INTRODUCTION

Many graziers are turning
toward biostimulants to boost
forage production and quality.
Spaying dilute raw milk onf
pastures is a novel, untested
practice that has recently
gained widespread prominenc
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‘The field experimentwas replicated on two diary farms using
a paired-comparison design with each pair of treatments (milk

ano milk control) repli

ted six times. Raw

milk was spayed on the pasture once, in June 2012, at the rate
0£20 gallons/ acre. Plots were sampled twice during 2012,

approximately 30 and 60 days post milk application

immediately prior to grazing. During each sampling event,
forage and soil samples were collected from 30 randomly

selected points within each experimental unit. Sample types

and measurements are diagramed below.

LD SAMPLES

Sa Samples (5]

ormgs Maws Servple

LAB MEASUREMES
sei

rorags Sumpes Sotarical Companition,
A s f—— )

Zaﬁa/‘mfw? @p&ﬁrﬁrz«&’ SUMMARY

FORAGE GROWTH PARAMETERS

METHODS

Perennial ryegrass was grown from seed in
12 polyurethane cylinders. After 21 days,
dilute milk was applied to the surface of half
of the cylinders at the rate of 20 gal/acre.
‘The growth rate and other characteristics of
the forage above ground and below ground
biomass (see results selection for list of
variables) was monitored for 43 days over
two cuttings.
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CONCLUSION

Even though an application of raw milk showed a positive

s tiller production and yield in the

found no affect of milk on pasture growth or

yield within the first 60 d unppm:mnmnwn~m
Thereare three possible explanations. Fi

conditions present during the summer of 2012 may hav e

inhibited any stimulatory effect milk might otherwise h

Second, the soils at these sites were already high in organic

matter, pH and mineral content. Perhaps a poor soil may have

n different results. Or third, there are generally too many
onmental variables in the field for the slight benefits we
found in the controlled environment of the greenhouse to be
expressed and be biologically or economically significant.
Ourresults would indicate that it probably would not be
nom |I[ndp[, nilk to pastures. However, additional field
studies und environmental and edaphic conditions
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