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Simple Summary: Canadian grasslands are recognized for providing high quality forage for grazing
livestock and wildlife. The study was conducted on a re-established pasture in a Western Canadian
semi-arid climate to investigate the effect of pasture species mixture and grazing management on
pasture productivity, animal performance, and soil carbon sequestration. Pasture productivity and
animal response were independent of pasture mixture but affected by grazing management. Average
pasture dry matter productivity was greater with deferred-rotational grazing while pasture quality
and animal gain were higher with continuous grazing. Soil carbon change varied with pasture seed
mixture and grazing management interaction where pasture with 7-species mixture under continuous
grazing had the lowest soil carbon gain.

Abstract: The objective of the study was to determine the effect of type of pasture mix and grazing
management on pasture productivity, animal response and soil organic carbon (SOC) level. Pasture
was established in 2001 on 16 paddocks of 2.1 ha that had been primarily in wheat and summer
fallow. Treatments consisted of a completely randomized experimental design with two replicates:
two pasture mixes (7-species (7-mix) and 12-species (12-mix)) and two grazing systems (continuous
grazing (CG) and deferred-rotational grazing (DRG)). Pasture was stocked with commercial yearling
Angus steers (Bos Taurus, 354 + 13 kg) between 2005 and 2014. All pastures were grazed to an
average utilization rate of 50% (40% to 60%). Average peak and pre-grazing pasture dry matter
(DM) yield and animal response were independent of pasture seed mixture but varied with grazing
management and production year. Average peak DM yield was 26.4% higher (p = 0.0003) for pasture
under DRG relative to CG (1301 kg ha~'). However, total digestible nutrient for pasture under
DRG was 4% lower (p < 0.0001) as compared to CG (60.2%). Average daily weight gain was 18%
higher (p = 0.017) for CG than DRG (0.81 kg d 1), likely related to higher pasture quality under CG.
Soil carbon sequestration was affected by seed mixture X grazing system interaction (p < 0.004).
Over the fourteen years of production, pasture with 7-mix under CG had the lowest (p < 0.01) average
SOC stock at 15 cm (24.5 Mg ha=1) and 30 cm depth (42.3 Mg ha—1). Overall, the results from our
study implied that increasing species diversity for pasture managed under CG may increase SOC
gain while improving animal productivity.
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1. Introduction

Native prairie grasslands are recognized as important resources in producing quality forage for
Canadian beef production. About 96% of the remaining 11.4 million ha of the native grassland and
rangeland are used for grazing by livestock and wildlife [1]. Clayton et al. [2] indicated that prior
to their conversion into cropland, it is estimated that about 61.5 million ha of Canadian prairie soils
were covered by native grassland vegetation. Given the diverse and essential ecological resources
and services provided by native grasslands [3,4], there have been, over the past decades, several
federal and provincial initiatives in Canada to revegetate marginal annual croplands to perennial
forage production [5-7]. Restoration and maintenance of native prairie grasslands can also provide
an opportunity to mitigate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions through soil organic carbon (SOC)
sequestration [8-10]. Furthermore, management practices (e.g., grazing, burning, and fertilization)
have been shown to influence carbon (C) sequestration of rangeland [8,10]. Therefore, improved
grassland management practices that increase net accumulation of C in grasslands are gaining attention
for their potential to minimize the rising concentration of atmospheric carbon dioxide.

In Western Canada, forage species for grazing and hay production are predominantly seeded
as either monocultures of grass or legume or as a binary grass-legume mix [11]. However, pasture
seeded to a diverse seed mixture is considered as a comparatively productive and moreover more
sustainable option [12,13]. Several ecological studies reported that plant species diversity /richness
could: increase plant community stability and dry matter (DM) yield [13-16], contribute to greater
forage intake by grazing animals [17], increase milk production [16,18,19], affect nitrogen excretion [20],
improve root mass and soil fertility [14], have resilience to weed incursion [21], and increase SOC
sequestration [22,23]. In addition to the positive association between annual DM yield and the
number of plant species planted [13,24,25], Tilman et al. [26] and Schellenberg et al. [6] reported
that pasture with species mixture of differing maturities (e.g., cool- and warm-season plant species)
have the potential to provide higher quality of forage for an extended grazing season. However,
others [16,27,28] questioned the lack of consistent benefit from increased plant diversity and the
challenges in managing diverse species. This implies that there is a knowledge gap in how the concept
of species diversity relate to managed and grazed pasture ecosystems.

Selection of proper grazing management is important to attain economic benefits while
maintaining the health of pastureland and grazing animals. For example, Conant et al. [10] reported
that soil C sequestration can be increased on average by 0.28 Mg ha~! year~! following improved
grazing practices (including lower stocking rates, seasonal grazing and rotational or short-duration
grazing) and by 0.87 Mg ha~! year~! after conversion of cropland into pastureland. For Canadian beef
production systems, a recent survey [29] indicated that 66% of the beef producers are using continuous
grazing on native pastureland and the remaining 34% are using management-intensive rotational
grazing. The benefits associated with the use of continuous or rotational grazing system have been a
debate among researchers in the area [30,31]. Rotational grazing strategies have been promoted as a
way to enhance vegetation and improve the sustainability of native grass-based pasture systems by
increasing nutrient cycling [32]. However, ruminants are selective feeders and, thus, the performance
of an individual can be higher under continuous than rotational grazing [32,33]. Others [34] reported
no difference in animal performance (average daily gain, ADG) between short-duration and rotational
grazing with comparable stocking rate. A review of rangeland studies [35] indicated mixed evidence
with 92% of the studies reporting similar or greater individual animal responses with continuous
than rotational grazing and 84% of the studies reporting similar or greater animal gain per unit land
area with continuous compared to rotational grazing. Overall, the environmental and economic
sustainability of each system depends on the management it receives [30,31].

The objectives of our study were to determine the effect of forage pasture mixture (7-species (7-mix)
and 12-species (12-mix)) and grazing management (continuous grazing (CG) and deferred-rotational
grazing (DRG)) on pasture productivity and quality, animal performance and SOC change in a Western
Canadian semi-arid climate. We hypothesized that seeded native pasture with 12-mix would yield
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more herbage with better quality, better animal responses and greater SOC as compared to 7-mix under
different grazing strategies.

2. Materials and Methods

All experimental procedures were reviewed and approved by the Animal Care and Use
Committee at the Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Swift Current Research and Development
Centre (ACC 9850303) under the guidelines of the Canadian Council on Animal Care [36].

