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1. HOLD THE DATE – TEMPLE GRANDIN TO SPEAK AT WINTER MANAGEMENT 

MEETING 
 

The dates for the 2014 Beef Cattle Winter Management Meeting are January 17-18 and will be 
held in Syracuse.  

The key note speaker on Friday, January 17 will be Dr. Temple Grandin, who will make two 
presentations: “Cattle Handling Facilities” and “Animal Welfare”. Dr. Grandin is a nationally 
known expert on animal behavior and needs little introduction to beef producers. We are extremely 
excited and honored to have her on the program. Also on Friday Daren Williams, director of the 
Masters of Beef Advocacy program will lead a discussion on how to “Tell your beef story”; this is 
a very timely topic given the consumers confusion about modern beef production practices. Steve 
Ammerman, NY Farm Bureau will discuss the impact of social media. Utilizing risk management 
tools will be discussed along with a farmer’s story on how it has worked on his farm. Finally, staff 
from the NY Beef Industry Council will provide a workshop on using face book, twitter and other 
communication tools. 

Saturday’s program continues the theme of “telling your story” with topics on factors that affect 
animal well-being. Speakers and topics are being finalized. 

For more information, contact Brenda Bippert, NYBPA Executive Secretary, (716) 902-4305, 
nybeefproducers@aol.com or visit the website http://www.nybpa.org/. 

 
2. NOMINATIONS SOUGHT FOR BEEF ADVISORY COUNCIL 

The Cornell University Department of Animal Science is developing an advisory council to the Beef 
Cattle Extension program. Members will be representative of the many facets of New York’s beef 
industry with a balance of age, gender, race/ethnicity and geographic distribution. The demographic 
characteristics include: 

• Seedstock 
• Commercial 
• Cow/calf 
• Feedlot 
• Background 
• Stocker 
• Grass finished 
• Organic 
• Veterinarian 
• Pharmaceutical representative 
• Feed dealer 
• Equipment dealer 
• Government 
• Trade/industry group 
• Extension 
• Direct marketer 
• Livestock market 
• Slaughter house/processor 
• Food safety 
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• Consumer group 
• Banker/financial 

Members will be appointed by Dr. Pat Johnson, Chair of the Department of Animal Science and are 
considered leaders and innovators in their field. According to Johnson, “they are to be individually 
involved in the beef industry and respected by their peers”.  

Description of member responsibilities 

The advisory council members will be expected to meet in person 2 times/year, generally at Cornell 
University, but the location may change at the discretion of the council. Other meetings may take place 
as needed via electronic communication. Duties and responsibilities include working with other Council 
members to identify problem areas important to the beef industry of New York and helping to determine 
programs which could help to resolve these problems. The term of office is 3 years with the option of 
one renewable 3 year term. Specific duties will include: 

• assist in determining priorities 
• identify program strengths and areas of improvement 
• serving as a sounding board for new ideas and programs 
• identify resources 
• helping to promote Beef Cattle Extension programs 
• identify ways to evaluate program impact 
• speaking to constituent groups about the Beef Cattle Extension program 

Benefits to serving on the Advisory Council include:  

• Gaining an appreciation for the depth and diversity of New York’s beef industry 
• Impacting the work and effectiveness of the Cornell University Beef Cattle Extension program 
• Gaining insight into program development 
• Interacting with peers in the beef industry 
• Interacting with university and government personnel and other policy makers 
• Developing communication and leadership skills 
• Gaining an appreciation for community/regional issues 

If you know of a candidate that could fulfill these duties, please consider nominating them to the 
position. Self-nominations are also encouraged. Please use the nomination 
form:  AdvisoryCouncilNominationForm or email Mike Baker, mjb28@cornell.edu or call 607-255-
5923. 

3. OPEN COWS MUST GO 
 
(Editor’s note: this article was printed in the October 2012 issue of Beef Cattle Comments, but is worth 
repeating). 
 

