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2018 NY Corn & Soybean Growers Association 

Yield Contest Winners 

The annual corn and soybean yield con-
tests are sponsored by the New York 
Corn & Soybean Growers Association.  
Congratulations to our 2018 NY Corn 
Champion, Henry Everman from Living-
ston County and our NY Soybean Cham-
pion, John Zittel from Erie County.  Both 
have defended their titles from last 
year!  They win all expense paid trips to 
the 2019 Commodity Classic in Orlando, 
FL in March.  Listed here are state win-
ners and West and Finger Lakes region-

al winners.  The Central, North and East 
regional corn and soybean winners can 
be found on the NY Corn & Soybean 
Growers Association webpage at, 
https://nycornsoy.org/wp-content/
uploads/2019/01/2018-Yield-Contest-
Results.pdf.   
There were no national winners from 
NY this year but the results of the Na-
tional Corn Contest can be found here, 
http://www.ncga.com/for-farmers/
national-corn-yield-contest . 

Congratulations            

to our 2018 NY Corn 

Champion,               

Henry Everman          

from Livingston County 

& our                            

NY Soybean Champion,                

John Zittel                 

from Erie County.   

https://nycornsoy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/2018-Yield-Contest-Results.pdf
https://nycornsoy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/2018-Yield-Contest-Results.pdf
https://nycornsoy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/2018-Yield-Contest-Results.pdf
http://www.ncga.com/for-farmers/national-corn-yield-contest
http://www.ncga.com/for-farmers/national-corn-yield-contest
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Mike Stanyard 
Field Crops & IPM 
 

Wayne County 
315.331.8415 x 123 (office) 
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mjs88@cornell.edu 
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Farm Business 
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585.991.5438 (office) 
585.233.9249 (cell) 
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Yates County 
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Every effort has been made to provide correct, complete and 
up-to-date pesticide recommendations. Changes occur 

constantly & human errors are still possible. These 
recommendations are not a substitute for pesticide labeling. 

Please read the label before applying pesticides. 

 

By law and purpose, Cooperative Extension is dedicated to 
serving the people on a non-discriminatory basis. 

For more information about our program, 
visit us at: 

nwnyteam.cce.cornell.edu 
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Is Sulfur Management for Soybean Production a 

Concern? By Jodi Putman  
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World soybean production continues to 
increase because of improvement in 
genetics, yield potential, and the 
expansion of cultivation area. Soybean 
production in the United States for 
2017 reached 119,518,490 million 
tonnes, about seven times that in 1961, 
and the area harvested covered 
36,228,660 million hectares, about four 
times that in 1961 (Figure 1) (FAOSTAT, 
2017). Consequently, soybean yield has 
doubled during the last 60 years, 
indicating the acceleration of soil 
nutrient mining to support these higher 
soybean seed yields. Soybean yields in 
New York have averaged 45 bushels per 
acre since 2013, ranging from less than 
40 to greater than 70 bushels for 
individual fields. Sulfur content 
averages 0.16 pounds sulfur per bushel 
(at 87% dry matter) so sulfur removal 
can range from less than 7 pounds of 
sulfur per acre for a 40 bushel per acre 
crop to just over 11 pounds of sulfur 
per acre for a 70 bushel yield. Total 
sulfur uptake is typically twice the 
amount of sulfur in the seed alone so a 
good crop of soybeans takes up about 
20 pounds of sulfur per acre. While 
these amounts are small, compared 

with the amount of fertilization for 
general crops, the world consumption 
of sulfur-containing fertilizers (e.g. 
ammonium sulfate, potassium sulfate) 
has increased since the passing of the 
Clean Air Act in 1970 (FAOSTAT, 2002). 
This data indicates that attention 
should be given to the nutritional 
balance of sulfur in fields.  
 
The USA, Brazil, Argentina, China and 
India are the world’s major soybean 
producers, together accounting for 
more than 90% of the world soybean 
cultivation area and production. Due to 
the increasing awareness that soybean 
provides important nutrients for 
human and animal diet, cultivation of 
soybean has expanded to many other 
countries, which were not soybean 
producers previously. Sulfur deficiency 
of crops has been reported in 60% of 
the total-producing countries (Blair, 
1979; Tisdale et al., 1986; Jansson, 
1995; Beaton and White, 1997). Latent 
sulfur-deficient areas are expected to 
be observed at more sites, since sulfur 
deficiency became widespread along 
with the expansion of cultivation areas 
with low fertility, reduced use of sulfur-

containing fertilizers, intensive 
agriculture, increased yield, reduced 
atmospheric inputs, soil degradation 
caused by erosion or leaching, or 
decreased use of compost (Craswell 
and Karjalainen, 1990; ceccittum 1996; 
Knights et al., 2000). Field sulfur 
management for soybean production is, 
therefore, a worldwide concern. http://
nmsp.cals.cornell.edu/publications/
factsheets/factsheet101.pdf 
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Figure 1: USA Soybean Production and Area Harvested (1961-2017) 
(FAOSTAT, 2019) 

http://nmsp.cals.cornell.edu/publications/factsheets/factsheet101.pdf
http://nmsp.cals.cornell.edu/publications/factsheets/factsheet101.pdf
http://nmsp.cals.cornell.edu/publications/factsheets/factsheet101.pdf