2.1. Study Site

The experiment was conducted between 2005 and 2014 at the Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada,
Swift Current Research and Development Centre near Swift Current (lat. 50025'N, long. 107044'W;
elevation 825 m), Saskatchewan, Canada. The soil was classified as a Swinton silt loam, an Orthic
Brown Chernozem [37]. A completely randomized design was used with two replicates: two pasture
seed mixtures (7-mix and 12-mix) and two different grazing systems: continuous grazing (CG) and
deferred-rotational grazing (DRG). As details on pasture establishment and grazing management have
been reported previously [5,6,38], only a brief description will be provided below.

2.2. Pasture Establishment

In spring of 2001, pasture was established on 33.6 ha of land (16 paddocks with 2.1 ha each) that
was cropped since first cultivation in the 1920s. Seeding of native grass species (Table 1) was conducted
on standing stubble, after any established weeds were removed by applying glyphosate the fall prior
to seeding. The native grass seed mixture treatments consisted of a 7-species (7-mix) and 12-species
(12-mix) mixture (Table 1). The 7-mix contained six species of native cool-season grass and one native
legume species (purple prairie clover), whereas the 12-mix contained the 7-mix, plus an additional
three species of native warm-season and two cool-season grasses. The seeding rate for the 7-mix and
12-mix treatments was 9.5 and 9.0 kg ha™!, respectively, seeded in combination with a disk drill with
22.5 cm row spacing at 0.6 cm depth. To avoid bridging in the seeder and foster initial growth, 18 and
34 kg ha~! of 11-55-00 (N:P:K) fertilizer was applied in 2001 as a seed carrier for the 7-mix and 12-mix
seed mixture, respectively. No fertilizer has been applied thereafter.

The sixteen paddocks were fenced after seeding in 2001. Between 2002 and 2004 another grazing
study was conducted that investigated productivity and change in botanical composition of the
pastures with different rates of utilization under continuous grazing [5,6]. The current study was
conducted between 2005 and 2014. Pastures were stocked with commercial yearling Angus steers
(Bos Taurus; 354 =+ 13 kg). Four paddocks (two 7-mix and two 12-mix) were used for a CG system
(Figure A1l). There were three groups in the DRG system that started grazing at a different grazing
season period (spring, summer, or fall) at the start of the study. Each group consisted of four pastures
(two 7-mix and two 12-mix), and over the course of three years all three grazing season periods
occurred for each pasture type. For example, for a paddock with grazing started in spring of 2004,
summer of 2005, and fall of 2006, the second cycle of the grazing season period for that specific paddock
started in spring of 2007.

Weather data (monthly air temperature and rainfall) for the study period and long-term average
at the experiment site were obtained from the weather station located near Swift Current, Canada
(Table 2).
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Table 1. Species name of the two native plant mixtures and seeding rate of each species.
Pasture Mixture Mixture Species Name S(l‘;ii“f_%;‘?
Western wheatgrass (Pascopyrum smithii (Rydb.) Barkworth & D.R.) P 14
Northern wheatgrass (Elymus macrourus (Turcz. ex Steud.) Tzvelev) b 14
7 -mix Awned wheatgrass (Elymus trachgcaulus (Link) Gould & Shin. ssp 14
(7 species) subsecundus (Link) A.&D. Love.)

Slender wheatgrass (Elymus trachycaulus (Link) Gould subsp. Trachycaulus) b 14
June grass (Koeleria macrantha (Ledeb.) Schult.) b 14
Green needle grass (Nassella viridula (Trin.) Barkworth) b 14
Purple prairie clover (Dalea purpurea Vent.) ¢ 14
Western wheatgrass (Pascopyrum smithii (Rydb.) Barkworth & D.R.) b 8
Northern wheatgrass (Elymus macrourus (Turcz. ex Steud.) Tzvelev) b 8
Awned wheatgrass (Elymus trachycaulus (Link) Gould & Shin. ssp 8

subsecundus (Link) A.&D. Love.)
Slender wheatgrass (Elymus trachycaulus (Link) Gould subsp. trachycaulus) ® 8
12-mix June grass (Koeleria macrantha (Ledeb.) Schult.) ® 8
(12 species) Green needle grass (Nassella viridula (Trin.) Barkworth) b 8
Purple prairie clover (Dalea purpurea Vent.) ¢ 8
Needle and thread grass (Hesperostipa comata (Trin. & Rupr.) Barkworth) b 8
Canada wildrye (Elymus canadensis L.) b 8
Little Bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium (Michx.) Nash) d 8
Blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis (Willd. ex Kunth) Lag. ex Griffiths) d 8
Prairie sandreed (Calamovilfa longifolia (Hook.) Scribn.) d 8

2 PLS = pure live seed; b Cool-season (C3) grass species; © Native legume species; d Warm-season (Cy) grass species.
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Table 2. Mean annual temperature and precipitation received during the experimental period in 2005-2014 and a long-term average (30 years) at the experimental site
near Swift Current, SK, Canada.

Item Months 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 30
March -10 —-41 06 —23 =55 12 81 17 -84 —65 —42
April 6.4 8.6 4.7 2.9 42 6.1 2.8 55 —-05 37 47
May 97 123 116 108 100 82 9.5 9.9 127 110 109
June 146 162 159 141 146 155 144 158 154 136 154
July 183 212 229 178 170 171 183 200 171 182 187
Temperature (°C) August 164 192 177 180 168 166 183 193 191 182 178
September 122 127 117 123 170 109 154 142 154 125 120
October 6.5 2.4 6.8 7.5 2.1 8.1 7.5 3.2 4.2 8.2 5.8
November—February -64 -54 -84 -88 -92 -94 -84 —-48 -94 -88 89

Growing season (April-October) 120 132 130 119 117 11.8 123 126 119 122 122
Grazing season (June-September)  15.4 173 171 15.6 16.4 15.0 16.6 17.3 16.8 15.6 16.0

Annual 4.8 5.6 49 3.8 3.3 3.9 3.7 6.8 3.1 3.7 3.8

March 282 142 209 113 7.6 0.9 207 221 28.5 18.7 17.7

April 260 194 186 175 152 514 318 42 25.3 39.1 213

May 224 435 373 322 251 1116 665 1019 13.6 335 444

June 1232 999 56.0 1427 378 1263 1169 1134 113.0 116.0 747

July 214 263 121 705 51.8 759 68.6 220 53.5 335 519

Precipitation (mm) August 521 241 234 718 613 958 357 10.9 176 1056 435
September 407 669 235 201 225 993 11.3 6.8 484 408 322

October 9.4 158 140 138 276 9.7 372 212 6.4 173 188

November-February 537 716 361 481 486 676 68.7  66.3 699 429 621

Growing season (April-October) 295 296 185 369 241 570 368 318 278 386 287
Grazing season (June-September) 237 217 115 305 173 397 233 153 233 296 202
Annual 377 382 242 428 298 639 457 407 376 447 367
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2.3. Animal and Grazing Managemnet