High feeder calf prices may cause producers to think twice about culling cows that don’t wean a 
calf or are open. “After all, it wasn’t her fault that the calf was trampled at the feeder”. “She’s open, 
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but it was really hot and the bull got lazy”. “This is my best cow”. All may be valid reasons for 
keeping a cow, but none are objective nor sound financially. A cow that does not wean a calf or is open 
will never recoup the lost income.  The following table adapted from Cattle Fax data and the budget 
shown above looks at profitability over the next 7 years.  The table represents an expected increase in 
calf prices and an annual 3% increase in cow cost. 

 
 

Estimated return selling a 500 lb steer calf seven of seven years 
Year Calf wt, lbs Calf Value, $/cwt Calf Revenue, $/hd Cow cost, $/hd Margin, $/hd 
2013 500 135 675 607 68.00 
2014 500 135 675 625 49.79 
2015 500 135 675 644 31.03 
2016 500 135 675 663 11.71 
2017 500 145 725 683 41.82 
2018 500 145 725 704 21.32 
2019 500 145 725 725 0.21 

   
Total return/cow  $         223.89  

 
 Through 2019, if this cow has a 500 lb steer calf each year, she is projected to return $223.89. 
The next table examines her return if she fails to wean a saleable calf next year. 
 
Estimated return selling a 500 lb steer calf six of seven years 
Year Calf wt, lbs Calf Value, $/cwt Calf Revenue, $/hd Cow cost, $/hd Margin, $/hd 

2013 0 135 0 607 -607.00 
2014 500 135 675 625 49.79 
2015 500 135 675 644 31.03 
2016 500 135 675 663 11.71 
2017 500 145 725 683 41.82 
2018 500 145 725 704 21.32 
2019 500 145 725 725 0.21 

   
Total return/cow  $          -451.11 

 
 This same cow goes from producing a return of $223 to losing $451. She will not live long 
enough to dig out of the hole.  This also assumes that she will always have a steer calf.  Throw in a few 
heifers and the picture even gets worse. 
 
4. BQA UPDATE – Animal Well-Being 

 
a) Dehorning prior to or at same time as castration improves animal well being  
 

Research at Kansas State University was conducted to determine the effect of castration and 
dehorning on cortisol levels (a measure of acute stress), chute exit velocity and ADG (a measure of 
chronic stress). Forty intact and horned Holstein calves, age 3-4 months were used. Knife castration 
and scoop dehorning was done at the same time or the procedures were performed separately 2-3 
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weeks apart. Chute exit velocity was not impacted by treatment. Cortisol and ADG results indicate 
that it is no more stressful or detrimental to long term well-being to castrate first, to castrate second, 
or to castrate and dehorn at the same time, but that dehorning second is more stressful and 
detrimental to well-being than dehorning first. The authors explain that the possible reason why they 
observed this difference is the rapidly changing horn anatomy occurring in this age of calves. At 2 
months of age the horn bud is not attached to the skull. Waiting another 2-3 weeks the horn bud 
begins to attach to the skull increasing the amount of damage that occurs with dehorning. Therefore 
dehorning should be done as early in horn developing process as possible-in this study less than 2 
months of age. 

 
(Reference: Mosher, et al., 2013. J. Anim Sci. 2013;91 4133-4145) 

 
b) Pre-calving temperament does not influence post calving defensiveness. 

 
In environments where predators are a concern protective maternal behavior can be desirable.  

However when routine management practices such as tagging, castration and vitamin 
supplementation are employed, human safety can be an issue. Researchers in Scotland evaluated 
temperament score in a squeeze chute, flight speed pre-calving and maternal defensiveness post 
calving. They found no relationship to a cow’s behavior prior to calving and how aggressive she was 
in protecting her new born calf. They also evaluated pre-calving behavior and new born calf vigor 
and nursing time. While some studies have shown some impact of cow behavior before calving this 
study found no evidence that pre-calving temperament was significantly related to the direct 
interactions of the cow with her calf. Calf weight through weaning was not significantly different 
between cow behavior types though the authors state that this area needs further research. 
 
