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Timely Tips 
Dr. Roy Burris, Beef Extension Professor, University of Kentucky 
 

Timely Tips for September 

Spring-Calving Cows 
● Begin evaluating heifer calves for herd replacements – or culling.  Each time you put them through the 

chute you can evaluate them for several traits, including their disposition. 
● When planning the preweaning working, consult with your veterinarian for advice on animal health 

products and procedures.  Some procedures which can be done now are pregnancy checking cows 
(which will allow time to make culling decisions prior to weaning time).  The remainder of the work, 
like booster shots, can be done at weaning time. 

● Limited creep feeding can prepare calves for the weaning process since they can become accustomed 
to eating dry feed.  This will especially benefit those calves which you are going to keep for a short 
postweaning period – like the CPH-45 program.  It’s time to start planning the marketing of this year’s 
calf crop. 

● Stresses associated with weaning can be minimized by spreading-out other activities commonly 
associated with weaning – like vaccinations, deworming and, perhaps, castration and dehorning (which 
should have already been done!).  Therefore, this month is a good time to do a “preweaning” working 
of cows and calves. 

 
Fall-Calving Cows 
 
● Watch for those calves which may come early and be prepared to care for them. 
● Fall-calving should start this month.  Get your eartags ready.  Cows should be moved to a clean, 

accessible pasture and be watched closely.  Tag calves soon after they are born and record dam ID and 
calf birthdate, etc.  Castration is less stressful when performed on young animals and calves which are 
intended for feeders can be implanted now, too. 
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● Move cows to best quality fall pasture after calving.  Stockpiled fescue should be available to these 
cows in November-December to meet their nutritional needs for milking and rebreeding. 

● Start planning now for the breeding season.  If using AI, order supplies, plan matings and order semen 
now. 

 
Stockers 
 
● Calves to be backgrounded through the winter can be purchased soon.  A good source is Kentucky 

preconditioned (CPH-45) calves which are immunized and have been preweaned and “boostered”. 
● Plan your receiving program.  Weanling calves undergo a great deal of stress associated with weaning, 

hauling, marketing, and wide fluctuations in environmental temperature at this time of year.  Plan a 
program which avoids stale cattle, get calves consuming water and high quality feed rapidly.  Guard 
against respiratory diseases and other health problems. 

 
General 
 
● Consider nitrogen application to fescue pastures for stockpiling early this month and allow them to 

grow and accumulate until November, or when other sources of grazing have been used up - so that 
grazing may be extended and feeding can be delayed.  To make best use of this pasture, put fall calvers 
or thin spring-calvers on this pasture and strip graze.  Consider seeding of winter animals in pastures 
which were damaged by drought. 

● Plan the winter feeding program.  Take forage samples of hay which you will feed this winter.  Request 
protein and TDN analysis so that supplemental feed needs may be estimated.  Don’t wait until you run 
out of feed in February to purchase extra feed.  Plan to minimize hay storage and feeding losses 
because feed is too expensive to waste. 

● Don’t graze sorghum or sudan pastures between the first frost and a definite killing frost because of the 
danger of prussic acid poisoning.  Johnsongrass in stalk fields can also be a problem after a light frost.  
Grazing can resume after the sorghum-type grasses have undergone a killing frost and dried up. 

 
Meet Mister Marenholtz 
Dr. Roy Burris, Beef Extension Professor, University of Kentucky 
 
I always say that I work more with people than cattle and I have met some really interesting people.  
Like Mr. Marenholtz, for example. He was one of a kind. 
 
I first met him in 1974 when I noticed him in the church that I was attending. Who was this older 
gentleman that showed up one Sunday and went to sleep as soon as he sat down? Turns out that he 
was well known in the farming community in south Mississippi. He had bought the old “Bilbo 
plantation” but couldn’t keep any workers to help him operate it. His work ethic was legendary – as 
was his frugality. 
 
Mr. Marenholtz, according to the locals, would run a tractor all day and break it down and overhaul 
it at night. He would be ready to go in the morning. I suppose he only slept on those rare occasions 
when he slowed down. You see he wasn’t from around there.  The “natives” weren’t accustomed to 
moving that fast. 
 



 
 

Mr. Marenholtz had beef cattle and we got to know each other well enough that he called me 
frequently – late at night. No, Mr. Marenholtz didn’t call me for advice. He couldn’t hear it thunder 
so our conversations were very one-sided.  He would just go on-and-on and every once in a while I 
would yell “is that right!” 
 
It was 1974 and calf prices were “in the toilet”. Mr. Marenholtz’s late night soliloquy centered on 
how he wouldn’t own a cow as long as calves were bringing 25 cents a pound. “You can buy a 300 
pound calf for seventy-five dollars and you can’t keep a cow a year for that.”   
“So I don’t have a cow.” 
 