Grazing period started in June and ended by August for CG and lasted until the end of September
for DRG. This corresponds to the common grazing season in southern Saskatchewan that extended
between June and end of September (90 to 120 days long). For both grazing systems, average pasture
utilization rate was maintained at an average of 50% (40 to 60%) which allows for all pasture plant
species (i.e., cool and warm season grasses) to be grazed. According to Adams et al. [39], this is
the ecologically sustainable rate of utilization that allows carryover of biomass to maintain other
ecological functions. The number of animals on pasture and the number of grazing days were adjusted
to maintain this utilization rate, and was calculated as ((pre-grazing forage yield-residual forage yield
after grazing)/pre-grazing forage yield) x100. Yearling steers were blocked by body weight and
placed on each CG and DRG pastures. Steers were weighed after a 12 h fast at the start and end of the
grazing seasons to calculate ADG. Total live weight production per unit area (ha) was calculated as
ADG (kg ha™!) times grazing days (per ha) with grazing days equal to (total number of animals x
days on test)/pasture area (ha).

2.4. Sample Collection and Analyses

Each year, four movable pasture cages (1 x 1.5 m) were randomly distributed on each pasture
prior to the commencement of grazing (total of 64 cages) to measure pasture forage yield and quality
for the grazing season [40]. Pre-grazing pasture DM yield (end of June) was estimated according to
the procedure of Cook and Stubbendick [40] by taking ten representative 0.25 m? quadrat samples
(ten per pasture) randomly throughout the pasture. For estimation of maximum/peak forage DM
yield and pasture quality, plants in the 0.25 m? area inside the four cages were hand clipped to a
height of 2.5 cm above the soil surface at the end of July. At the beginning of the establishment of
the different pastures, the native and weed plant material was separated for each sample and plant
materials were dried (forced air oven) for 48 h at 60 °C for DM determination. However, after a
few years the native stands were established and no separation of the collected sample was needed.
At the end of the grazing season after the steers were removed, residual pasture yield for each grazed
field was determined using 0.25 m? quadrat square to estimate the utilization rate. In addition to
the movable cages, a permanent grazing enclosure (3.6 x 3.6 m) was located near the center of each
pasture that was excluded from grazing.

Samples for plant biomass and litter (all standing and fallen dead materials) were collected in
the fall of 2004, 2008, 2011, and 2014 (at the same time as soil sampling). Three random samples were
collected, two from areas adjacent to grazing enclosures and one from the inside of one of the four
grazing enclosures. All vegetation within a 0.25 m? quadrat was clipped at the ground level and the
surface soil was raked with a hand-fork to remove litter above the soil mineral surface. All material
collected was separated into live (any green material) and dead components (litter) and washed to
remove any soil material before oven-dried (60 °C for 48 h) for further analysis.

For all treatments, sub-samples of native plants taken from each grazing season forage yield
analysis were ground through a 1-mm screen Wiley mill (Thomas-Wiley, Philadelphia, PA) and
analyzed for organic matter (OM), OM digestibility (OMD), crude protein (CP), neutral detergent fiber
(NDF), acid detergent fiber (ADF) and mineral (total potassium). Neutral detergent fiber and ADF
were determined as described by Van Soest [41] using the ANKOM 2000 fiber analyzer (ANKOM
Technology, Fairport, NY) with the addition of sodium sulfate and «-amylase for NDF. Nitrogen (IN)
fraction in native plant vegetation and litter samples was determined using the Kjeldahl digestion
method [42]. The total Kjeldahl N was multiplied by 6.25 to determine the level of CP. Carbon fraction
was determined using the Leco Carbon Determinator [43].

In the fall of 2000, soil samples from all the sixteen pastures were collected from five different
locations and these sites were permanently marked for future sampling. At each site location, core
samples (6.3 cm cutting edge diameter) samples were taken at 0-15 cm and 15-30 cm depth, respectively.
Prior to sampling, all residues from the sampling spot were cut and removed. Analysis of soil samples
taken in 2000 indicated small variation within pastures and therefore, only three of the five sites
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within each pasture were subsequently sampled. As such, during 2004, 2008, 2011, and 2014 sampling
years, soil sample from three micro-sites within each pasture were taken and core samples from each
soil depth were pooled for analysis. All soil samples were bagged and initially stored at 2 °C until
further analysis.

Soil samples were analyzed for soil moisture, bulk density (BD), organic C and N using the
Methods Manual Scientific Support Section Analytical Chemistry Laboratory [44]. Soil bulk density
was determined for individual sample based on the fresh gross soil weight and moisture content.
Soil C stock was calculated as a product of the measured C (%), BD (g cm ™) and soil depth (cm) for
each sample. However, to compare management-induced changes in SOC, it is generally considered
appropriate to express C as an equivalent soil mass [45,46]. We therefore calculated SOC and N using
equivalent mass approach following Ellert and Bettany [45] and Ellert et al. [46] to attain an equivalent
soil mass of 4000 Mg ha~! at a 30 cm sampling depth.

2.5. Statisitcal Analysis

Data was analyzed as a 2 x 2 factorial design in a randomized complete block design with two
replications using SAS 9.3 Proc Mixed Model [47] to determine the effect of seed mixture (7-mix and
12-mix), grazing system (CG and DRG), production year and their interaction on pasture productivity
(maximum/peak and pre-grazing forage DM yield, forage biomass, litter), forage quality (OMD, NDE,
ADF, CP, DE), animal response (ADG, grazing/animal days, total live weight production, stocking
rate) and soil characteristics (C, N, BD, moisture). The model included the effect of seed mix, grazing
system, year and their interaction as a fixed effect and replication as a random effect. For DRG,
the effect of start of grazing season periods (spring, summer, or fall) was tested but the effect was not
significant and hence excluded from the model. Sub-samples from each pasture were averaged and
mean values were used for analysis. Residual plots were used to check the validity of the underlying
statistical assumptions of homogeneity of variances and normality. Univariate procedure was used
to determine if the difference of mean estimates was different from zero (p < 0.05). Tendency for
significance was determined at p < 0.10. A simple correlation analysis was conducted to determine the
relationship between climate variables (precipitation and temperature) and pasture productivity and
quality and SOC.