(Reference: S. P. Turner, et el., 2013. J. Anim Sci. 2013;91 4417-4425) 
 
c) Castration at less than 3 months of age should be the goal 

 
In the column “Vet’s Opinion” which appears in the recent online issue of Beef Daily 

(http://beefmagazine.com/), Dr. Mark Hilton states “Virtually every study indicates a bull calf will 
outweigh a non-implanted steer calf at weaning. But what happens if we castrate that bull at weaning or 
even months later?”  

He then reviews the literature on stress, growth and carcass traits of bull calves castrated at 
different ages and weights.  

He concludes “Castration of bull calves soon after birth is ideal in terms of physiology (lower 
stress). It also results in improved animal welfare, improved health and gain in the feedlot, and 
enhanced marbling and tenderness compared to castration at or after weaning. Castration at less than 
three months of age is a reasonable alternative to castration soon after birth.” 

To read the entire article go to: http://beefmagazine.com/health/0401-castrate-calves-timing. 
 

5. HOW WELL WITH THIS SUMMER’S LATE CUT HAY WORK FOR MY COWS? 
 

The goal of a cow/calf operation should be to wean a calf at a given weight every 12 months.  To 
maximize profit this production must be optimized to minimize costs per unit of weight sold. 
Developing an economical feeding system during the winter is the main driver to profitability as winter 
feed represents more than half the annual cost of beef production.  The good beef producer knows the 
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nutrient value of the feeds available and knows how to use these to meet the requirements of the cow at 
various stages of her reproductive cycle.   

The nutrients of greatest practical concern to beef producers are energy (TDN or total digestible 
nutrients), crude protein (CP), calcium (Ca), phosphorous (P) and Vitamin A. Other nutrients such as 
salt and various trace minerals are certainly important, but their requirements are normally met by 
feeding trace mineralized salt. The major exception is the requirement for selenium, which can be met 
by injection or feeding. 

The National Research Council is responsible for reporting the nutritional requirements of most 
animal species. These requirements are affected by stage of production, cow weight, milk production 
and environmental conditions.  

Common sense dictates that higher production increases nutrient requirements, i.e. lactating 
cows have higher requirements than dry cows. Table 1 lists the effect of frame size and milk production 
on the weight of the calf.  Use this table to determine the milk production of your cows. 

 
 

Table 1. Weight of male calves expected at different milk production 
levels 

 Month since birth 
 5 6 7 
Peak Milk, lb Frame size 4 (1100 lb) 
12 374 431 492 
18 404 464 527 
24 433 495 562 
 Frame size 6 (1250 lb cow) 
12 396 457 523 
18 429 493 558 
24 457 523 592 
 Frame size 7 (1320 lb cow) 
12 407 469 537 
18 442 508 573 
24 469 537 607 
 Frame size 8 (1400 lb cow) 
12 418 482 552 
18 454 522 588 
24 480 550 621 

 
Once you know the milk production of your cow herd you can determine the energy and protein 

requirements (Table 2). From this table we can determine that a 1100 lb. dry cow with a potential peak 
milk yield of 12 lb. requires 11.2 lb. of TDN and 1.6 lb. of protein per day, or 53% TDN and 8% protein 
in the diet.  
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Table 2. Daily TDN and crude protein (CP) requirements of 

beef cows 
 Stage of production 
 Dry Early lactation 
 TDN CP TDN CP 
 ----------------------lb. (%)----------------------- 
Peak Milk, lb Frame size 4 (1100 lb cow) 

12 11.2 (53) 1.6 (8) 12.1 (56) 2.0 (9.4) 
18 11.2 (53) 1.6 (8) 13.3 (60) 2.2 (10.9) 
24 11.2 (53) 1.6 (8) 14.5 (65) 2.5 (12.3) 
 Frame size 6 (1250 lb cow) 

