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= Providing dairy cows with pasture access may:
= |mprove lying time and reduce incidences of lameness
and mastitis (Charlton and Rutter, 2017).
= Reduce feed costs (Dillon et al., 2005).
= Address consumer concerns by allowing cows to express
natural behaviours (Prickett et al., 2010).

= Climate change can negatively impact pasture systems,
which rely on forage quality and quantity. Planting specific
varieties of forages has been linked to increased pasture
yield and resilience (Haughey et al., 2018; Papadopoulos et al., 2012).

= |n this study, the palatability of 10 different forage species
and 8 different forage mixes was tested.

[ OBJECTIVES |

= QObjective 1: Determine the voluntary dry matter intake
(DMI) of 10 forage species by dairy cows.

= QObjective 2: Determine the voluntary DMI and sorting
behaviour of 8 resilient forage mixes by dairy cows.

| MATERIALS & METHODS )

|F|S | 10x10 Latin Square design used to compare 10 cows
S |F| DMI of 10 forage species over 10 d.

10 Holstein cows naive to pasture and fresh forages
from Ontario Dairy Research Centre in Ontario, CA.

17-d adaptation period during which cows were
exposed to each forage species 3 times (2 forages/d).

F
M

M 8x8 Latin Square design used to compare 8 cows DM of
F | 8 forage mixes over 8 d.

=

Cows were fastedfor 2 h
before measuring voluntary |
fresh forage intake (FFI) ad
libitum over 30 min.

%,WThe foIIowmg 10 forage speues were harvested and sorted daily:

White

S Clover
(wc)
QOrchard

Grass
¥ (06)

&Y Brome

(M8)

= Trefoil
> (M)

Meadow Festulolium Timothy
FESCUE (FL) ()
(MF)

Table 1. Ratio of forage species in the 8 mixes.

8 Forage Mixes Ratio (%)

1. WC/MF 50/50

2. BT/MB 50/50

3. AL/TI 50/50

4. WC/MF/CH 40/30/30

5. AL/TI/CH 40/30/30

6. WC/BT/MF/OG 25/25/25/25

7. WC/RC/MF/CH 25/25/25/25

8. WC/BT/MF/MB/OG/CH 17/17/17/17/17/17

Birdsfoot Chicory

' (CH)

b\

Mixed linear

regression
model used to
compare forage
voluntary DMI and
FFI. Compositional
data analysis used
to determine forage
species proportions
consumed in mixes.

= No difference in DMI (average = 0.18 kg; P =
0.9) and FFI (average = 0.90 kg; P = 0.7)
between the 8 forage mixes.

= No preference in forage species within mixes
1,2,3,4,7, and 8.

Table 2. Proportion of fresh forage species
consumed within mixes 5 and 6.

Mix AL TI CH WC BT MF OG P-value
+ R R i R
5 45.8 27.8 26.5 0.001
+
6 B B 212 29.2 224 273 0.051

+Higher proportion consumed compared to the proportion
fed within the mixes.
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Figure 1. The average FFI (kg) of individual forage species by dairy cows
per 30 min period. Letters (a, b, and c) that are the same are not
significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Figure 2. The average DMI (kg) of individual forage species by dairy
cows per 30 min period. Letters (a, b, and c) that are the same are not
significantly different (P < 0.05).

= Dairy cows consumed more legumes (WC, BT,
RC, and AL) compared to forb (CH) and grass
species (Tl, FL, OG, MB, and MF).

= No difference in forage mixes consumed by
dairy cows, but cows did show a preference for
AL in mix 5 and BT in mix 6.

= Future research is needed to confirm similar
results on pasture.

CONCLUSION

= Dairy cows will likely consume the resilient
forage mixes on pasture, but they may sort for
specific legume species.
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