3. Results

3.1. Climatic Condition

Growing conditions varied over the nine years study period (2005 to 2014; Table 2). While the
mean May and June temperature was similar to the long-term average throughout the experimental
period, the mean March temperature was 5.4 °C in 2010 and 5.9 °C in 2012 above the long-term average
(—4.2 °C). Furthermore, the July temperature in 2007 was 4.2 °C above the long-term average (18.7 °C).
Annual mean temperature was 0.1 °C to 0.7 °C below long-term average in 2009, 2013, and 2014 but
0.1 °Cto 3 °C above average in 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2012. Average growing season (April-October)
temperature was 1.0 °C (2006), 0.9 °C (2007) and 0.4 °C (2012) higher than the long-term average for
the season (12.2 °C). The mean July and August rainfall in 2007 was 2040 mm lower as compared
to the long-term average. However, the mean May and June rainfall in 2010 was 52-67 mm higher
than the long-term average. Annual mean rainfall was also varied among the experimental year, lower
than long-term average (367 mm) in 2007 and 2009 but higher than long-term average in 2008, 2010,
2011, and 2014 (Table 2). Growing season (April-October) rainfall in 2010 was 50% higher than the
long-term average (287 mm) for the season.

3.2. Effcet of Seed Mixture

The effect of seed mixture on pasture productivity and cattle performance and pasture quality
is shown in Tables 3 and 4, respectively. Maximum/peak, pre-grazing pasture and animal response
(ADG and total live weight production per unit area) were independent of pasture seed mixture.
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However, there was a trend (p < 0.06) for an interaction of seed mixture and grazing system for
maximum/peak and pre-grazing forage DM yield and stocking rate. Average pre-grazing pasture
DM yield was higher (p = 0.057) for the 12-mix under DRG (1496 kg ha~') and lower for the 12-mix
under CG (756 kg ha~!; Table 3). Furthermore, there was no interaction effect between pasture seed
mixture and production year on peak and pre-grazing pasture DM yield (Table 3). However, pasture
DM yield varied (p < 0.002) over the experimental year with the lowest pre-grazing pasture biomass
yield observed in 2013 (737.2 kg DM ha~') and 2014 (780.4 kg DM ha~!). Pasture seed mixture had
no effect on animal responses: ADG (p = 0.75), number of grazing/animal days per ha (p = 0.12) and
total live weight produced per unit area (p = 0.19; Table 3). However, ADG and total live weight per ha
varied (p < 0.001) among the experimental year, which could be related to the observed variations in
forage DM yield and quality.

With regard to pasture forage quality, seed mixture had no effect on OMD and CP (Table 4).
However, TDN (related to pasture ADF) tended to be higher (p = 0.065) for pasture with 7-mix (59.5%)
than 12-mix (58.5%). Total pasture phosphorus content varied (p < 0.03) between seed mixture with the
7-mix having 13.3% higher total phosphorus as compared with 12-mix (1.5 g kg~! DM). A three-way
interaction (seed mix x grazing system X year, p = 0.03) was observed for pasture NDF (Table 4) where
the highest value (64.4% DM) was observed for the 7-mix under CG in 2011 and the lowest (47.6% DM)
for 7- and 12-mix under CG in 2014 (Figure A2).

Table 3. The effect of seed mixture (7-mix, 12-mix), grazing system (continuous grazing (CG), deferred
rotational grazing (DRG)) and production year (Yr) on pasture productivity and animal response.

Maximum/Peak Pre-Grazing

Item ? Forage DM Yield Pasture DM (S:Iljll\(/lll;lgalila )t i G];zzl:gfﬁl;l;n;al (kA?lE;l ) (k 1;1[:1]1) e
(kgha=)®  Yield (kgha™") yep 8 8
Seed mixture (SM)
7-mix 1493.7 1111.0 3.64 57.0 0.89 50.9
12-mix 1451.4 11265 3.69 62.7 0.91 57.8
SEM 98.8 87.5 0.290 3.6 0.071 3.68
Grazing system (GS)

CG 1300.6 7 855.20 2.80° 56.2°0 0.994 56.0
DRG 1644.4° 1382.24 45317 6347 0.81° 52.7
SEM 90.2 78.8 0.252 3.6 0.071 3.55

Year (Yr)

2005 1861.7 2 981.6 % 322 69.0 0.62° 3407
2006 1214.2 be 1153.5¢ 3.78 % 51.6 0.91% 47.7bc
2007 1393.0¢ 1069.4 2 351% 55.0 071t 3897
2008 1600.8 @ 1307.14 4291 58.5 0.68° 39.60
2009 1177.9 be 1208.9 2 3.96° 54.8 0.68° 36.7 b
2010 1723.84 1318.24 4321 62.9 0.99 63.5 cd
2011 171547 1308.6 7 4291 72.0 1.04 7 72.7°
2012 1719. 4° 1322.4° 4321 55.2 1.017 69.6
2013 1354.3 ¢ 737.2°0 242b 54.9 1.14° 62.14¢
2014 964.8 780.4 Y 256% 64.2 1.19¢ 79.07
SEM 174.1 141.0 0.462 5.8 0.114 8.24

Source of variance, p-Value

SM 0.675 0.855 0.865 0.120 0.746 0.186

GS 0.0003 <0.0001 <0.0001 0.050 0.017 0.525

SM x GS 0.069 0.057 0.057 0.548 0.694 0.372
Yr 0.0001 0.002 0.002 0.186 0.001 0.0001

SM x Yr 0.946 0.978 0.978 0.999 0.985 0.998
GS x Yr 0.102 0.006 0.006 0.955 0.543 0.841
SM x GS x Yr 0.997 0.967 0.967 0.983 0.977 0.982

a SEM = Standard error of the mean; ® Maximum/ peak yield was determined from the enclosure areas at the end
of July; © AUM = animal unit month; calculated based on one 363 kg steer or the equivalent based upon average
daily forage consumption of 10 kg dry matter (DM) [5]; d Grazing/animal days per ha = (total number of animals x
number of days on test)/grazing area in ha; © TLW = Total live weight production was calculated as average daily
gain (kg d=1) x grazing days per ha; 4, b, c, d = Means within a column at each treatment and production year with
different lower case letter are significantly different (p < 0.05).
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Table 4. The effect of seed mixture (7-mix, 12-mix), grazing system (continuous grazing (CG), deferred

rotational grazing (DRG)) and production year (Yr) on pasture quality.