 

 AG FOCUS FEBRUARY 2019  Page 4 

One frequent topic of discussion is the weather, and the past 
nine months have provided lots of discussion: cool-wet, hot-
dry, and warm-wet, cool-wet, and more cool-wet. A beef pro-
ducer told me he could not get his steers loaded on the hired 
trailer to haul them to the processor. He lost his slot at the fa-
cility and had to purchase hay to feed with no timeframe to 
process them. As I write this on January 11, there are still soy-
beans and corn waiting to be harvested, hay bales and baleage 
that did not get off fields, and many acres of hay not even har-
vested. What is a farmer to do? 
 
Brett Chedzoy, Cornell Cooperative Extension educator in 
Schuyler County, offered to convey some pointers of what he 
will do differently this coming year. His side business is Angus 
Glen Farms, LLC, grazing about 110 cow calf pairs on their 450-
acre operation on the top of the hills outside Watkins Glen. 
They try to fill their stored feed needs by making dry hay on a 
few weekdays, evenings and weekends, when help is available. 
Brett’s calving season is May-June to take advantage of grass 
availability. He usually vaccinates the calves late fall with wean-
ing in January then backgrounds them until May. He normally 
grazes the herd into December, but with 15 inches of snow in 
mid-November, he started feeding hay a month early. He had 
his son moving bales today, as the ground had frozen enough 
to do so. Sound like a familiar scenario? 
 
When the weather turned rainy Brett should have made a 
better attempt to get second cutting hay off in August as op-
posed to September. By waiting, he was getting into less day-
light and lower temperatures, with less potential for hay to dry. 
He also lost the opportunity for grazing some of the rented hay 
ground’s regrowth. He also has ruts to repair this spring, which 
will take more than just filling in the ruts. A good resource is 
Tom Kilcer’s November newsletter, found here: http://
advancedagsys.com/november-2018-rutted-fields/  
 
There are now seven or eight paddocks in need of renovation 
this spring from moving the cattle during the fall. On his to-do 
list is to think about a sacrifice area. This way only one area 
would need renovation. This will take some thought to figure 
out from the feeding and handling perspective. In years past 
Brett had reserved his woods as a “living barn” in extreme 
weather. He needs to consider woodlot management and com-
paction there. He utilizes silvopasture in the summer and did 
not want to destroy the vegetation there. As his herd grows, he 
is looking at other options, hoping to get the calves out of the 
constant rain. He would like to build a shed or lean-to for 
youngstock. He recently priced a barn to house the cows and 
discovered it would need to be 30,000 sq. ft. Out of the ques-
tion.  
 

He did get his outdoor handling system under cover with a 
30x70 ft. barn. He used to vaccinate calves late fall when help 
was available, but now can focus on the recommendations of 
his herd veterinarian to vaccinate calves early fall. After a 
neighbor had a major herd health crisis, first with scours in 
calves, then pneumonia, Brett called his vet. The neighbor had 
the majority of the herd (250 head) treated with Draxxin based 
on temp checks. Blood samples were sent to Cornell and every-
thing came back negative, except for coronavirus – which might 
explain the unusually high temps. After working with their re-
spective veterinarians, Brett and the neighbor have since re-
vised their vaccination protocols. Brett’s vet recommended 
vaccinations in early fall to get the calves treated prior to six 
months of age. At this age they are no longer getting much pas-
sive immunity from the dam, and in his case, before nasty late 
fall weather sets in. 
 
These are just a few things Brett plans on changing and will use 
over the next couple months to plan other improvements. 
What he really wanted to convey is the need for adaptive man-
agement. Farmers need to be prepared for changing conditions 
and strategies, whatever the farm.  And the beef producer 
mentioned in the first paragraph built a handling system to 
alleviate this fall’s problems. What’s on your to-do list? What 
changes are you planning? 

Dealing with Wacky Weather by Nancy Glazier  

http://advancedagsys.com/november-2018-rutted-fields/
http://advancedagsys.com/november-2018-rutted-fields/
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Different strategies to improve nitrogen (N) utilization by the 
cow were discussed recently during the 2018 Feed Dealers 
Seminar, given by Dr. Kristan Reed, Assistant Professor of Dairy 
Cattle Nutrition at Cornell University.  
 
