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Bale Feeding Sites 
→ Bale feeding sites may affect water quality when runoff or leachate from the site enters bodies 

of water such as creeks or water supplies such as wells. 
 

K-State Summary of Bale Feeding Sites 
→ Soil phosphorous increased in the area surrounding the bale 
feeding site (10 ft) 
→ Increases in soil fecal E Coli concentrations were observed up to 
100 feet away from the feeding site during the feeding period. E Coli 
concentrations decreased after cattle removal. 
→ Fecal E Coli was still detected 10 Ft away from bale feeders three 
months after feeding ceased. 
 
Good Stewardship Practices with Bale Feeding Sites 

→ Move the bale feeding site weekly 
→ Every two weeks stack waste hay and manure from feeding site in a stockpile for composting. 
→ Use other methods for feeding hay such as bale processing, unrolling or grinding. 
→ Place hay feeding sites at least 100 feet from waterways, streams, or ditches. 
→ Maintain vegetation between the hay feeding site and bodies of water or waterways. 

Learn more by visiting the Kansas Livestock Environmental Stewardship Website: 
http://www.oznet.ksu.edu/kles 

Influence of Bale Feeding Sites on Surface and Ground Water Quality 
K-State Research and Extension, Kansas State University 

Where and how we feed our livestock has a direct impact on daily gains. It also has a direct im-
pact on the water quality in our watershed streams. 
 
Usually when we talk about feeding areas we automatically picture confined areas with fences 
and dirt lots. Feeding areas are places where livestock are being fed on a regular basis in the 
same vicinity. Many times we put bale feeders along the lower end of the field which often is 
close to a source of water. With the dry conditions we have experienced this winter these areas 
have been relatively mud free; however during most winter seasons these areas become muddy 
bogs which affect animal performance. In research done by the University of Nebraska it was 
found that having livestock in shin deep mud we have a potential to lose 14 % of the normal 
gain and livestock in belly deep mud lose as much as 35 % of their potential gain. While these 
numbers may seem insignificant at first,  a cow in belly deep mud is using over 1/3 of the en-
ergy she is fed to move around and to maintain her body. Moving our feeding areas around or 
rolling out hay in the field is better for our livestock. Moving the feeding areas further from the 
stream is better for water quality. Only in the severest of winter storms do livestock need a shel-
tered area for feeding. 
 
Not only do these muddy areas cut our gains in the winter months but if we neglect to clean up 
the leftover hay and manure mounds they can affect our livestock and our streams well into the 
summer. The mounds left behind are a perfect area for hatching stable flies. Up to 364 flies per 
square foot hatch in the hay and manure.                            Continued on pg. 3 

Managing Feeding Areas 
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Continued from pg.3 
This number becomes significant when we realize that for each 8 foot bale feeder we can hatch over 1 
million stable flies. The immediate area around the feeder is not the extent of the area affected. The 
effects of the manure and scattered hay go about 50 feet beyond the edge of the bale feeder encom-
passing about 2800 square feet in which over 1 million stable flies can hatch. Not only are stable flies 
a nuisance as they bite livestock on the legs, research has shown that infestations of stable flies can 
reduce gains as much as 1/2 lb per head per day.                                                                                                          
 
To effectively control stable flies; mounds should be cleaned up and spread on fields before April 15. 
It is critical to get the area cleaned up early since a majority of the flies hatch in May and early June. 
Cleaning these areas prior to April 15 will also reduce the risk that bacteria and nutrients from the 

manure will leach into ground water or run off 
into draws or streams. 
 
Careful evaluation of  where to feed livestock as 
well as cleaning up any manure and hay mounds 
left behind are critical to the success of any live-
stock operation and to the protection of our 
streams. 
Adapted from publications distributed by Kansas State Uni-
versity Agricultural Experiment Station and Research Ex-
tension Service 