Tte @ oMy OMD ADF NDF CcP TDN DE Total P
° (%) (%DM) (%DM) (%DM) (%)? MJkgT'DM)¢ (gkg! DM)
Seed mixture (SM)

7-mix 89.90 52.4 349 5830 6.77 59.5 10.9 1.704
12-mix 90.3 7 51.7 35.7 60.07 6.37 58.5 10.8 1.54 b
SEM 0.16 0.50 0.72 0.68 0.28 0.51 0.09 0.07
Grazing system (GS)

CG 89.70 53.74 3440 59.1 6.79 60.2 7 1114 1.85¢4
DRG 90.57 50.3 7 36.2° 59.1 6.35 57.8"0 10.6 ¢ 1.39b
SEM 0.19 0.36 0.39 0.56 0.24 0.51 0.09 0.07

Year (Yr)
2005 90.5 471°¢ 35.7 9 63.07 6.03%@  584bc 10.8 abe 1.837
2006 89.0¢ 50.3 < 34.10d 60.1°¢ 591 60.6° 11.1° 1.71%¢
2007 88.9¢ 5130 348 61.0% 4574 53,;6 11.0° 1.25b4
2008 89.6¢cde 53 bde  349bc 60.3 b 6.59 ¢ 5,,91,;5 11.0 1.80
2009 889cde  50.1¢ 34.8 e 59.1 be 5214 5a9b;6 11.0% 1.134
2010 90.04  5447® 34.4 b 60.4 b 7.56"0 60.2° 11.1° 1.88 7
2011 90.7%  49.4 cde 36.2° 60.7 % 7317 57.8 b 10.6 ¢ 1.75 7
2012 91.4° 50.1 cde 36.9 ¢ 60.4 b 6.61°¢ 57.0¢ 105° 1.71°
2013 91.2¢ 5734 34.2 b 55.84 7.28 " (;9,;5 11.1° 1.46 b
2014 91.0% 57.5¢ 37.07 50.6 4 8.657 56.8 ¢ 10.5¢ 1.67 %
SEM 0.16 1.11 0.87 1.25 0.52 1.12 0.21 0.167
Source of variance, p-Value
SM 0.035 0.334 0.066 0.015 0.162 0.065 0.061 0.027
GS <0.0001  <0.0001  <0.0001 0.966 0.065 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001
SM x GS 0.108 0.900 0.689 0.368 0.431 0.701 0.743 0.636
Yr <0.0001  <0.0001 0.002 <0.0001  <0.0001  0.002 0.002 <0.0001
SM x Yr 0.996 0.995 0.367 0.024 0.787 0.368 0.341 0.718
GS x Yr 0.068 0.216 0.141 0.003 0.189 0.138 0.120 0.928
SM xGS x Yr 0404 0.981 0.320 0.028 0.850 0.327 0.348 0.301

2 SEM = Standard error of the mean; P Total digestible nutrient (TDN, %) was calculated as 104.96 — (1.302
x acid detergent fiber (ADF) (% DM)) [48]; < DE (M] l<g_1 DM) = ((TDN, %/100) x 4.4 Mcal l<g_1 TDN) x
4184 MJ Mcal ! [49];a,b, ¢, d, e, f =Means within a column at each treatment and production year with different
lower case letter are significantly different (p < 0.05). Organic matter (OM), OM digestibility (OMD), crude protein

(CP), neutral detergent fiber (NDF).

3.3. Effcet of Grazing Managemnet

Pasture productivity, pasture quality, and animal responses were influenced by grazing
management strategies over the study period (Tables 3 and 4). Maximum/peak DM yield were
varied between grazing systems where DRG had higher (p = 0.0003) maximum/peak (1644 kg ha™1)
relative to CG (1301 kg ha~!). Significant (p = 0.006) grazing system by year interaction was observed
for pre-grazing forage DM yield and stocking rate (Table 3, Figure 1). The highest average pre-grazing
forage DM yield was observed with DRG in 2012 (2051.8 kg ha~!) and the lowest was with CG in 2014
(399.2 kg ha~!; Figure 1). The number of grazing days per unit area was higher (p = 0.05) for pasture
under DRG (63.4) relative to CG (56.2).
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Figure 1. Pre-grazing pasture biomass yield (kg ha~') harvested at the end of June for the grazing
system (CG = continuous grazing, DRG = deferred rotational) x year interaction (p < 0.05) over the
experimental period. Significance difference among treatment within a year was indicated by lower

case letters (a, b) and standard error of means was indicated by error bars.

Grazing system and production year affected forage quality (Table 4). Due to the lower (p < 0.001)
forage ADF content for pastures under CG (34.4 vs. 36.2% DM), OMD (53.7 vs. 50.3%), TDN (60.2 vs.
57.8%), and DE (11.1 vs. 10.6 M] kg’l DM) were greater (p < 0.0001) for CG as compared to pasture
managed under DRG. Pasture CP tended (p = 0.065) to be higher for pasture under CG (6.8% DM) than
under DRG (6.4% DM). The observed variation in pasture productivity and quality between grazing
systems influenced animal responses (Table 3). Average daily gain was 21.6% higher (p = 0.02) for CG
as compared to DRG (0.81 kg d~1; Table 3). However, despite the differences in ADG, total live weight
production per unit area was similar (p = 0.525) between grazing systems, 56.0 kg ha~! for CG and

52.7 kg ha~! for DRG (Table 3).

3.4. Soil Organic Carbon and Above Ground Biomass and Litter Composition

Pasture above ground total biomass and litter production and its respective C and N content were
not affected either by pasture seed mixture or the interaction between seed mixture and grazing system
(Table 5). However, biomass C:N was 15% higher (p = 0.045) for pasture under DRG as compared
to CG (59.3). Similarly, pastures under DRG had 36% higher litter production (p = 0.018) relative to
pastures managed under CG (188 kg ha~!), which affected the amount of litter C and N produced

per ha.

Over the production year, significant variation (p < 0.001) in average biomass and litter production
(kg ha=1) and its C and N composition were observed (Table 5). The highest mean above ground
biomass production (851 kg ha~!) was observed in 2014, whereas litter production (329 kg ha~!) was
greater in 2004. In terms of variations in C:N ratio, the lowest value was observed in 2004 for above

ground biomass (45.4) and for litter in 2008 (43.1; Table 5).
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Table 5. Effect of seed mixture (SM, 7-mix, 12-mix), grazing system (GS, continuous grazing (CG), deferred rotational grazing (DRG)) and year (Yr) on pasture above
ground biomass and litter carbon (C) and nitrogen (N) content (n = 80).