According to Swink et al. (2011) in a published article concern-
ing soil and water nitrogen balances, improvements in herd 
nutrition through precision feeding have the potential to re-
duce the N balance on a per acre basis up to 28% without com-
promising milk production in the state of NY.  Herd nutrition 
focused on production and milk N efficiency could lead to large 
positive impacts on water quality, air, and soil health.  It is great 
to think that increasing the efficiency of N usage by the cow can 
not only have positive effects on the environment, but can also 
make improvements to your pocketbook.  So what practical 
strategies can producers explore to improve milk nitrogen effi-
ciency on their own farms?  According to the New York Preci-
sion Feed Management Working Group, “Precision Feed Man-
agement is the continual process of providing adequate, but 
not excess, nutrients to the animal and deriving a majority of 
nutrients from homegrown feeds through the integration of 
feeding and forage management for the purpose of maintaining 
environmental and economic sustainability.”  Seems like a 
mouthful, but look to the highlighted areas on the chart on this 
page for some benchmarks on N related items.  
 
 These are good guidelines.  However, due to limited research 
in late lactation cows, they are most applicable to Holstein 
cows in early to mid-lactation.  Pressure on the dairy industry 
to reduce its environmental impact (Steinfeld et al., 2006) has 
fueled interest in feeding low-CP diets.  Overfeeding dietary CP 
contributes to low N use efficiency, could have undesirable 
effects on water and air quality, and increases feed costs that 
negatively affect farm profit margins.  During her presentation 
at the Feed Dealers Seminar, Dr. Reed presented some re-
search findings from my own master’s thesis that show that 

late lactation cows (200+ DIM) can maintain production perfor-
mance on diets as low as 14.4%.  In some of Dr. Reed’s further 
evaluations of milk urea nitrogen (MUN) as an indicator of N 
efficiency, she and colleagues found that as lactation progress-
es, MUN under-predicts urinary urea nitrogen (UUN) and over-
predicts milk nitrogen efficiency (MNE) when cows are fed diets 
above 14.5% CP, meaning that the relationship of MUN with 
UUN and MNE changes in late lactation. This may possibly be 
due to pregnancy and the nutrient requirement demand by the 
developing fetus and supporting tissues, but further research is 
needed to further define factors influencing MUN and UUN in 
late lactation.  With the knowledge that there could possibly be 
a few diet tweaks that could positively affect the perception of 
the dairy industry and increase your bottom line, have a discus-
sion with your nutritionist on the best plan of attack when it 
comes to strategies for reducing excessive N (protein) in the 
diet, and reach out to Extension for further information and 
management ideas.       

Precision Feed Management Benchmarks 

Category Benchmark 

Ration Phosphorus (% of required) < 110 

Ration Crude Protein (%) < 16.5 

MUN (mg/dl) 8 – 12 

Forage-NDF (% of BW) < 0.9 

Forage DM (% of Ration DM) ≥ 60 

Farm produced feeds (% of Ration DM) ≥ 60 

Cows dead or culled @ <60 DIM (% of herd) < 8 

Improving Nitrogen Transfer Efficiency is a 

Win-Win for Dairies  by Margaret Quaassdorff  
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Upcoming Webinars 
 February 11, 2019 

 "Heat Stress Affects Dry Cows and Calves" 
Geoff Dahl, University of Florida  

https://hoards.com/flex-309-Webinars.html  

February 12, 2019 - 8:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. 

Special Needs Cows.                                         
John Tyson and Dan McFarland (Penn State)    

https://extension.psu.edu/technology-tuesdays 

 

February 27, 2019  12:30 p.m. to 1:00 p.m. 

Wednesday Webinars (in Spanish) 

Proper Semen Handling— Javier Cheang,      

Regional Consultant, Genex  

  https://prodairy.cals.cornell.edu/webinars/spanish-webinars/ 

https://hoards.com/flex-309-Webinars.html
https://extension.psu.edu/technology-tuesdays
https://prodairy.cals.cornell.edu/webinars/spanish-webinars/
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Managing Agricultural Risks:                       

Crop Insurance Basics by John Hanchar  

Summary 
 

 Farm business owners face a variety 
of risks:  production, marketing or 
price, financial, legal, and human 
resources. 

 Insurance is an important agricul-
tural risk management strategy. 

 The Federal government has part-
nered with private companies to 
offer crop insurance to US farmers.  

 

Agricultural Risks 
 

This section draws from -- USDA.  Intro-
duction to Risk Management – Under-
standing Agricultural Risks:  Production; 
Marketing; Financial; Legal; Human Re-
sources, https://
nydairyadmin.cce.cornell.edu/uploads/
doc_107.pdf 
 
Risk is variability in outcomes.  Risk is 
present when outcomes are not known 
with certainty.  Often, farmers can ex-
pect outcomes to occur over some 
range.  Production, market (price), fi-
nancial, legal, and human resources are 
five sources of agricultural risks.   
 