12 12.4 (53) 1.8 (8) 13.7 (55) 2.2 (9.2) 
18 12.4 (53) 1.8 (8) 14.6 (59) 2.5 (10.2) 
24 12.4 (53) 1.8 (8) 15.5 (63) 2.8 (11.3) 
 Frame size 7 (1320 lb cow) 

12 12.5 (53) 1.9 (8) 13.4 (55) 2.2 (9.1) 
18 12.5 (53) 1.9 (8) 14.6 (59) 2.5 (10.1) 
24 12.5(53) 1.9 (8) 15.9 (63) 2.8 (11.2) 
 Frame size 8 (1400 lb cow) 

12 13.1 (53) 1.9 (8) 14.0 (55) 2.3 (9.0) 
18 13.1 (53) 1.9 (8) 15.2 (58) 2.6 (10.0) 
24 13.1 (53) 1.9 (8) 16.5 (62) 2.9 (11.0) 

 
These guidelines hold true with the assumption that the cow is eating at least 2.2% of her 

bodyweight. Therefore the 1100 lb. cow should be consuming 22 lbs. of dry matter (DM).  For dry hay, 
which is usually 90% DM this equals approximately 24 lbs. per day (22 lb. ÷ 0.90). When feeding a wet 
feed such as baleage, the value would be greater.  For example if the percent DM of the baleage was 60, 
the 1100 lb. cow would need to consume 37 lb. per day (22 lb. ÷ 0.60).  

Finally, poor environmental conditions increase requirements due to extra energy expended to 
keep warm (Table 3). Using the previous example of a 1100 lb dry cow with a potential peak milk yield 
of 18 lb, here requirement of 11.2 TDN would be increased to 12.6 lb (11.2 lb + 1.4 lb) if housed outside 
with no wind protection and wet, muddy conditions.  

 
Table 3. Adjustment for environmental conditions 

Condition Added TDN requirements, lb/day 
Outside, no wind protection, wet and mud covered 1.4 
Outside, no wind protection, dry 0.9 
Outside, wind protection, wet and mud covered 1.0 
Inside, wind protection, dry 0.8 
 
Working Example. 
The hay I chose for this example (Table 4) typifies a lot of dry hay that was made this summer-

first and second cut all rolled into one bale.  Can we feed cows on this poor quality feed?  The answer is 
yes, quite nicely.  
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Nutrient requirements are the lowest during gestation. This is a period of time that putting on 
condition with the remnants of pasture and poor quality feed should be the goal. Assuming that the cows 
are eating 31 lb. hay/day as calculated, this late cut hay will meet the non-lactating cows requirement at 
least through mid-gestation. This is seen in the positive balance TDN and CP of 3.0 lb. and 0.2 lb. 
respectively. 

 
Table 4. Requirements and feed supply for non-lactating and early 
lactation beef cows. 
Assumptions    
Late cut mostly grass hay 93.9% DM 53% TDN 7.4% CP 
1320 lb. cow    
Weans 570 lb. calf    
Peak milk – 18 lb. (determined by weaning weight of calf, use Table 1 above) 
Dry Matter Intake – 29 lb., As Fed Intake 31 lb. 
   
Non-lactating TDN CP  
Intake 15.4 2.1  
Requirement 12.5 1.9  
Balance   3.0 0.2  
    
Early lactation    

Intake 15.4 2.1  
Requirement 14.6 2.5  

Balance   0.8         -0.4  
    

Supplementation    
0.8 lb. Soybean meal 0.6 0.4  

Balance 1.4 0.0  
 

However as she gets closer to calving the energy balance is only +0.8 lb. and the CP balance is 
negative. Long term negative energy balance leads to loss in body condition which affects calf vigor, 
colostrum quantity and quality, and speed at which she re-breeds. If this period of body loss is short 
(<30 days) it will not have a long term negative affect.  So if these are April calving cows and will go to 
lush pasture by mid-May, then energy is not as large a concern as CP. Negative protein balance also 
affects colostrum quality lowering the calf’s ability to fight off infection at birth and successive periods 
of stress. 