Seed Mixture (SM) Grazing System (GS) Year (Yr) Sources of Variance, p-Value ?
7-mix 12-mix SEMP CG  DRG SEMP 2004 2008 2011 2014 SEMP SM GS SMXxGS Yr
Biomass (kg ha=1) 446 448 105.11 371 522 105.11 407°b 1557 374 b 8514 148.65 0.984 0.156 0.478 0.0003

Item

C (kgha1) 178 183 4305 147 214 4305  156° 61 156° 3507  60.89 0913 0125 0432 0.0002
N (kg ha~1) 293 273 059 258 308 059  343° 093P 235% 461 083 0732 0394 0757 0.001
C:N ratio 618 657 432 593 682 432 454  661°  670° 7657 612 0378 0045 0233  <0.0001
Litter (kgha=1) 218 226 2740 188" 2567 2740 3297 224 116¢  219Y 3876 079 0018 0717  <0.0001
C (kgha™1) 814 822 1432 6794 95687 1129 12401° 71.89° 4470¢ 8663° 1611 0953 0018  0.870 0.0001
N (kgha™1) 150  1.60 018 134" 1757 018 2167  167% 086° 150 025 0595 0031 0826  <0.0001
C:N ratio 537 518 240 518 537 212 582%  431°¢ 520° 576% 304 0431 0366 0408  <0.0001

2 The interaction effects for SM x Yr, GS X Yr and SM x GS X Yr were not significant for all variables (p > 0.05), except for litter N (kg ha~!) with SM x GS x Yr (p = 0.05), and values
were not included in the table; ? SEM = Standard error of the mean; a, b, c = Means within a row at each treatment and production year with different lower case letter are significantly
different (p < 0.05).
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Soil C stock calculated on a standard 15 cm and 30 cm soil depth was affected (p < 0.004) by
seed mixture and grazing system interaction (Table 6). For the top 15 cm soil depth, the lowest SOC
was observed for the 7-mix under CG (24.5 Mg C ha~!) and the highest for 12-mix managed under
the same grazing system (31.0 Mg C ha~!). Although the observed difference in SOC for the 15 cm
depth had no impact on soil BD, soil moisture was higher (p = 0.031) for the 7-mix under CG (Table 6).
Similarly, for the 30 cm soil depth, 7-mix pasture under CG had the lowest C stock (42.33 Mg C ha™!)
relative to the other treatments. Soil moisture at the 30 cm soil depth varied (p < 0.026) between seed
mixture where the 7-mix pasture had 6.3% higher moisture content relative to 12-mix pasture (14.4%;
Table 6).

Soil organic C, moisture, BD and C:N ratio at both sampling depths were varied (p < 0.005)
among production year but there was no two- or three-way interaction observed with seed mixture
and grazing system (Table 6). For the 15 cm soil depth, the highest SOC values were observed in 2004
(30.97 Mg ha—1) and 2014 (30.81 Mg ha—1). These values were 11.6 to 12.2% higher (p < 0.05) than
the initial SOC value in 2000 (27.61 Mg ha~!; Table 6). Similarly, for the 30 cm depth, the highest
average C stock was observed in 2014 and was 10.3% higher (p = 0.043) than the initial estimate in
2000 (46.6 Mg ha~!). Over the 14 years of production, average annual soil C sequestration were
0.23 Mg C ha~! year~! (ranging from 0.11 to 0.25) for 15 cm depth and 0.34 Mg C ha~! year~! (ranging
from 0.22 and 0.51) for 30 cm depth.

When soil C stock results were corrected for equivalent mass, significant seed mix by grazing
system interaction (p = 0.012) and production year (p = 0.04) effects were again found (Table 6; Figure 2).
Correction for the equivalent mass had an effect of merely enhancing the differences among the
management scenarios. Average annual soil C sequestration was 0.45 Mg C ha~! year !, ranging
between 0.36 Mg C ha~! year~! and 0.65 Mg C ha~! year—!. Overall, an increasing trend in SOC
over the experimental year was observed for the 30 cm sampling depth with the 7-mix under CG had
numerically lower estimates throughout the sampling year (Figure 2).
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Table 6. Effect of seed mixture (SM, 7-mix, 12-mix) x grazing system (GS, continuous grazing (CG), deferred rotational grazing (DRG)) interaction and year (Yr) on

soil properties (carbon (C), C to nitrogen (N) ratio, bulk density, moisture, equivalent soil mass) sampled at 0-15 and 0-30 (0-15 plus 15-30) cm depth (n = 120).

i o . _ a
Item 7-mix 12-mix SEM P Year (Yr) SEM P Sources of Variance, p-Value
CG DRG CG DRG 2000 2004 2008 2011 2014 SM GS SM x GS Yr
Soil (15 cm depth)
Organic C (Mgha™1) 2445¢ 3046% 31.00¢ 27.78° 1.82  2761% 30979 2674% 2597Y 30817 185  0.071 0.190 0.001 0.005
C:N ratio 9.53 9.60 9.83 9.53 0.16 9.147 9247 8990  857¢ 1216 020 0400 0.379 0.174 <0.0001
BD (g cm ) 1.56 1.54 1.56 1.54 0.03 1.657 1.617 1414  152¢ 1550 0.03 0763 0.261 0.952 <0.0001
Moisture (%) 16767 14.96% 1479Y 1499 056  17.30% 16407 16477 1155¢ 15.14% 072  0.036 0.083 0.031 <0.0001
Soil (30 cm depth)
Organic C (Mgha™1) 4233% 48427 49077 46297 180  4659% 48677 4311°¢ 4285°¢ 51427 233 0123 0267 0.004 0.002
C:N ratio 9.26 9.31 9.52 9.20 0.18 859t 884l 8630  828¢ 12287 023 0611 0.383 0.207 <0.0001
BD (g cm~9) 1.54 1.51 1.51 1.54 0.02 1.637 1.58? 1394  148¢  155%  0.023 0739 0.941 0.057 <0.0001
Moisture (%) 15.91 14.66 14.48 14.36 046  1489% 16217 15157 11.79¢ 1622% 059  0.026 0.075 0.135 <0.0001
Equivalent soil mass (n = 120) ©
OrganicC (Mgha™1) 37220 44197 4477° 4117° 228  39.24° 4333% 4156 3958° 4548° 247  0.126 0.247 0.012 0.040
C:N ratio 9.25 9.33 9.58 9.23 0.17 8.83 Y 8870  858bc  823¢ 12237 (022 0405 0.330 0.131 <0.0001

2 The interaction effects for SM x Yr, GS x Yr and SM x GS x Yr were not significant for all variables (p > 0.05), except for soil C:N (0-15 cm) with GS x Yr (p < 0.0001), soil moisture
(0-15 cm) with GS x Yr (p = 0.05), and soil C:N (0-30 cm) with GS x Yr (p = 0.001), and the values were not included in the table; b SEM = Standard error of the mean; © Equivalent
soil mass of 4000 Mg ha~! was used for calculation (0-30 cm sampling depth) following Ellert and Bettany [45] and Ellert et al. [46]; a, b, c = Means within a row at each treatment and
production year with different lower case letter are significantly different (p < 0.05).
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Figure 2. Soil organic carbon stock adjusted for equivalent soil mass of 4000 Mg ha~! within a 30 cm
depth for the seed mixture (7-mix, 12-mix) x grazing system (CG = continuous grazing, DRG = deferred
rotational grazing) interaction within the production year of 2000 to 2014. Significance difference among
treatment within a year was indicated by lower case letters (, ) and standard error of the means was
represented by error bars.