Risk management strategies can be 
grouped as follows:  retain, shift, re-
duce, self insure, avoid. 
 
 Retain – no protection from down-

side risk, as in holding an unpriced 
good. 

 Shift -- a contractual agreement 
where someone else takes on some 
of the chance of a negative out-
come in exchange for a premium, 
for example, crop insurance.  The 
more risk you shift, the greater the 
cost. 

 Reduce – examples include keeping 
fences in good repair to keep live-
stock off the highway, a marketing 
plan that locks in some level of 
guaranteed return, best manage-
ment crop protection practices. 

 Self insure – emergency reserves 
funded from previous returns. 

 Avoid – not selecting a particular 
enterprise. 

To manage agricultural risks, with an 
emphasis on managing financial risks 
faced by farmers, the Federal govern-
ment has partnered with private com-
panies to offer crop insurance to US 
farmers. Crop insurance is the primary 
safety-net for US agricultural producers. 
 
The remainder of this article is from 
Crop Insurance 101 content:  agriskman-
agement.cornell.edu.  Visit this site to 
learn more about ag risk management. 
 

What is crop insurance? 
 

 Crop insurance helps producers 
manage risk. 

 You pay an annual premium (the 
cost is shared with the Federal gov-
ernment) to buy an insurance poli-
cy. 

 Crop insurance is purchased from 
private agents. 

 If your yields or revenues fall below 
a certain level due to a “covered 
cause”, you receive an indemnity 
payment. 

 

How does crop insurance work? 
 

It is similar to other types of insurance, 
such as car insurance. 
 
 You pay a premium to buy a policy. 
 If something bad happens, then you 

file a claim. 
 Indemnity payment helps make you 

whole. 
 

What types of crop insurance are avail-
able? 
 

 Most commonly, farmers buy crop 
insurance for one single crop at a 
time. These policies are called sin-
gle crop “multi-peril” crop insur-
ance (MPCI) and are available as 
either yield or revenue insurance. 

 Whole Farm Revenue Protection 
allows farmers to insure an amount 
of their operation’s revenue. The 

Federal government shares a large 
amount of the premium cost for 
more diversified operations (two or 
more commodities). 

 Index-based insurance products, 
such as Pasture Rangeland Forage 
(PRF) and Apiculture (API), base 
indemnity payments on a rainfall 
index for a geographic area where 
the farmer’s operation is located. 
The fact that indemnities are trig-
gered by an area index means that 
there is no need for loss-
adjustment on an individual farm. 

 

Closing Thoughts 
 

Work with a crop insurance agent to 
learn about crop insurance products 
available for your farm, and to make 
decisions regarding products and cover-
age.  To find an agent, ask a neighbor 
for a recommendation, or use the Agent 
Locator tool at https://
www.rma.usda.gov/Information-Tools/
Agent-Locator-Page 
 
To view USDA/Risk Management Agen-
cy information about products, includ-
ing key dates, deadlines visit :  https://
webapp.rma.usda.gov/apps/
actuarialinformationbrowser2019/
CropCriteria.aspx 

https://nydairyadmin.cce.cornell.edu/uploads/doc_107.pdf
https://nydairyadmin.cce.cornell.edu/uploads/doc_107.pdf
https://nydairyadmin.cce.cornell.edu/uploads/doc_107.pdf
http://agriskmanagement.cornell.edu/
http://agriskmanagement.cornell.edu/
https://www.rma.usda.gov/Information-Tools/Agent-Locator-Page
https://www.rma.usda.gov/Information-Tools/Agent-Locator-Page
https://www.rma.usda.gov/Information-Tools/Agent-Locator-Page
https://webapp.rma.usda.gov/apps/actuarialinformationbrowser2019/CropCriteria.aspx
https://webapp.rma.usda.gov/apps/actuarialinformationbrowser2019/CropCriteria.aspx
https://webapp.rma.usda.gov/apps/actuarialinformationbrowser2019/CropCriteria.aspx
https://webapp.rma.usda.gov/apps/actuarialinformationbrowser2019/CropCriteria.aspx


 

 

 

 

 2 0 1 9  s oy bea n &  s m al l  G r a i n  Co n g r es s e s  

February 6, 2019 

Quality Inn                                     
& Suites 

8250 Park Rd 

Batavia NY 

February 7, 2019 

Quality Inn                          
(former  Holiday Inn) 

2468 NYS Route 414 

Waterloo NY 

 Michigan smart soybean On-farm research results Mike Staton, Soybean Specia list, 
Michigan State University  