Grazing BMR Sorghum Through the Winter 
 
When Brad Windholz completed an environmental 
assessment of his farm and ranch operation, one of the 
things that stood out as a problem was the feeding op-
eration located next to a stream. That was an eye-
opening experience and the beginning of his interest in 
finding new ways to feed his livestock in the winter. 
Windholz, a rancher from the Marquette area, was the 
speaker on February 16th in the first of a series of win-
ter grazing workshops sponsored by Cheney Lake Wa-
tershed. Financial assistance for the workshop series 
has been provided by the State Conservation Commis-
sion, the Reno County Conservation District, and local 
businesses. Windholz plants brown mid-rib sorghum 
in the fall at a rate 
calculated to keep the 
stems fairly slender. 
By using electric 
fence that is moved 
each day, Windholz 
provides fresh feed to 
his cattle daily. 
Windholz laughed as 
he explained that his 
work moving the 
fence takes less time 
than it takes the neighbor to haul bales of hay with his 
tractor. In contrast, Windholz only needs a pair of 
gloves and good walking shoes vs. his neighbor who 
maintains tractors, balers, swathers, and other equip-
ment to put up and feed hay. 
Not only has the new feeding plan reduced the need 
for equipment, it has also made a major improvement 
in water quality by relocating the feeding operation 
from the stream bank to dispersed fields covered with 
vegetation. Windholz was joined by Dale Kirkham of 
the Kansas Rural Center who outlined simple meas-
ures that ranchers can implement that will help protect 
water quality. 

An aged farmer and his wife were 
leaning against their pigpen fence, 
when the woman wistfully recalled that 
next week would mark their golden an-
niversary. “Let’s have a party, Homer,” 
she said, “Let’s kill and roast a pig.” 
The farmer scratched his head, “Gee 
Ethel,” he finally answered with a big 
smile, “I don’t see why the pig should 
take the blame for 
something that 
happened 50 years 
ago.” 

Brad Windholz and friend 
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Plant that Field to Forage 
 
As fuel and fertilizer prices rise, farmers start to look 
for alternatives to traditional grain crops. One good 
option may be to convert crop acres to forage for graz-
ing or hay production. An added benefit is the protec-
tion of water quality in our watershed streams. 
 
Gary Kilgore reports a marked increase in interest 
from producers this winter when it comes to forages 
replacing grain crops. Kilgore is one of the speakers in 
the Cheney Lake Watershed grazing workshop series 
this winter. 
 
Annual forages may provide the quickest and easiest 
way to begin experimenting with forages. Besides the 
stalwarts such as wheat pasture, triticale, and forage 
sorghums, there are lots of annual crops that have 
good grazing or haying potential. Local producers are 
successfully using crabgrass, canola, Austrian winter 
peas, cowpeas, hairy vetch, rye, turnips, and others. 
Annual forages within a crop rotation can provide 
water quality benefits if they provide ground cover at 
times the soil would ordinarily be bare. Annual for-
ages may also be used to provide rest for native pas-
tures resulting in better grass stands. 
 
The greatest water quality benefit is gained with the 
planting of permanent or semi-permanent forages. 
With the elimination of tillage and an increase in 
ground cover through the year, the potential for soil 
erosion and nutrient loss decreases. Possible choices 
for permanent forages include a native grass mix, 
Eastern Gamagrass, brome, Bermuda grass, and oth-
ers. Producers should consider the cost and time for 
establishment, soil suitability, and productivity. Plan-
ning assistance for developing permanent forages is 
available from KSU Extension or from Chris Tecklen-
berg, our local NRCS range specialist. 
 
State cost share programs or EQIP can provide partial 
funding to establish many permanent forages. Within 
the Cheney Watershed, additional funds are available 
from the City of Wichita. Check with your local con-
servation district for funds that will be available in 
July 2006. 
 
 

Farming programs play a part in 
reducing nutrients  

But NRCS chief points out that money alone 
will not solve environmental problems stem-
ming from agriculture 
“Everybody thinks that you solve environmental prob-
lems with money. It is not money that solves environ-
mental concerns. It is action. It is putting conservation 
on the ground. So it is really about how efficient and ef-
fective you are able to be in that.” says Bruce Knight, 
chief of the USDA’s Natural Resource Conservation Ser-
vice, in a recent interview with the Bay Journal. 
 
Funding for farm conservation programs has increased 
80 percent since the passage of the 2002 Farm Bill. 
Nonetheless, Knight acknowledged a still growing de-
mand for conservation funding all across the nation. Dur-
ing recent “listening” sessions conducted by the USDA to 
get input on the next farm bill, Knight said it was “clear 
there is a great deal of support for conservation.” 
 
Some of the dissatisfaction with conservation funding 
levels may be related to the fact that Congress has not 
funded programs to the level called for in the Farm Bill 
legislation. Funding for conservation in the past two 
years has stabilized, and for some programs slightly de-
clined. 
 
To help target programs to meet local water quality ob-
jectives, Knight said the NRCS this year is switching to a 
watershed-based approach for implementing its pro-
grams. In addition, the NRCS is conducting an assess-
ment of watersheds to determine the actual potential for 
various conservation programs to restore wetlands or 
control runoff—and how receptive farmers in that water-
shed would be to those programs. (The Cheney Lake 
Watershed is one of twelve watersheds nationwide in-
cluded in this multi-year assessment.) 
 
