicide treatment had a visual injury rating of 71
percent. The most effective herbicide treatments caused a final stem
reduction of greenbrier of about 63
percent. While this may seem good
for a very tough plant like greenbrier,
it is quite expensive for this level of
control. Mowing worked just as well
as herbicides for reducing stands
of greenbrier and was considerably
cheaper. Using both mowing and
herbicides was not better than either
mowing alone or spraying alone.
The Noble Foundation has the
following recommendations for
greenbrier control based on this

study. There
are other
control
measures for
greenbrier, such as
grazing by goats, but we
did not test them and they
are not part of these recommendations. However, they are a
viable alternative to these recommendations in certain situations.
If mowing is possible, it is the
preferred method of greenbrier
control due to lower cost. Plants
can be mown anytime during the
dormant season up through April.
Repeated mowing will work better if
it is feasible.
If the area cannot be mown due
to the presence of large rocks or if
the terrain is too steep or rough to
mow, apply a mixture of 1.5 percent
PastureGard®, 0.5 percent Remedy® or
0.75 percent Weedmaster®, and spray
to wetting, but not runoff. Apply in
the late spring to early summer, after
the spring flush, but before the leaves
have developed a thick waxy cuticle.
Add the recommended amount of a
nonionic surfactant or other recommended adjuvant listed on the herbicide label to the mixture. Repeated
treatments in consecutive years will
improve control. There is no need to
both mow and spray. Our mantra is,
“If you mow, don’t spray. If you spray,
don’t mow.”
For more information, see Greenbrier: Identification and Management at
www.noble.org/ag/soils/greenbrier. <
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Do high N prices justify feeding soybean hulls?
by Jon T. Biermacher / jtbiermacher@noble.org, James K. Rogers / jkrogers@noble.org and Ryan Reuter / rrreuter@noble.org

According to the

United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), the
price of nitrogen (N)
fertilizer increased
more than 120
percent between
2000 and 2007. More alarming are the
unexpected periods when the price
of N spikes well above the trend price.
For instance, between 1972 and 1974,
the price of N increased by more than
150 percent. A similar price spike
occurred between 2006 and 2008.
Interestingly, these price spikes typically last for about two years and then
revert back to trend levels. The USDA
also reports that farmers respond to N
price spikes by reducing the quantity
of fertilizer they purchase and apply
to their crops and pastures. This often
leads to reductions in yields and grazing duration, even during periods of
favorable growing conditions.
To address this issue, data from a
scientific grazing study conducted
at the Noble Foundation on wheat
forage was used to determine
how stocker cattle are expected to
perform economically when they
have access to soybean hulls as both
a feed supplement and as a potential
substitute for N fertilizer. Four different grazing treatments were evaluated in the study, including a conventional farmer practice of applying
150 pounds per acre of N (N150); an
application of only 50 pounds per
acre of N (N50); a system that applies
50 pounds per acre of N and provides
stocker cattle access to soybean hulls
at a rate of 0.75 percent of their body
weight per day (N50/SBH); and a
system that applies 150 pounds per
acre of N and access to soybean hull
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pellets at a rate 0.75 percent of cattle
body weight per day (N150/SBH).
Estimates for gross revenue for
each system were calculated assuming
that farmers would receive a value of
gain for all cattle for all systems equal
to $1 per pound. Estimates of net
return were calculated for a number
of N and soybean hull market price
scenarios, ranging from favorable to
unfavorable. The current market prices
for south-central Oklahoma are 70
cents per pound of N and 13 cents per
pound of soybean hulls.
Animal performance measures
and economic results are reported
in Table 1. Notice that for the current
local market price scenario (SC5), the
results indicate that producers would
earn the greatest net return by applying 150 pounds of N per acre, which is
what the typical conventional practice
is for the Southern Great Plains region.
In cases where the market price of
N and soybean hulls is most attractive (SC1), producers would earn the