 Disease management issues in wheat and soybeans Gary Bergstrom, Plant Patholog ist, 
Cornell University  

 Weed seed management for fields and combines Bryan Brown, NYS IPM Prog ram 

 Managing marestail &those nasty pigweeds Mark Loux, Weed Scientist, Ohio State Uni-
versity  

 Sulfur fertility in soybean production  Jodi Putman, Field Crops Specia list, CCE  

 Small grains updates: Wheat, Oats, hybrid rye And malting barley, Mike 
Stanyard, Field Crops Specia list, CCE  

AG FOCUS FEBRUARY 2019  Page 8 

$35 - Enrolled in NWNY Team program (paid $65, receive Ag Focus)  

$50 - Not Enrolled  

$30 - each additional person from same farm  

Questions?  Call 585-343-3040, ext. 138  
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In precision agriculture, determining the soil variation within a field is very important for making best decisions. Soil electrical con-
ductivity (EC) measurement, as one of the precision agriculture decision-making tools, can help growers to decide for their nutrient 
management, seeding rate, seeding depth, and irrigation scheduling. Soil EC is one of the simplest, least expensive soil measure-
ments that reveals information about soil texture, cation exchange capacity (CEC), drainage conditions, organic matter level, and 
salinity. For example, 50+ soil samples per acre and lab analyzing could be very expensive, whereas, EC mapping would be a nomi-
nal cost. 

Electrical Conductivity in Soil 

Soil electrical conductivity (EC) is the ability of a soil to transmit an electrical current. Soil EC unit is milliSiemens per meter (mS/m). 
Sometimes EC is given in deciSiemens per meter (dS/m), which is equal to the reading in mS/m divided by 100. 

Measuring the Soil EC 

There are two types of commercially available electrical conductivity mapping systems in the field: contact and non-contact sys-
tem. To distinguish the EC measured by the Veris unit from the soil science definition of EC (based upon conductance of a saturat-
ed soil paste extract), we will call the Veris EC measurement apparent EC (ECa). 

Contact Type ECa Sensor  

These types of sensors use coulters as the contact electrodes to contact with soil. In this sys-
tem, one or more pairs of coulters are mounted on a toolbar to contact with soil and send 
electrical current into soil (transmitting electrodes) while the other coulters (receiving elec-
trodes) read the voltage drop. Soil ECa data is stored in a data logger with the related loca-
tion data stamp using global positioning system (GPS). For example, Veris 3100 shown in Fig. 
1 provides shallow and deep EC readings from soil (1 foot and 3 feet). Smaller model (Veris 
iScan) can be mounted to a planter or tillage equipment. The distance between measure-
ment passes ranges from 20 to 60 feet, depending on the desired sampling density or the 
amount of soil variability within the field. 

Non-contact ECa Sensor  

The non-contact ECa sensors use the electromagnetic induction principle instead of direct 
contact into soil, measuring the voltage drop between a source and a sensor electrode. The 
disadvantage is that metals would cause interference on the performance. EM38 (Geonics 
Limited), DUALEM, and GEM-2 (Geophex) are popular models of non-contact sensors.  

Correlation of Soil EC and Crop Yield 

Soil electrical conductivity (ECa) has shown a good correlation with soil properties that affect 
crop productivity and yield. After precision farmers create yield maps and conduct a prelimi-
nary evaluation of the yield response, they will identify the manageable causes of crop yield response. Differences in soil proper-
ties are some of the most obvious reasons for yield variability. Soil ECa has the potential to estimate variations in some soil physical 
properties in a field. Yield maps are frequently correlated to soil ECa, as shown in Figure 2. In many situations, these similarities are 
explained through differences in soil. The water-holding capacity of the soil is a major factor affecting yield, and the yield map will 
likely show a strong correlation to the soil EC. In general, soil ECa maps may indicate areas where further exploration is needed. 
Most often, soil ECa maps give valuable information about soil differences and similarities, which makes it possible to divide the 
field into smaller management zones. Zones that have consistent ECa readings are areas that have similar soil properties and can 
be grouped together for soil sampling and management. 

(Continued on page 11) 

AG FOCUS FEBRUARY 2019  

Soil Electrical Conductivity (EC) Mapping for    

Better Decision-Making by Ali Nafchi  
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Factors affecting ECa Measurement 

Based on EC data, sandy soils have a low, silts have a medium, 
and clays have a higher electrical conductivity. Since there is a 
strong correlation between soil ECa and yield data, often ECa 
maps can help explain yield maps and yield variation. Some 
important factors affecting ECa measurement are:  

 Soil Texture:  Soils with higher clay content have higher 
electrical conductivity than the sandy soils because clay 
has a large surface area, relatively more charge capacity, 
greater ability to accommodate electrolytes, and retain 
more moisture. 

