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Figure 1. Pastures utilized for study Introduction

mixed pasture, rotationally grazed .. . . T

‘ p | S ) 1 There is increasing interest in raising livestock on pasture for many
PR Sl reasons, including consumer demand, added value products,

economical advantages, and health and environmental benefits

* There is often a mismatch between the quantity and quality of available
forage and the nutritional requirements of the animal

Results indicate a slight growth-and body condition
advantage for pasture-raised lambs with additional energy
supplementation; however, the value of this additional

* Energy is often one of the most limiting nutrients for pastured livestock

* Supplemental feeding can provide additional nutrients that may be
lacking in pasture but requires an economic advantage to be profitable

J  Objective

ga | N WOU Id I | ke Iy N Ot h AVASHO6AV/S rEd feed expe NSEes Figure 2. mbs grazing and J To determine if supplemental energy from grain (whole barley) is able to

lambs receiving supplemental feed improve the health, growth, and profitability of pasture-raised lambs

Hypothesis

Providing supplemental energy from grain (whole barley) will increase
overall dietary energy, resulting in improvements in the health, growth,
and profitability of pasture-raised lambs

e Similar groups of lambs were used in 2020 (n=79) and 2021 (n=99)
* Lambs were raised from mid-June through the end of September

Figure 3. Biweekly health * Two treatment groups: pasture (PAST) and supplemented (SUPP)

assessment and weighing lambs - PAST: rotationally grazed 2 ha of high quality mixed pasture

- SUPP: grazed similar pastures, fed whole barley at 0.45 kg/head/d
* Forage samples were collected weekly for forage yield and quality

 Lambs were weighed and assessed biweekly to determine bodyweight
(BW), body condition score (BCS), and FAMACHA® score

* Individual fecal samples were collected at the start and end of each
grazing year for fecal egg count (FEC) determination

* At the conclusion of grazing, lambs were scanned via ultrasound to
determine carcass traits (backfat and loin area; 2020 only)

e Data was analyzed using mixed model analysis (significance P < 0.05)

Resu |tS Table 1. Starting age, bodyweight (BW), FAMACHA® score, body condition score Table 2. Ending bodyweight (BW), average daily gain (ADG), FAMACHA® score, body condition
(BCS), and fecal egg count (FEC) for lambs in the pasture (PAST) and supplemented score (BCS), fecal egg count (FEC), backfat thickness, and loin eye area for lambs in the pasture
Health Parameters: (SUPP) treatment groups at the start of each year (PAST) and supplemented (SUPP) treatment groups at the end of each year
’ '”terga: parasitss were fore flfcg'em n i(f(’ vear Group Number A8 BW FAMACHA® BCS FEC Year Group Number BW ADG FAMACHA® BCS FEC Backfat Loin
- Only 1 lamb wi score 2
- Fecal egg counts started low and remained low throughout (days) _(kg) Score(1-5) (1-5) (EPG) (kg) (kg/d) Score(1-5) (1-5) (EPG) (mm)_ (mm)
| | : | 12021 5020 PAST 40 107 32.9 1.7 2.8 195 5020 PAST 37 48.3 | 0.160°b 1.6b 2.8° | 240b 4.17b 22.7
”terT”at Ta;als;tfs Wsre TEL‘EA‘I\’;Z‘&"“HGA% n - SUPP 39 110 | 33.0 1.8 2.8 | 200 SUPP 38 49.2 | 0.175° 2.0 3.00 | 468 | 4.77° | 23.5
e e treatment 2op1 | PAST | 50 89 | 28.5 2.1 27 | 99 ooy PAST | 41 | 3300 0054 2.7 236 | 2976 | - :
- TIBNETTeCal Epg COUNTS, BUL NO AIIETENEE DELWEEN EGtmENts SUPP | 49 87 | 28.1 2.2 26 | 126 SUPP | 44 | 36.2: | 0.098 2.4 260 | 1731 - :
* Removed 4 PAST lambs and 2 SUPP lambs in 2020; 9 PAST and 5 SUPP in 2021 Within column and year, means without a common superscript differ (P < 0.05) Within column and year, means without a common superscript differ (P < 0.05)
Growth Parameters: Figure 4. Bodyweight for the lambs in the pasture (PAST) and supplemented (SUPP) Figure 5. Average daily gain for the lambs in the pasture (PAST) and supplemented (SUPP)
* No difference in 2020 but final BW was greater for SUPP lambs in 2021 treatment groups throughout the study in each year treatment groups throughout the study in each year
* ADGs were variable but SUPP lambs had greater ADG than PAST lambs 55 — 0.6
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* SUPP lambs ended with greater BCS than PAST lambs in both years 2 >0 ———— 2L 0.5
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* Ultrasound scanning showed similar loin eye area across treatment groups D 40 s 0.4
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» Backfat thickness was greater for SUPP lambs compared to PAST lambs s 3 J_ _____ sems=s=ETEIIEIIIIIIT I T > 03
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Profitability: - ;2 o 0.1
* Full economic analysis is still being completed T S T S S :>:) 0.0
* Although SUPP lambs did have greater growth, the value of this additional A S . N AN A~ St e SN SN N 0.1 67Ul 13-ul 20-ul 27-ul 3-Aug 10-Aug 17-Aug 24-Aug 31-Aug 7-Sep 14-Sep 21-Sep
gain would likely not have covered the cost of the supplemented feed —PAST (2020)  —SUPP (2020)  ---PAST (2021)  ---SUPP (2021) —PAST (2020) —SUPP (2020) ---PAST (2021) ---SUPP (2021)
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