4. Discussion

The effect of climatic factors (e.g., temperature, precipitation) on pasture composition, species
co-existence, productivity and quality has been reported in several previous studies [50-54].
Ren et al. [54] reported that pasture vegetation dynamics and species co-existence can be determined by
temporal variability in precipitation and temperature rather than grazing management. Furthermore,
Paruelo and Lauenroth [50] reported that temperature, precipitation, and seasonal distribution of
precipitation are the primary factors that affect the relative aboveground productivity of cool- and
warm-season grasses and shrubs. Over the course of the nine years of our study (2005-2014), severe
drought (2007 and 2009), excess precipitation (2010), hot and dry summer (2012) and longer winter
and early fall seasons (2013) were observed (Table 2). This contributed to the observed differences
in pasture composition, productivity and quality. For example, the lowest pre-grazing pasture DM
yield observed in 2013 and 2014 (Table 3) could be related to the long winter and early fall seasons
observed in 2013. A simple correlation analysis indicated that spring precipitation (April + May + June)
explained about 22% of the variation in available pasture yield whereas spring temperature (April +
May + June) accounted for 51% of the variation in maximum/peak forage yield. Using data from a
long-term (16 years) grazing study on pasture managed under different grazing system (short-duration
or season-long) and stocking rate (light, moderate and heavy), Derner and Hart [51] reported that
spring precipitation could explain 54 to 67% of the variation in maximum/peak forage yield. This
implies that climatic factors play a major role in pasture management.

4.1. Effcet of Seed Mixture

Pre-grazing pasture DM yield and forage quality values for 7-mix and 12-mix were comparable
with previous reports by Iwaasa et al. [5] and Schellenberg et al. [6]. The lack of clear effect between
pasture mix on pasture productivity in our study was in line with previous reports [16,24,26,55,56].
For example, Tilman et al. [26] and Deak et al. [56] reported greater yield with increased species richness.
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In contrast, other studies [13,57,58] showed that DM production is independent of mixture complexity
(number of species) but rather depends on the contribution and type of individual species in the mixture
(composition). This is because DM yield is a function of particular species that composed the mixtures
rather than the mixture complexity [16,57]. Furthermore, a weak relationship (r? = 0.20) between the
number of species in the seed mixture and herbage yield has been reported by Sanderson et al. [13] for
mob-grazed pasture. Using mob-grazing, Deak et al. [56] concluded that forage yield and quality are
greatly influenced by the individual species in the mixture than mixture complexity. In our study, the
12-mix pasture had higher plant diversity or complexity due to the inclusion of warm-season grasses
(C4) that contributed about 8.6% in 2004 and 28.3% in 2014 (Table A1). However, most of the C, grass
contribution (24.8%) was by Little Bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium (Michx.) Nash). Furthermore,
57% (in 12-mix) to 76% (in 7-mix) of the total foliar contribution was by others including moss, litter,
weed and bare ground/dung which may contributed for the lack of difference in DM yield between
the two pasture seed mixtures.

Pasture fiber concentration (NDF, ADF), which influences digestibility was higher for 12-mix than
7-mix pasture and varied among the production year (Table 4). The observed differences in pasture
quality could be due to the inclusion of the three C4 grasses (Little Bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium
(Michx.) Nash), Blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis (Willd. ex Kunth) Lag. ex Griffiths) and Prairie sandreed
(Calamovilfa longifolia (Hook.) Scribn.)) in the 12-mix pasture and its increased foliar contribution.
Warm-season grasses use the C4 metabolic pathway for photorespiration whereas the cool-season (C3)
grasses use C3 carbon fixation [58]. Often the C4 metabolic pathway leads to a higher rate and degree
of deposition of lignin in the plant tissue that affects nutritional quality and digestibility [59-61]. It
has been reported that warm-season grasses have lower CP, higher fiber, and lower digestibility as
compared to cool-season grasses [59,61,62]. This is supported by Archimede et al. [61], who conducted
a meta-analysis and reported that on average C, grasses in the database had about 16% higher NDF
content than Cs grasses (64.6 vs. 55.7%, respectively). Furthermore, the proportional foliar cover
contribution of warm-season grass in the 12-mix increased over time (Table A1).

Generally, the effect of pasture mixture on animal performance is not well studied. Pasture seed
mixture had no effect on animal weight gain and total live weigh per unit area in the current study.
Some authors [63,64] speculated that cattle grazed on pasture with diverse mixture may exhibit better
performance since they have the opportunity to select from a variety of forage plants while others
reported no effect of pasture mixture on animal performance [21,65-67]. In the current study, stocking
rate was similar between pasture mixtures (3.6 vs. 3.7 AUM ha~!; Table 3) and pasture utilization
rate was maintained at moderate level (53-54%), which minimizes selection and allows carryover
of biomass to maintain other ecological functions [39]. Using 3-years of grazing data, Tracy and
Faulkner [21] reported no effect of pasture species richness on daily weight gain and gain per ha for
beef cows and calves rotationally managed on pastures with three (simple), five (medium) and eight
(complex) species mixtures containing tall fescue (Lolium arundinaceum (Schreb.) S.J. Darbyshire),
orchardgrass (Dactylis glomerata L.) and white clover (Trifolium repens L.) as common domain.
In their study, grazing management (e.g., stocking rate) and climatic effects on forage availability
appeared to be more important in affecting cattle performance. Similarly, Wedin et al. [65] reported
no benefit to planting a complex mixture of grass and legumes for grazing on carrying capacity and
milk production. Further study is warranted to investigate the relationship between pasture species
diversity and animal performance.

4.2. Effcet of Grazing Managemnet

The effect of grazing management on pasture composition, productivity and quality and animal
response has been well documented [6,31-35,68-70]. However, benefits related to pasture and animal
from continuous and rotational grazing systems has long been debated [31,33,34]. Grazing disturbance
generally has been reported to be beneficial for maintaining species diversity [6,68] and improving
above ground production through increased tillering and rhizome production [69,70]. Generally,
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selection of proper grazing management is important to ensure productivity, sustainability and animal
health, which in turn impacts cost of production.