 Moisture Content:  Will affect electrolyte concentration 
within the soil profile and also have impact on soil solution 
connectivity. Dry areas in the soil profile act as insulating 
regions. The overall EC values will increase with increased 
soil moisture, but the relative values remain consistent. 

 Organic Matter:  Similarly, soils with higher organic 
matter have higher electrical conductivity due to higher 
water holding capacity and better connectivity among the 
soil particles. 

 Cation Exchange Capacity (CEC): Mineral soil containing 
high levels of organic matter (humus) and/or 2:1 clay min-
erals such as montmorillonite, illite, or vermiculite have a 

much higher ability to retain positively charged ions (such 
as Ca, Mg, K, Na, NH4, or H) than soil lacking these constit-
uents. The presence of these ions in the moisture filled soil 
pores will enhance soil EC in the same way that salinity 
does.  

ECa data are often validated by soil sampling and yield data to 
determine an accurate variable rate of crop inputs. Some other 
factors affecting EC measurement are: bulk density, tempera-
ture and salinity. 

Application of Soil Electrical Conductivity Maps 

 Identifying management zones  

 Yield map analysis 

 Weed management (less herbicide in sandy soils) 

 Tillage decisions 

 Plot work 

 Nematode management 
References and useful websites: 

Adamchuk, V.I., and P.J. Jasa. On-the-go Vehicle-Based Soil Sen-
sor. University of Nebraska, Cooperative Extension, EC-02-178.  
Robert Grisso et al., Precision Farming Tools; Soil Electrical Con-
ductivity. Virginia Tech University, Cooperative Extension, pub-
lication 442-508.  
Veris Technologies: www.veristech.com  
Dualem Products: www.dualem.com 
Geonics Limited: www.geonics.com 
Geophex: www.geophex.com 

(Continued from page 10) 
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2019 Forage Congress - February 27, 2019 

Livingston County Auditorium                        

** new location ** 

1 Murray Hill Drive, Mt. Morris NY 

10:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m. 

Richard Muck, Ph.D., Professor Emeritus, University 
of Wisconsin-Madison.  

Dr. Muck received his Ph.D. from Cornell in Agricultural Waste 
Management to accompany his degrees in Agricultural and Envi-
ronmental Engineering. During his career he worked for the Agri-
cultural Research Service, USDA, as a research agricultural engi-
neer. When at the U.S. Dairy Forage Research Center in Madison, 
WI, his research focused on silage and spanned a wide range of 
topics including: improving silage density, documenting losses 
from silos, comparing silo covers, enhancing protein preservation 
during the ensiling process, and the effects of silage inoculants. 
Residing in northwestern NY, he continues to write, speak, and 
consult on silage research.  
 

Michael Miller, M.S. , PAS, Research Technician and 
Ph.D. graduate student at the W. H. Miner Agricultural Research 
Institute in Chazy, NY.  

Mike’s research focuses on fiber digestibility and forage utilization 
for dairy cows. He is a graduate of Texas A&M University with a 
master’s degree in Ruminant Nutrition with a focus on feed effi-
ciency in feedlot cattle. His passion for agriculture grew from work-
ing for local hay producers and farmers when he was young. His 
goal is to feed cattle more efficiently and effectively as the cattle 
industry faces new and continual challenges.  
 

Galit Poole, M.S ,  Dairy Nutrition and Production      

Consultant, Pavilion NY 

Galit Poole is a Dairy Nutritionist & Production Consultant with 
Standard Dairy Consultants. She holds a master’s degree in Nutri-
tion with a special focus on dairy. Working in the industry for over 
15 years, Galit has held various roles in animal industry, focusing 
on her expertise in ration formulation and application. She found 
her passion on her home farm in South Africa and has devoted her 
life to improving the lives of farmers and the animals they care for. 
 

Kitty O’Neil ,  Field Crops Specialist, North Country        

Regional Ag Team 

Dr. Kitty O'Neil serves Northern New York agriculture as a Regional 
Field Crops and Soils Specialist. Focusing on providing field crop 
producers, consultants, and industry representatives with the 
knowledge and educational resources necessary to improve crop 
production and management practices, she helps farmers imple-
ment changes to enhance farm prosperity and resilience, while 
minimizing environmental impacts. Her overall goal is sustainable 
growth of ag industries in Northern New York. 