greatest net return by applying 150
pounds of N and providing soybean
hulls to their stocker cattle. For a
market scenario that represents a
nitrogen price spike above the current
trend price, the most economical
system depends greatly on the price
of soybean hulls. In a case where
soybean hulls can be purchased
for $100 per ton or less, the best
system is to apply only 50 pounds of
N and supply soybean hull pellets.
Conversely, in situations where
soybean hulls are priced at $260 per
ton or greater, the best system would
be to apply the conventional rate of
150 pounds of N per acre.
Additional years of animal performance data are required to have more
certainty regarding the economic
results. However, preliminary results
suggest that a producer would only
benefit from substituting soybean
hulls for N fertilizer during N price
spike periods when they are at a price
of $100 per ton (5 cents per pound). <

Table 1. Measures of Animal Performance and Expected Value for Revenue,
Cost and Net Return by Grazing System
Fertilizer/Feed Grazing System
Animal/Economic Measure:
N1501 N502 N50/SBH3 N150/SBH4
Average daily gain (lb/d/hd)
2.43 2.20
2.53
2.48
Grazing days
302 268
296
338
Total gain (lbs/acre)
736 591
749
842
Revenue ($/acre)
736 591
749
842
Total cost: Pn = $0.70/lb and Psbh = $0.10/lb ($/acre) 257 173
328
431
NR SC1: Pn =$ 0.50/lb and Psbh = $0.05/lb ($/acre)
511 428
504
524
NR SC2: Pn =$ 0.50/lb and Psbh = $0.13/lb ($/acre)
511 428
388
393
NR SC3: Pn =$ 0.50/lb and Psbh = $0.15/lb ($/acre)
511 428
359
360
NR SC4: Pn =$ 0.70/lb and Psbh = $0.05/lb ($/acre)
479 417
494
493
NR SC5: Pn =$ 0.70/lb and Psbh = $0.13/lb ($/acre)
479 417
378
362
NR SC6: Pn =$ 0.70/lb and Psbh = $0.15/lb ($/acre)
479 417
349
329
NR SC7: Pn =$ 1.00/lb and Psbh = $0.05/lb ($/acre)
432 402
478
446
NR SC8: Pn =$ 1.00/lb and Psbh = $0.13/lb ($/acre)
432 402
362
315
NR SC9: Pn =$ 1.00/lb and Psbh = $0.15/lb ($/acre)
432 402
333
282
Conventional farmer practice when N prices are at trend.
Farmer practice when N prices spike above trend.
Farmer practice when N prices spike above trend plus soybean hull pellets.
4Conventional farmer practice when N prices are at trend plus soybean hull pellets.
NR - Net return
1
2
3
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FORAGE

Careful management aids drought survival
by James Rogers / jkrogers@noble.org

The U.S. Drought

Monitor released
on Nov. 20, 2012,
shows the majority
of Oklahoma and
Texas in severe to
extreme drought
with northern
Oklahoma and the Panhandle in
exceptional drought. The drought
impact type in these regions ranges
from short- (less than six months) to
long-term (greater than six months).
Areas currently in short-term impact
are feeling the effects on seasonal
agricultural production. For example,
most of the wheat crop is being hurt
and grassland production has suffered. Areas in long-term drought are
facing severe impacts on grasslands,
and surface and subsurface water
supplies. To add to this, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
models indicate that 9 to 15 inches
of precipitation are required to end
current drought conditions by the
end of February 2013. However, the
seasonal drought outlook is calling
for drought persistence through February, and, from February through
June, the forecast models are giving
equal chances for above, below or
normal precipitation.
It is hard to find encouragement
when facing current conditions and
the outlook. However, there are
reasons for optimism:
• Remaining aware of current conditions, accepting them and looking
at the forecast predictions gives you
better opportunities for long-range
forage planning.
• Pasture and range drought insurance is available. Pasture, Range-