For the purposes of demonstration, I am going to supplement with soybean meal to make protein 
intake match the CP requirement.  The cows are .4 lb. CP short each day.  Soybean meal (SBM) is 
47.5% CP.  To determine the amount of SBM to feed: 0.4 lb. CP ÷ 0.475 CP = 0.8 lb. of SBM.  Divide 
this by 0.90 to get the “as fed” amount, and you need to feed 0.9 lb. SBM/hd/day. This calculation can 
be done with any feed that will provide additional protein: better hay, dried distiller’s grain, shelled 
corn. It comes down to economics and convenience.  There are a lot of variables that can affect the 
results.  Do you really know the weight of the cows, precisely? Are they consuming at least 31 lb./day? 
How representative was the hay sample? In addition, as noted in article above, the climatic conditions 
will increase nutrient requirements. The bottom line is that while you can apply the best science, because 
of so many unknown variables, the expression “the eye of the master fattens the cattle” is still very true.  
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Watch body condition score. If the cows begin to drop below 5.0-5.5, then a change is warranted: 
greater intake, better quality hay, or supplementation with grain. Cows that calve in a BCS less than 5 
create a whole set of problems for the cows, calves and you. 

 
(“Feeding Cows and Their Nursing Calves” Fact Sheet 1300b. Cornell Beef Production Manual, 
Revised and abbreviated May, 2013. Michael J. Baker. Danny G. Fox and Phillip D. George (original 
authors)) 

 
 
6. 2014 NY ALL FORAGE BULL TEST – WHERE DOES YOUR BULL FIT IN?  

Nancy Glazier, Small Farms Specialist, NWNY Team, CCE 
 

 
Figure 1. Graduate of the 2012-213 NY All Forage Bull Test 

 
Work is gearing up for the second year of the NY All Forage Fed Bull Test. The inaugural 112-

day test was a success with an average gain of 2.1 lbs; predicted gain using modeling was 1.5 lbs on a 
diet of good quality second cutting hay and mineral. The six consignors of the 14 bulls of five breeds 
participated. Monthly updates were provided to consignors and other producers with the information 
posted to: http://ansci.cornell.edu/wp/beefcattle/. The young bulls were body conditioned scored and 
weighed every 28 days. Hip heights were measured to determine frame scores. Breeding soundness 
exams were performed at the conclusion of the test.  

New York is well positioned to take advantage of the growing demand for pasture-finished beef 
due to its rich grazing resources and proximity to large urban markets. One of the keys to profitable 
production of pasture-finished beef is the use of genetics that will result in a quality product within a 
feasible timeframe. Raising animals through a second winter presents challenges both from an 
economical and production standpoint. Consequently, the ideal scenario for producers is to combine 
appropriate genetics and sound management to achieve good carcass quality within 20 months. This 
will allow producers to calve on pasture in the spring (~May) and finish animals prior to the onset of a 
second winter feeding season (~ December).  The forage based test is a cost-effective option to help 
breeders and buyers assess and compare bull cohorts raised under commercial conditions.  

The goal for the upcoming test is 30 bulls. An optional 112 day pasture test will be added. The 
2014 program will begin with bull delivery early January. The stored feed test will end early May and 
resume after a short transition period on pasture. Dates of birth need to be from January 1, 2013 to June 
15, 2013. If you are interested in consigning a bull, nominations are due OCTOBER 1; contact 

 9 

http://ansci.cornell.edu/wp/beefcattle/


Nancy Glazier at 585.315.7746, nig3@cornell.edu or Mike Baker at 607.255.5923, 
mjb228@cornell.edu.  