Livingston County Auditorium                        

** new location ** 

1 Murray Hill Drive, Mt. Morris NY 

 Climate Smart Farming                      

Decision tools 

 Forage Quality Management 

 Fiber Digestibility & Corn Silage      

Hybrid Evaluation Using Fiber & 

starch Yields 

 Strategies For Efficient                     

Silage Fermentation 

 How to Reduce Shrink From        

Field to Feed 

 Producer Panel 
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Composting Refresher 2019  by Timothy X. Terry  

In this protracted period of low milk prices and tough economic 
times we continue to try to provide cost cutting ideas.  With 
rendering services becoming cost prohibitive, extremely strin-
gent, or even nonexistent, many have taken to on-site disposal 
of their mortalities.  Unfortunately, this is usually done in haste 
and is not environmentally sound or sanitary.  Burial is better, 
but can use up a lot of real estate in a hurry and should never 
be done where seasonal water tables are within 8’ of the sur-
face or over karst topography.  What follows is an updated re-
print of an article I wrote ~4 years ago and provides some guid-
ance on the proper construction and management of a mortali-
ty composting site. 

Over the past few months I have completed a number of farm-
stead surveys for planning purposes, and as I trudged back and 
forth taking survey shots, I have come across a number of mor-
tality composting piles.  The management level on these piles 
seems to run the full spectrum from well managed to, “I’d for-
gotten that was even back there”, and everything in between.  
Since I do not want to name names, or deal with the DEC, and 
most just need a little tweaking of their technique, I thought a 
little refresher might be in order. 

Site Selection – 

At least I can say good site selection seems to be the rule and 
not the exception.  Most of the composting piles I have seen 
are in an area that is high and dry, do not receive drainage or 
drain into a critical area, are out of sight, away from property 
lines, and are far (>200’, 500’ better) from wells, streams, ditch-
es, wetlands, or any other concentrated flows or waterbodies.  
Most are also keeping it far away from any livestock, especially 
youngstock, facilities and/or residences.  The off-gassing ele-
ments of a prematurely turned stage-1 pile could sicken peo-
ple, pets, or livestock.  

Methods – 

The passively aerated static pile or windrow seems to be the 
method of choice, and probably for good reason -- it is the least 
labor and management intensive.  Unfortunately, this is where 
things usually break down – no pun intended.  It may be mini-
mal in management, but “set it and forget it” is not necessarily 
the way to go, either. 

In order for the system to work properly you need to start with 
a good foundation.  Wood chips or coarse sawdust work best, 
but if these are in short supply, they can be mixed with some 
finished compost containing the bones to make it go farther.  
These will provide enough structure to make sure there is 
enough pore space to allow for passive aeration, and yet be 
absorbent enough to soak up any leachate.  The thickness of 
this base layer is dependent upon the absorbency of the mate-
rial and the size of the mortalities being composted, but 2’ thick 
is usually a good rule of thumb.  If liquids leach out, then in-
crease the thickness in future piles, or look for more absorbent 
materials.  

Place the mortality on this foundation.  Medium-sized animals 
like calves, pigs, or sheep can be placed in a single layer spaced 
just a few inches apart.  Larger animals like heifers and cows 
will need to be placed 18” – 24” apart.  In either case these 
should not be stacked on top of one another nor placed within 
2’of the edge of the pile or windrow.  After placing, and before 
covering, the carcass should be lanced or splayed to prevent 
the buildup of gases.    WARNING – if it has been unusually hot 
and the animal has been dead more than 12 hours the rumen 
may be under considerable pressure, so be careful not to be 
directly down-range from where you puncture the flesh.  

Once placed and poked, cover the carcass with another 2’ of 
carbon source – wood chips, sawdust, old silage, etc.  If you 
have been paying attention, you have no doubt noticed that 

(Continued on page 15) 
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the “2’” comes up pretty often.  In fact, you could probably say 
it is the Rule of 2’s: 2’ of chips below, 2’ of carbon source 
above, and 2’ of carbon source all around.  Personal experience 
has shown that manger sweepings work really well here espe-
cially if they are in contact with the carcass.  Manger sweepings 
typically contain a lot of readily digestible sugars, starches, and 
proteins, and these are good for jump starting the bacterial 
processes.   If odors, flies, scavengers, or vermin become a 
problem, increase the thickness of the capping layer. 

Since we live in a climate where lack of water is not commonly 
an issue (see fall 2018), the cap layer should be shaped to shed 
water.  In a drier year you can flatten, or even dish, the top of 
the pile or windrow to collect rainwater and allow it to soak 
into the pile.  Lastly, mark the date of the pile or end of the 
windrow on the calendar, your smartphone, or place a wire 
marker flag with the date written on it at the base. 

 
Stage 1, Stage 2  

After capping, the pile or windrow should sit undisturbed for 
the next 2- 6 months depending on the largest animal in the 
pile.  Larger animals require longer periods to completely com-
post.  In the meantime keep an eye on the pile for odors, flies, 
exposed carcass parts, etc. and recap as needed. 

Falling internal temperatures signal the end of Stage 1. By this 
time all the flesh should be gone leaving you with little more 
than bones, hide, and hair.   To begin Stage 2, turn the pile or 
windrow with a bucket tractor or payloader, and recap with 
more carbon source (chips, sawdust, silage) to cover any ex-
posed carcass parts. 