“Is that right!” 
 
Or there was the time that he called telling me how much it costs to raise a crop of corn – on a per 
ear basis. And there was also the time that he was telling me about that day’s trip to the hardware 
store. It seemed that flat washers were over priced at 3¢ each. He proudly informed me that he 
promptly went to the bank, got a roll of pennies, then went home and drilled holes in them. 
 
“Saved two cents apiece!” 
 
“Is that right!” 
 
I respected Mr. Marenholtz’s work ethic but my biggest “take-away” from those conversations was 
the reminder to not “be so busy making a living that you forget to make a life.” Good advice to all 
of us! 
 
Tidbits 
 
I saw the following placard at a steakhouse recently.  It explains the cause of high beef prices and is 
“hoping that the market will soon correct itself”. We are enjoying record prices and hopeful that 
live animal prices will last for a while. It seems that time are changed. People used to “sell-out” 
because cattle weren’t worth anything, now people (especially older producers) are selling out 
because they are high! Thus, delaying the “recovery”. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

Can You Guess the Effect of PI Cattle On Health and Performance Outcomes?  
 Dr. Michelle Arnold, UKVDL 
 
A recent study was published1 addressing the long-term effects of the presence of persistently infected (PI) 
cattle among groups of calves throughout the feeding period. PI cattle are known to shed Bovine Viral 
Diarrhea (BVD) virus continuously and in large amounts throughout their lifetimes, spreading the virus to 
all cattle they contact. BVD virus is important due to its immunosuppressive effect that shuts down a calf’s 
ability to fight disease in the lungs. Does this negative effect last throughout the feeding period? Perhaps 
more importantly, how do these findings apply to backgrounded calves in KY? 

 
The Experiment 

 
 
Trial Details (see diagram):  The first trial involved 184 calves (steers and heifers) averaging 500 pounds 
from two Alabama farms and all were tested and declared BVD PI free (study did not specify if calves 
were weaned). They were divided equally into two groups of 92 head based on weight, sex, frame score, 
and farm of origin. Each group of 92 was loaded on a truck but to the second truck was added 2 known PI 
calves, one with Type 1 and one with Type II BVD infection. The calves were then trucked 1120 miles to 
Michigan and unloaded into two pens located 600 feet apart. Within 24 hours, all of the calves were 
processed and each received blackleg vaccine, Mannheimia toxoid (“One Shot”), pour-on dewormer, and 
an implant. In each of the two pens, half of the calves received a 5-way respiratory vaccine (IBR-PI3-
BRSV and 2 types of BVD) and half received a respiratory vaccine with IBR-PI3-BRSV but no BVD 
vaccine. Pen 2 had 2 known PI calves present throughout the feeding period. All calves were fed for 168 
days during the summer and fall then transported to slaughter. Throughout the feeding period, the calves 
were weighed and samples of blood, serum, and nasal swabs were collected and analyzed for BVD virus.  
Two calves died during the trial; one from each pen due to pneumonia. “Retreatment” was defined as a calf 
re-treated within 48 hours of first treatment. “Repull” was defined as treatment again at least 7 days after 
initial treatment. Drugs used for treatment were not given.   
 
The Quiz: 

Pens were 600 
feet apart 



 
 

 
1. Which pen had more calves treated for pneumonia, Pen 1 or Pen 2?  

Answer: Pen 2. Calves running with PI cattle during the feeding period (Pen 2) were twice as likely 
to be treated for pneumonia as were calves not exposed (Pen 1). 

2. Of all the treated calves, calves in which pen required retreatment (a second shot of antibiotic 
within 48 hours of the first dose) most often? 
Answer: Pen 2. Calves treated for pneumonia and running with PI calves in the same pen were 5.7x 
more likely to require retreatment than those with no PI exposure.  

3. Among all calves treated for pneumonia, which pen had the most repulls (2nd dose of antibiotic at 
least 7 days after the first treatment) or were the repull rates the same? 
Answer: The repull rate was the same for both pens. 

4. Which calves gained more in the first 30 days, Pen 1 or Pen 2?  
Answer: Pen 1. The average daily gain (ADG) was greater in the first month for calves not exposed 
to PI cattle; this coincides with the period when most of the sickness was observed.  

5. Which pen of calves gained better by the end of the 168 day feeding period (Pen 1 or Pen 2) or did 
they gain the same? 
Answer:  The ADG did not differ between treatment groups on day 168. This suggests calves in 
Pen 2 adjusted to the feedlot, developed immunity against disease, and recovered from illnesses 
allowing those calves to “catch up” (have compensatory weight gain). 