 
 
7. NEW YORK FEEDLOT AND CARCASS VALUE DISCOVERY PROGRAM 

 
 
The 17th New York Feedlot and Carcass Value Discover Program officially started on 

November 18, 2012 and concluded with the last of the cattle being slaughtered on June 27, 2013.   There 
were 88 head consigned from 8 producers in New York and Vermont. The Final Report on Feedlot and 
Carcass performance is below.   

A summary of the average expenses and receipts for cattle in the VDP are shown in Table 1. The 
average weight of the steers and heifers consigned to the program was 573 lb. and 568 lb., respectively 
(Error! Reference source not found.). Using prices collected during the Fall 2012 special feeder calf 
sales at Finger Lakes Livestock Exchange, Canandaigua, NY they were valued at $1.28/lb. and $1.19/lb. 
for steers and heifers, respectively, representing the largest expense.  Feed cost was the next largest 
expense accounting for 37% and 33% (steers and heifers, respectively) of total expense.  
 
 

Table 1. Summary of net return of steers 
and heifers in the NY Feedlot and Carcass 

Value Discovery Program, 2012-2013. 

 
Steers Heifers 

Expense $/hd. 
Feeder 736 678 

Feed  509 404 
V&M 19 20 

Yardage 74 64 
Other 50 48 

Total Expense 1388 1214 
   
Receipts 1533 1294 
   
Net 145 80 

  
On average net return was positive, however as seen in Table 2, profit ranged from $-

53/hd. to $343/head. Profitability was greater for steers than heifers and part of the reason can be 
explained by the greater number of steers with a lower feed cost of gain (Figure 8). The largest 
contributor to steers profitability however was HCW.  Steers produced a HCW 116 lb. greater 
than heifers (Error! Reference source not found.). In a subsequent section, we will look more 
closely at the factors that affect profitability. 
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Table 2. Economic performance of steers and heifers in the NY Feedlot and Carcass Value 
Discovery Program, 2012-20131 

  Steers  Heifers 
Item Average Min. Max. Average Min. Max. 
N 53 

 
  34 

 
  

Feed cost of gain, $/lb. 0.77 0.66 0.86 0.82 0.71 0.94 
Total cost of gain, $/lb. 0.99 0.85 1.15 1.09 0.92 1.26 
Price received, $/lb. 1.99 1.85 2.12 1.97 1.79 2.11 
Profit/loss, $/hd. 144 4 343 80 -53 221 
Return to C/C, $/hd. 881 671 1167 758 483 984 
Feeder value, $/lb. 1.57 1.26 2.39 1.35 1.11 1.86 
1Steer that died removed from this summary 

 
Return to C/C is calculated by subtracting all of the feedlot expenses (except the value of 

the feeder calf) from the receipts. Essentially this is the money returned to the cow/calf enterprise 
to cover the annual cost of keeping the cow. Taking this value and dividing by the initial weight 
of the calf provides the break-even feeder calf value. On average if the steer could have been 
sold from more than $1.57/lb. as a feeder, then it would have been more profitable than feeding. 
This is essentially the value added by feeding.  Recall that at arrival the steers were valued at 
$1.28/lb. The actual value based on feeding was $1.57/lb., which added $0.29/lb. Again, the 
range in values is instructive with the top steer being worth $2.39 to feed. The data in Figures 10 
and 11 show that steers were in the higher profit categories more frequently than heifers. 
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Figure 8. Feed cost of gain of steers and heifers in NY 
Feedlot and Carcass Value Discovery Program,  

2012-2013 
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Figure 9. Total cost of gain of steers and heifers in NY 
Feedlot and Carcass Value Discovery Program,  

2012-2013 
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Figure 10. Net return of steers and heifers in NY 
Feedlot and Carcass Value Discovery Program,  

2012-2013 
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Figure 11. Return to cow calf enterprise of steers and 
heifers in NY Feedlot and Carcass Value Discovery 