Because this material likely contains various environmental 
microbes and mold spores this should be done with cabbed 
equipment operating from an upwind position.  At the very 
least, the operator should be wearing a dust mask or respirator 

to prevent inhalation hazards.   

Allow this to sit another 4 – 6 months.  Internal temperatures 
should again reach 110° to 120°F and then cool off by the time 
Stage 2 finishes. At this time the material may be reused as 
base material for a new pile or remove the large bones and 
spread on crop fields.  It is not recommended that this material 
be spread on any fields producing a crop for direct human con-
sumption (table top, fresh market) or where pets or small chil-
dren may come in direct contact with it. 

The separated bones may be used as structure for the next 
pile, sold for processing and used as a fertilizer, or, as some 
have recommended, placed in hedgerows and woods to serve 
as a calcium and phosphorus source for various wildlife (as do 
deer antlers).  Since they tend to be very brittle after a year of 
composting it is not recommended that they go directly back 
on the field.  Normal tillage and harvesting equipment can 
shatter these bones leaving shards in the field to puncture trac-
tor or truck tires, or worse, end up in the TMR and pierce the 
gut wall and/or major organ of the livestock.  

 
 
So…  
...now you know.  Yesterday is past, today is a new day, and the 
perfect time to tweak your composting technique. 
The Cornell Waste Management Institute has a free full color 

poster available: https://ecommons.cornell.edu/bitstream/

handle/1813/45866/compostingmortalityhowto.pdf?

sequence=2&isAllowed=y  

(Continued from page 14) 

https://ecommons.cornell.edu/bitstream/handle/1813/45866/compostingmortalityhowto.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
https://ecommons.cornell.edu/bitstream/handle/1813/45866/compostingmortalityhowto.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
https://ecommons.cornell.edu/bitstream/handle/1813/45866/compostingmortalityhowto.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
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Cornell Cooperative Extension of Livingston County 

NWNY Dairy, Livestock & Field Crops Team 

3 Murray Hill Drive 

Mount Morris, NY 14510 

Postmaster: 

Dated Material  

Please Expedite 

FEBRUARY 2019 

6 WNY Soybean Congress, 10:00 a.m.—3:00 p.m., Quality Inn & Suites, 8250 Park Road, Batavia,  
 see page 8.  Call Linda Risewick 585-343-3040, ext. 138.   

7 Finger Lakes Soybean. Congress, 10:00 a.m.—3:00 p.m.,  Quality Inn, 2468 NYS Route 414, 
 Waterloo, see page 8.  Call Linda Risewick 585-343-3040, ext. 138.   

20 Turning that Data Into Dollars - Precision Ag Workshop,  all day event, Genesee Community College, One College Rd., 
 Batavia NY.  Keynote Speaker:  Bob Stewart, Stewart Farms, “Our Farm’s Precision Ag Experience:  What Works For Us and 
 What Still Needs Work.”  See page 18.  

27 Forage Congress, 10:00 a.m.—3:30 p.m., *New Location* Livingston County Auditorium, 1 Murray Hill Drive, Mt. Morris, 
 see page 13.  Registration materials will be mailed soon, so check your mailbox, inbox, and/or our website for details:  
 https://nwnyteam.cce.cornell.edu/event.php?id=804. 

 

March 2019 

7 Soil Health Workshop, 9:00 a.m.- 2:00 p.m., King’s Catering, 4031 State Route 5&20, Canandaigua NY.  Keynote speaker 
 Jim Hershey, “Managing for Healthier Soils and Cleaner Water”.  DEC and CCA credits, $20 pre-registered, $25 walk-ins, 
 includes lunch.  For complete program and registration details, http://www.canandaigualakeassoc.org/get-
 involved/soil-health-workshop/, or call 585-394-5030.   

7+14 Dairy Managers Training, 10:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m., CCE-Wyoming Co., 36 Center St., Suite B, Warsaw NY.  See page 12 for all 
 the details and registration info., or visit our website:  https://nwnyteam.cce.cornell.edu/event.php?id=823. 

 

12 +14 Pre-Exam Training Workshop & Test to Become a Certified Pesticide Applicator, 12:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m., CCE Wayne Co., 
15 exam   1581 Rt. 88 N., Newark NY  14513.  Pre-Registration Required by March 4, 2019, $55 for the training workshop (includes 
 lunch).  To register for the training workshop, contact Judy Glann, 315.331.8415, ext 117 or email 
 jmg358@cornell.edu.  You must register and pay for the exam separately ($100) by contacting the Bath DEC Office 
 607.622.8264.  See flyer on page 19 for complete details. 
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