6. Of the calves treated for pneumonia at least once, were most vaccinated against BVD (Groups 1a 
and 2a) or not (Groups 1b and 2b) or were treatment rates the same? 
Answer: Treatment at least once for pneumonia was the same for calves that were and were not 
vaccinated against BVD virus. 

7. Of the calves treated for pneumonia at least once, which were less likely to require retreatment 
within 48 hours- those vaccinated or unvaccinated for BVD virus? 
Answer: Vaccinated.  Calves treated for pneumonia but had been vaccinated against BVD were 
57% less likely to require retreatment than those unvaccinated. 

8. In Pen 2, was the sickness rate higher, lower, or the same for calves vaccinated against BVD virus 
(Group 2a) as those not vaccinated with BVD virus (Group 2b)? 
Answer: Lower. Calves constantly exposed to PI cattle but administered a modified-live (MLV) 
BVD vaccine at arrival had less sickness than unvaccinated pen mates. 

 
Take Home Messages: 

 Pens with PI calves have more sickness and retreatments for pneumonia, at least during the first 30 
days, than pens without PI calves. 

 Early setbacks in weight gain due to sickness may be overcome (at least in this trial). 
 Vaccination with a modified-live BVD virus vaccine decreased the amount of sickness in a pen 

with PI exposure and decreased the need for retreatment in all cases of pneumonia. 
 The magnitude of the effect of constant PI exposure on the health and performance of calves 

depends on many factors, including the type and age of cattle, genetics, management practices, 
nutrition, immune status and additional stressors such as transportation, weather and presence of 
other diseases. 

 
Is it possible to apply these findings to backgrounded calves in KY? The effect of a PI calf in a pen of high 
risk calves largely depends on how “mean” or virulent the strain of BVD virus that the PI calf is carrying 
and spreading.  Not all BVD viruses are the same; some are relatively mild while others are extremely 



 
 

immunosuppressive and deadly.  BVD virus also has the ability to mutate or change into a meaner, 
deadlier form.  In KY, we must also deal with poor calf immunity due to deficiencies of essential trace 
elements such as selenium and copper, and other management problems such as weaning on the truck and 
leaving bulls intact forcing late castration that pose additional hazards for purchased calves.  Lastly, KY 
weather is a roller coaster of temperature and humidity throughout the year that can have a profound effect 
on health not observed in other parts of the US with more consistent weather patterns.  Ultimately, 
vaccination of calves against BVD virus in combination with identification and immediate removal of PI 
calves will minimize the effect of BVD virus on backgrounded cattle.   
 
1Source: Grooms DL, Brock KV, Bolin SR, et al. Effect of constant exposure to cattle persistently infected 
with bovine viral diarrhea virus on morbidity and mortality rates and performance of feedlot cattle. J Am 
Vet Med Assoc 2014;244:212-224. 
 
The Real Cost of Limiting Nutrients 
Dr. Les Anderson, Beef Extension Specialists, University of Kentucky 
 
Fall is rapidly approaching and all cow-calf producers need to access the body condition score (BCS) of 
their herd. Spring-calving cows are nearing weaning time and the fall is the most economical time to put 
weight back on. Now is also a key time to manage BCS score in fall-calving cows. Most realize the link 
between body condition score and reproductive rate but what is the economic impact of allowing BCS to 
decline? Each year producers faced the decision of how much money should I put into my cows? Can I 
afford to feed them? So, what is the cost of letting your cows get thin? What is more cost effective; 
reducing costs by limiting nutrition to your cows and living with reduced reproductive performance or 
feeding your cows to perform? 
 
Let’s use a real world example. The farm we will discuss consists of 100 fall-calving cows. The average 
body weight of these cows was about 1300 lbs. at a BCS of 5. These cows calved in good condition, 
averaging a BCS of a strong 5. However, lack of rain resulted in limited pastures and the producer began 
to feed hay approximately September 1st, which coincided with the onset of calving. The hay was below 
average in quality (TDN of 48, CP of 7%). Money was tight for this operation so they made the decision 
NOT to supplement these cows. Making the assumption that these cows were average lactating cows and 
that they would consume about 27 pounds of hay (as fed) daily, the hay provided only 82% of their 
maintenance energy needs and would result in a loss of one BCS in about 57 days. This producer decided 
to synchronize and AI his cows. On November 21st when the timed AI was performed, the average BCS 
had decreased, as predicted above, averaging a strong 4. Remember each BCS equals about 75 pounds so 
these cows were losing weight rapidly.  After the insemination, the bulls were turned out for 60 days then 
removed. The cows were diagnosed for pregnancy about 90 days after the insemination and their average 
BCS was a weak 4 so the cows likely lost another 30 pounds or so of body weight. Reproductive 
performance was terrible as only 29 conceived to the AI, 31 conceived via natural service, and 40 were 
OPEN! 
 