Program, 2012-2013 
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 The significance of individual factors on the net return of steers only is shown in Table 3. As the 
cattle were marketed over a 120 period, the price has been adjusted to remove the effect of seasonal 
variation. The cattle were then sorted into thirds based on Net Return using the adjusted sale price. The 
top third of the steers averaged $142/head more than the lower third. The factors that were significant in 
affecting return were price received, final weight, ADG, hot carcass weight (HCW), USDA Yield grade, 
total cost and total cost of gain. The more profitable cattle tended (P = 0.05 – 0.10) to be older at 
harvest, have a lower feed cost of gain and lower value of feeder calf entering the program. Overall, 
USDA Quality grade of steers was 85% (Error! Reference source not found.), therefore this did not 
influence profitability.  

The higher price and heavier HCW greatly influenced profit.  The higher price received by the 
more profitable group was due to fewer cattle being discounted for Yield grade 4. Yield grade 4 cattle 
receive a $0.15/lb. HCW discount. Yield grade takes into account HCW, backfat, REA and 
kidney/pelvic/heart fat. So while there was only 0.1 inches difference in BF, the larger REA and HCW 
of the high profit group produced no Yield grade 4 carcasses, while 30% of the low profit group were 
Yield grade 4. Over the course of this marketing period the average Select to Choice spread was 
$0.08/lb. HCW. Therefore it may have been more profitable for some of these cattle to be marketed at a 
lower HCW, with a lower backfat and grade Select than heavier HCW and have a Yield grade 4 carcass.  
 

Table 3. Factors affecting profitability of steers in the NY Feedlot 
and Carcass Value Discovery Program, 2012-2013 

Item Top Bottom Significance1 

No.head 18 18 
 aReturn2, $/hd 209 67 ** 

aPrice received2, $/lb. 2.02 1.95 ** 
Initial weight, lb. 557 615 ns 
Finish weight, lb. 1270 1202 * 
Age at harvest, mo. 13.7 12.9 ns 
Days on feed 188 178 ns 
Average daily gain, lb. 3.81 3.32 ** 
Feed to gain, lb. 6.34 6.59 ns 
Hot carcass weight, lb. 798 748 * 
Ribeye area, sq.in. 13.3 12.7 ns 
REA/cwt HCW 1.7 1.7 ns 
Backfat, in. 0.58 0.71 ns 
USDA Yield grade 2.7 3.3 * 
USDA Quality grade3 6.0 6.2 ns 
Marbling score 643 639 ns 
Vet&Med., $/hd 19.00 19.03 ns 
Feed cost of gain, $/lb. 0.76 0.79 ns 
Total cost of gain, $/lb. 0.97 1.04 * 
Total cost, $/hd. 685 607 * 
Feeder Purchase, $/hd 714 782 ns 
1ns = non-significant; * = significant at P < 0.05; ** = significant at 
P < 0.01. 
2Price has been adjusted to remove seasonal variation. 
3Quality grade: 4 = Select, 5 = low Choice, 6 = Choice, 7 = high 

 12 



Choice. 
 
Based on this evaluation, farmers should focus selection pressure on cattle with produce heavier 

carcasses, with adequate REA and less than 0.50 in BF to minimize Yield grade 4 carcasses. For 
example when selecting a yearling bull, at a minimum he should have > 1.0 in2 of REA per 100 lb. body 
weight to produce finished steers with a YG 3 carcass (Table 4). 
 

Table 4. Ribeye area required to produce a USDA Yield 3 carcassa 

Body weight. lb. HCW, lb. REA, in2 REA/HCW, in2/cwt  REA/body weight, in2/cwt 
968 600 11.0 1.8 1.1 
1048 650 11.7 1.8 1.1 
1129 700 12.2 1.7 1.1 
1210 750 12.9 1.7 1.1 
1290 800 13.5 1.7 1.0 
1371 850 13.9 1.6 1.0 
1452 900 14.5 1.6 1.0 

aAssuming 0.5 in backfat and 2.5% Kidney/pelvic/heart fat. 
 