•

•

•

•

•

land, Forage (PRF) insurance is a risk
management tool developed by the
USDA’s Risk Management Agency
and reinsured by the Federal Crop
Insurance Corporation. This program was piloted in 2007 and is
based on a rainfall index in Texas
and Oklahoma. The crop year runs
from Jan. 1 to Dec. 31. Signup for
2013 closed on Nov. 15, but producers should keep this in mind for
future use.
Cool-season annual grass production was excellent in spring 2012.
These grasses are again present and
with above normal temperatures
expected, only need timely rainfall
for spring 2013 production.
Excellent 2012 spring rainfall meant
a lot of hay was made. Current hay
prices are reported as steady (Oklahoma Hay Market Report, Nov. 15,
2012), indicating that supplies are
presently adequate.
Conditions in 2012 did not help
grassland rejuvenation, but grasslands did not appear to experience
additional regression. It is going to
take a long time for perennial grasslands to improve and there is no
silver bullet for recovery. Rain, rest
and good grazing management will
continue to be keys to rejuvenation.
Light insect damage in fall 2012
means greater opportunity to grow
more forage with less cost. Expectations for fall armyworm damage
were high, but never occurred. Remain on the lookout for armyworms
in early 2013, about the time spring
forage flush begins.
The cattle market continues to maintain strength. This is definitely something to be optimistic about. The
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market is often soft when dealing
with drought. At least there has been
a strong market during this drought.
• Herbicides and fertilizer can help
you grow more forage with less
moisture. Look for weed pressure
to begin as early as March 2013.
Timely scouting, weed identification and use of the proper herbicide
at the proper rate will help you
grow more forage. Likewise, having fertilizer applied will help grow
more introduced (bermudagrass,
old world bluestem, etc.) forage
with less rainfall. Base your fertilizer
applications on soil test reports and
forage demand.
• Expect a spring forage flush. This
year it may only be adequate, but
we will grow forage in spring 2013.
Be prepared to take advantage of it
when it comes. Be sure to take off
spring flush by the first of May to
give warm-season grasses a chance
to recover. There will also be opportunities to establish summer annual
short season (crabgrass, sudan,
sorghum-sudan) forages that can
take advantage of seasonal rainfall.
The planting window for summer
annual forages is wide, extending
into June; but, to take advantage of
seasonal moisture, consider getting
them in the ground in late April or
early May.
Things will get better; until then,
producers will need to do an above
average job of forage management. This means providing forages
seasonal rest, weed control and
proper grazing management, and
maintaining a grazing rotation. In
other words, take advantage of all
the tools in your toolbox. <
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Techniques help establish gardens, orchards in clay soil
by Steve Upson / sdupson@noble.org

If you are strug-

gling to garden on
tight, poorly drained
clay soils or want to
establish an orchard
or garden on clay
soils, don’t despair.
Many techniques
can be used to make clay soils more
people and plant friendly.
Typically, the first response by the
novice gardener to improve clay soil
is to incorporate abundant amounts
of organic matter, sand and gypsum.
While the addition of these materials
can improve tilled land, amendments
do little to address poor internal
drainage. Raising the portion of soil
containing plant roots (root zone)
above the surrounding grade allows
gravity to pull excess water from the
root zone more effectively. As water
moves out, air moves in to fill soil
pore spaces. Maintaining a proper
balance of soil, water and air is critical
for a productive garden and orchard.
The most commonly used
technique to elevate the root zone
in orchards is to construct berms.
To build berms for a home orchard,
start by deeply discing or tilling to
loosen the soil. Once the locations
of the tree rows are determined, use
a tractor blade to move soil from
between the tree rows to the rows
themselves to create pyramid-shaped
berms 12 feet wide and 12 inches
high. The top of the berms may be
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leveled off to slow runoff when the
trees are watered. To slow erosion,
the sides of the berms should be
planted with a perennial cool-season
grass, such as rye or fescue. Berms
should always be installed up and
down the slope to ensure water
moves out of the row middles.
In situations where only a few
trees will be planted or the site is
level, berms can be constructed
using purchased topsoil. With this
approach, the grower can exercise
control over the type of soil used to
construct the berms. The primary
disadvantage of this option is cost.
In southern Oklahoma, topsoil is
currently selling for around $20 per
cubic yard for dump truck quantities. Check out any source of topsoil
before purchasing as the definition of
topsoil is not well defined.
Most vegetable gardeners who
successfully grow on clay soil do
so by constructing raised beds.
Raised beds can be permanent or
temporary. The majority of permanent raised beds are bordered by
some type of barrier to maintain the
shape of the bed. However, some
are nothing more than mini-berms.
Bordered beds are typically 2 to 4
feet in width and 6 to 12 inches in
height. One trend is to construct
beds waist high to enable gardening
by senior citizens and those who are
physically challenged. Bordered beds
are typically filled with purchased
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topsoil and amended with peat or
compost as needed.
Borderless or ‘mini-berm’ permanent raised beds are typically covered
with weed barrier fabric to maintain
bed shape, making them a good
option for perennial crops such
as asparagus and brambles. Some
gardeners use borderless beds for
vegetable production by seeding or
transplanting through small openings
in the fabric cover. Borderless beds
are typically formed using existing
soil amended with sand, gypsum and
compost. However, some growers
choose to use purchased topsoil.
Temporary beds are formed
using a shovel, a tractor-powered
hiller/lister or a tractor-powered bed
shaper. Temporary beds are formed
just prior to planting because they
are susceptible to erosion. A common
practice is to form beds for a spring
crop followed by a second set of
beds for a fall crop. Because of the
frequency in which they are formed,
temporary beds are more suited to
coarse, well drained soils.
Home gardeners can be successful growing on clay soils if they are
willing to invest the time and money
into berm and/or raised bed construction. For more information on
constructing and using raised beds,
see the Noble Foundation publication Permanent Raised Bed Gardening
at www.noble.org/ag/horticulture/
raised-bed-gardening. <