This example may seem exaggerated but this scenario actually occurred on a farm and is a real-world 
example of improperly managing body condition score. The question then becomes which was the more 
economical management scheme; no supplementation and reduced reproduction or supplementation to 
meet nutrient needs. To help determine this let’s first look at our losses.  In the above scenario, 40 cows 
were examined as open. Of these, let’s assume 7 would have been open regardless so 33 calves were lost 
due to the reduced input management. Let’s say these 33 calves (17 steers, 16 heifers) would have weaned 



 
 

at 525 pounds (550 for steers, 500 for heifers) so we lost 17,350 pounds of product. If we would have sold 
these calves last week they would have averaged about $215.52 cwt (average price for steers and heifers. 
Our lost income would be about $37,393 (173.5 x 215.52). 
 
Allowing the cows to lose weight likely also increased the cost per AI pregnancy. Our data from thousands 
of properly conditioned cows suggested that typically we achieve a 60% conception rate to AI and 92-93% 
overall pregnancy rate. The cost per cow to perform the insemination totaled approximately $40 ($10 
CIDR, $13 GnRH & PG, $5 technician, $12 semen) per cow or $4,000 total. The reproductive failure 
basically doubled the cost per pregnancy from $67 ($40/.60) to $138 ($40/.29) making it impossible for 
this operation to recoup the cost of the AI. 
 
What would it cost to supplement these cows to maintain their weight for this period of time? To meet 
their nutrient needs, these cows would need about 12 pounds of our soyhull/corn gluten supplement mixed 
at a ratio of 2:1 assuming a 1:1 substitution of supplement for hay intake. The cost of our supplement 
averaged $150 per ton for the feeding period which lasted from September 1st to bull removal on February 
1st or 123 days. So the cost of supplementation would be about $11,070 ($.075 per pound x 12 pounds x 
123 days x 100 cows = $11,070). If you back calculate, the break-even weaning weight for this level of 
supplementation is slightly less than 350 pounds. 
 
So what is cheaper? What if we would have separated the thin cows and fed them to match their nutrient 
needs? What if we would have taken the $4,000 we used for the AI and used it to purchase supplement? 
What if we had cut our hay earlier so that the TDN exceeded 55% (nutrient needs of the lactating cow) 
even though we would have made less hay? 
 
We could ask several more questions. We could consider several more options. The decision to 
supplement is pretty easy math. 
 
Kentucky Beef Cattle Market Update 
Dr. Kenny Burdine, Livestock Marketing Specialist, University of Kentucky 
 
Over the last couple months, the focus of most of my questions has shifted from “how long will these 
prices last” to “how low can these prices go”?  To put the recent market drop in perspective, the October 
CME© Feeder Cattle futures contract, which was trading around $220 for most of June is now trading in 
the mid-$190’s.  Based on state average prices, weaned calf prices have lost more than this on a per cwt 
basis in many markets since early summer. I really don’t think the fact that calves are cheaper has 
surprised that many people, but I do think many (including myself) have been surprised by how quickly 
things have changed. And, calf markets usually don’t reach their seasonal lows until October or November. 
 
My August update was largely focused on the July 1 Cattle Inventory report, which showed continued 
expansion of the US beef herd. While this is certainly at play in the current markets, I think it is a small 
factor at the present. For the most part, the growth that we have seen in beef cow inventory has not had 
time to impact beef production very much. However, cheaper feed and the resulting heavier slaughter 
weights are starting to change the beef supply picture somewhat. At the same time, production of pork and 
poultry are growing much faster. USDA-ERS, in their August Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry Outlook, 
estimated pork and poultry production up 8.1% and 4.5% respectively for the second half of 2015. These 
factors will continue to pressure beef prices in the coming months. 
 



 
 

It will be interesting to see if the lower calf prices have any impact on the pace of expansion this fall. July 
1 heifer retention estimates suggested continued expansion and beef cow slaughter continues to run below 
last year’s very low levels (see chart below). Despite the fact that calf prices have softened, they remain at 
profitable levels for most cow-calf operators. So, while the recent drop in the market may slow the pace of 
expansion slightly, most cow-calf operators are still likely to sell calves this fall on a very strong market by 
historical standards. The largest impact from lower calf prices may be what is paid for bred heifers this fall 
as those prices tend to move together. But, the big picture message is that the calf price environment is 
changing and producers should be thinking about managing their operations in a decreasing price 
environment the next several years. As we continue to grow this cow-herd, we will also likely continue to 
see lower calf prices until the incentive to expand is no longer there. 
 
 

 
Data Source: USDA-AMS and USDA-NASS 
Livestock Marketing Information Center  
 