 Given the small herd size typical in New York and surrounding states the value of programs like 
the VDP that aggregate cattle into larger groups is that producers have access to information that would 
not otherwise be possible. Knowledge on how their cattle perform in the finishing sector is important if 
they are to make changes in their breeding and management that will result in feeder calves that meet the 
increasing demand for efficient growing cattle that produce desirable beef. Ultimately this will make 
their beef operation more competitive and profitable. For more information on this report Mike Baker, 
Cornell Beef Specialist mjb28@cornell.edu, 607-255-5923. 
  
8. FEEDER’S CORNER 

 
a) Vitamin C has limited value in improving carcass traits 

 
The use of dried distiller’s grains with solubles (DDGS) has increased with the increase in corn 

for ethanol production and the increased cost of soybean meal as a protein supplement. However the 
process of converting corn to ethanol, concentrates sulfur. Several studies have shown increasing DDGS 
in feedlot rations has shown a decrease in ADG and gain to feed (G:F), decreased marbling scores and 
increased risk for polioencephalomalacia (PEM). Researchers at Iowa State University were interested 
in assessing the effect of adding rumen protected Vitamin C (VC) to these performance measures. Diets 
and composition are shown in Table 1 below. Vitamin C was Vitashure and provided by Balchem Corp., 
New Hampton, NY. The cattle were harvested with >60% of the pen was determined by ultrasound to 
have at least 0.50 inches backfat. 
 

Table 1. Ingredient composition and chemical analysis of 
finishing ration 
Ingredient, % DM Low1,2 Medium1,2 High1,2,3 

Corn 70 48 48 
DDGS 18 40 39 
Sodium sulfate - - 1.11 
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Urea 0.80 - - 
Analyzed composition 
CP, % 14.3 16.6 16.6 
NEg, Mcal/lb. 0.59 0.59 0.59 
Sulfur, % 0.22 0.34 0.55 
1 Vitamin C intake averaged 10.3 g per steer per day 
2Remainder of the diet consisted of chopped hay, 
Rumensin™ and minerals all fed at the same levels.  
3(Editor’s note-the high Sulfur treatment was only achieved 
through addition of sodium sulfate. To achieve 0.55% S using 
DDGS would require feeding in excess of 65% in the diet 
which is generally greater than in practical situations-MJB). 

  
Results of the research did show a linear decrease in ADG, DMI and F:G. Adding VC did not 

affect these live animal measures 
Carcass traits were also affected by increasing levels of S in the diets. As the level of S increased 

in the diet, hot carcass weight (HCW), marbling and backfat decreased. Addition of VC had its greatest 
effect on the high S diets. On the low S diet marbling actually decreased, however on the high S diets 
Quality grade and marbling score improved and back fat increased. 

The authors concluded that supplementation of VC to cattle consuming high S diets improved 
marbling scores, whereas VC inclusion to the low and medium S treatments had limited benefits.  

 
9. TO DO OCTOBER/NOVEMBER 

1. Pregnancy test and cull all open cows and cows that did not wean a calf. 
2. Cull problem cows and marginal producers.   
3. If you have access to corn stalk fields you can reduce feed costs to less than $0.10/hd/day. 
4. Wean calves less than 120 days old before hard winter weather sets in.  They will do better on 

grain plus hay, than if left on their dams. 
5. Calves kept over the winter should be fed to gain 1.3-1.5 lb/day.  Full fed legume/grass hay plus 

5-6 lbs. of grain will support this level of growth. 
6. Take forage sample for nutrient analysis.  Depending on your locality, hay may be in short 

supply or of poor quality.  Allocating the best feed to younger, higher producing animals will 
stretch out your supply.  If practical feed and manage separately:  

a. weaned heifer calves 
b. first and second calf heifers and old thin cows 
c. the rest of the dry herd 
d. lactating cows and their calves 
e. herd sires 

7. Contact local Cornell Cooperative Extension office for information on obtaining procedures for 
obtaining a proper forage sample. 
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