LIVESTOCK

Stacking technologies increases stocker profitability
by Ryan Reuter / rrreuter@noble.org
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Figure 2: Apparent intake of supplement blocks by steers
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ionophores (i.e.,
Rumensin) are both
proven technologies
for stocker cattle
production. However, some producers have asked what
happens when these technologies are
“stacked” together. Do these technologies retain their full efficacy when
they are used simultaneously? Theoretically, the answer is “yes” because
these technologies have different
biological modes of action.
To demonstrate the effects of
stacking these technologies, the
Noble Foundation conducted an
experiment in 2012. In this experiment, steers grazed cereal rye pasture
at the Noble Foundation’s Red River
Demonstration Farm for 84 days.
Steers received one of three supplementation programs: plain white
salt blocks (SALT); non-medicated
mineral blocks (MIN); or identical
mineral blocks with added Rumensin
(R-MIN). Further, half of the steers in
each supplement treatment group
were implanted (Component TE-G
with Tylan) and the other half were
not implanted. These combinations
allowed us to evaluate the effect of
stacking the implant and ionophore
technologies.
As expected, the implant dramatically improved average daily gain
(ADG) (Figure 1). The R-MIN supplement also improved ADG compared
to SALT. The non-medicated mineral
block was intermediate in ADG.
Importantly, we found no decrease
in effectiveness of either the implant
or the Rumensin when the two were
used simultaneously. We calculated
that stacking the two technologies

Figure 1: Effect of technologies on ADG of steers
grazing rye pasture
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significantly improved net return over
the control system (no implant and
salt supplementation).
To determine block intake, we
weighed the blocks in each paddock
every week (Figure 2). Apparent
intake was least for salt blocks and
greatest for the non-medicated
mineral blocks. Overall, intake of the
blocks was good, averaging about
3 ounces per steer per day. Adding
Rumensin to the mineral blocks
reduced intake of the block, which
saved money and improved performance of the cattle. In this study, we
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followed the label feeding instructions which were to offer blocks at the
rate of one block per five steers and
to replace the blocks when 80 percent
of the block disappeared.
Consider using both implants
and ionophores to increase ADG of
stocker cattle. Both management
practices are profitable and work well
together. If mineral blocks are more
convenient than loose mineral, you
can expect adequate intake if you
follow the label directions. <
Disclosure: This research was sponsored by Ridley Block Operations and Elanco Animal Health.
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