That information, Knight said, will help the NRCS to 
avoid what he calls “random acts of conservation kind-
ness” which may provide minimal benefits, and instead 
move toward a more targeted method of implementing 
programs to show results. Then, Knight said, “folks at 
the local level can say, we’d really like NRCS to put a 
little more money on this watershed versus this water-
shed. And with that data, people even within those wa-
tersheds will agree with those decisions.” 
 
Historically, it has often been difficult to show water 
quality improvements from farm conservation programs, 
in part because they are voluntary, and those requested 
by a farmer may not be the ones that provide the great-
est benefit.                                  Continued on page 5 

Eastern Gamagrass in Reno County 
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Year-Round Grazing 
 

  Gary Kilgore finds it particularly “irksome” to see cat-
tle being fed hay right next to a field of ungrazed crop 
residue. “Livestock”, Kilgore says, “should be grazing as 
much as possible.” Gary Kilgore was the fourth speaker 
in the Grazing Workshop series sponsored by Cheney 
Lake Watershed in Pretty Prairie this winter. Kilgore is 
an Agronomist for Kansas State Research and Extension 
in the SE Area office at Chanute. 
  As Kilgore outlined justifications for year-round graz-
ing, he emphasized health of the cattle, better distribu-
tion of livestock waste, less expense, and less need for 
concentrated feeding areas. With many types of forage 
available to Kansas producers, it can be quite feasible to 
develop grazing calendars that match the year-round 
requirements of the animals. 
  Kilgore reviewed several basic concepts for using for-
ages. 

1. The commodity is forage not milk or meat. 
2. It’s important to use reliable information not 

good advertising when choosing a forage. 
3. The timeliness of all forage operations is criti-

cal whether it be grazing, harvesting, planting, 
fertilization or other operations. 

4. The best choice is a species adapted to your 
area, not the one that worked the best else-
where. 

5. You should match the forage to the needs of 
your livestock. 

6. Soil tests at least every three years are a must. 
You need to base a fertility program on soil 
tests and you must take action if the pH is not 
right. 

7. Legumes can be a good choice for haying, fer-
tility, grazing, or cover crops. 

8. It’s important to have 
some stored feed on 
hand to bridge 
difficult periods  
of drought, ice, 
etc. when grazing 
is not feasible or 
desirable. 

9. Cell grazing can 
improve utiliza-
tion of forages 
since cattle have less opportunity to trample the 
forage. 

  Kilgore presented a host of information on cool season 
and warm season forages that work well in Kansas. 
However, he noted that the selection of a forage species 
depends upon the preferences of the producer. 

Gary Kilgore 

Continued from page 4 
 
In addition, they have often been scattered across water-
sheds, diluting their effect. The NRCS ranks projects by 
their environmental benefit before funding them, but 
Knight said even with its new watershed system, there is 
only so far the agency can go in pushing programs on 
landowners. 
 
“If we are out there telling people this is where you need 
to make your priorities as a producer, then we are sound-
ing a lot more regulatory than helping,” he said. “I never 
let perfect be the enemy of the good. As long as each and 
every year we are giving as many farmers and ranchers 
and private landowners as we can an opportunity to put 
good conservation on the ground, I’m confident that we 
are making progress on that.”  
 
Further, Knight said, the interaction with the farmer gives 
NRCS staffers an opportunity, over time, to encourage 
the implementation of other measures. “We’re always 
looking for opportunities, using progressive planning to go 
back, revisit that and address those things,” he said. 
 
Attention nationwide is turning to the next Farm Bill, 
which is scheduled for action in 2007, but some speculate 
action could be put off. Some, including the Farm Bureau, 
the nation’s largest farming organization, have urged ex-
tending current legislation rather than writing a new bill. 
 
Right now, Knight said it is too early to say what will hap-
pen with the next Farm Bill. The USDA has been conduct-
ing listening sessions around the nation to get input, and 
Knight said he expects Johanns later this year to lay out 
more details about the administration’s plans for the leg-
islation. But Knight said he expects there will be a bill. 
 
“I have watched farm bills for many years and generally 
the first wave of reaction almost invariably, about a year 
or year and a half out, is maybe we really don’t need 
one,” he said. “And every time, folks still proceed with 
one.” 
 

 

Adapted from an article about the use of farming pro-

grams in the Chesapeake Bay published in the February 

issue of the Bay Journal and written by Karl Blankenship  
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