The impact of grazing system on pasture productivity and quality could relate to its influence on
plant height and maturity since the physiological age of plant tissue is a major factor affecting forage
quality [71]. Pasture managed under CG system has shorter plant height with lower fiber (ADF, NDF)
relative to rotational grazing with longer, more mature plants and dead tissues [72]. Acid detergent
fiber is an index of digestibility and its concentration increases with plant maturity [73]. In our study,
ADF concentration was 5% lower (p < 0.001) and OMD was 6% higher (p < 0.001) for pasture under
CG than under DRG, 36.2% DM and 50.3%, respectively (Table 4). The lower OMD in DRG could also
be related to the higher accumulation of dead plant materials (litter; Table 5) because OMD is higher in
live tissues than dead senesced plant tissues [71].

Previous studies reported no substantial increases in livestock productivity with the use of
deferred-rotational systems as compared to CG, regardless of the lower pasture productivity with
CG system [35,74-76]. Research conducted in the Kansas Flint Hills reported a 17% higher herbage
production for a 3-pasture, deferred-rotation system but steers on a season-long, continuously grazed
pasture weigh 10.4 kg heavier at the end of the grazing season [74]. Similarly, although maximum /peak
and pre-grazing pasture DM yield were greater for DRG, ADG was 18% higher for CG (0.8 vs.
1.0 kg d~1; p = 0.017), and there was no difference in total live weight production per unit ha between
the two grazing systems. The higher ADG for CG may, in part, be due to lower stocking rate and
consumption of high-quality forage, high OMD and DE and low ADF concentration (Table 4). In the
DRG system animals had to eat low quality, mature forage whereas in CG system, animals could graze
on high quality regrowth from previously grazed plants. Overall, this implies that higher pre-grazing
standing forage does not necessarily indicate higher livestock production per unit area but the more
herbage production in the DRG allows increased stocking rate and better long-term survival of native
range [1].

The different stocking rates used in DRG (4.5 AUM ha=1) and CG (2.5 AUM ha!) could have
a confounding effect for the difference in pasture productivity and quality. Previous reports [77,78]
have shown that stocking rate is a confounding factor on grazing system effect on animal weight gain.
Often, higher stocking rate is used in rotational grazing, and stocking rate has been shown to be one
of the major factors that influence cattle performance through its impact on forage availability and
quality [79,80]. In support of this generalization, several grazing studies under different environmental
conditions evaluated continuous and rotational grazing using equivalent stocking rate and reported
no difference in pasture productivity and quality and animal performance [35,78,81,82]. Pitts and
Bryant [81] used equal stocking rate for continuous and rotational grazing and reported no differences
in pasture productivity and daily weight gain but when stocking rate doubled for rotational grazing,
animal daily gain reduced by 40% relative to continuous grazing. For continuous and rotational grazing
systems under similar stocking rate, Manley et al. [82] reported no effect of grazing management and a
reduction in weight gain per head with increasing stocking rate for both grazing systems. Furthermore,
animal performance has been shown to decrease as stocking rate increases [33].

4.3. Soil Carbon Sequestration

The average SOC at the start of the study in 2000, prior to seeding of the native pasture, was 27.6
and 46.6 Mg ha™! for the 15 cm and 30 cm depths, respectively, which were expected for the land that
had been in a crop-fallow rotation system for more than 80 years [83]. The average C sequestered
over the 14 years of production was 3.20 Mg ha~! for 15 cm depth and 4.82 Mg ha~! for 30 cm
depth with average annual rates of 0.23 Mg ha~! for 15 cm and 0.34 Mg C ha~! year~! for 30 cm
(Table 6). These values were within the range of previously reported soil C sequestration estimates
when cropland converted into grasslands. Annual soil C sequestration rate can range between 0.1
and 0.87 Mg C ha~! year~! when cropland converted into pasture (tame and native forage species),
and the highest sequestration rate are achieved within the first 10 years for established perennial



Animals 2019, 9, 127 17 of 25

grassland after seeding [10,72,84,85]. Russell and Bisinger [86] argued that due to the high C variability,
more than 10 years is needed to accurately detect the C sequestration benefits from management.
In agreement, within the 14-years of this study we observed significant variability in soil C stock
between sampled years (Figure 2), which indicates that change in soil C for land-use change has not
yet equilibrated to a new steady-state value. Furthermore, the average annual soil C sequestration
rate can be affected by soil type, grass mixtures and grazing systems [9,22]. For Canadian grasslands
in black, brown and dark brown soil zones, Wang et al. [9] compiled previous long-term studies and
reported a net C sequestration of 0.22 Mg ha~! year—!,0.14 Mg ha~! year!, and 0.12 Mg ha~! year~!,
respectively, in the top 15 cm depth. However, in East Central Saskatchewan (thin Black and dark
Brown soils), Mensah et al. [87] reported a higher net C gain (0.6 Mg ha~! year~! to 0.8 Mg ha~!
year~! in 15 cm) for a seeded grassland on formerly cultivated land under light grazing or haying
within 5-12 years after establishment using a mixture of wheatgrasses (Agropyron spp), blue grama
grass (Bouteloua gracilis) and alfalfa (Medicago sativa). Our study was conducted in a brown soil zone
of Canadian prairie [35] and also used native grass seed mixture. Varying level of soil C sequestration
have also been reported for short and mixed grasses in the Northern Great Plains using long-term
grazing data. For example, using a grazing management data collected over 44 years (1959 to 2003)
in the northern mixed-grass prairie, Liebig et al. [88] reported an annual C gain rate of 0.39 and 0.41
Mg ha~! year~! for moderately and heavily grazed pasture, respectively. Similarly, for short to mixed
grass prairie managed under different grazing systems in the United States, Derner and Schuman [89]
reported a net C sequestration ranging from 0.07 Mg ha~! year ™! to 0.30 Mg ha~! year~!.

Soil organic C was measured every three or four years and average gain in SOC stock was
observed only in 2004 and 2014 since the conversion of cropland to pastureland in 2000 (Figure 2).
The observed inconsistencies in soil C gain in our study could partly be related to the variation in
precipitation and temperature (Table 2). We observed that about 28% of the variation in SOC gain
was explained by precipitation adjusted for long-term average. Long-term studies of annual crop
rotation systems in the semiarid Canadian prairie indicated that dependent on the amount and timing,
increased (above-average) precipitation may favor SOC loss through increased decomposition more
than SOC gain from increased via C inputs [90,91]. The loss of SOC in 2008 could be due to the
increased decomposition rate resulting from the increased precipitation in 2008 relative to 2007 and
the long-term average. For a nearby site, Maillard et al. [92] reported that SOC dropped dramatically
in wet years. In addition to that, the drier condition in 2007 may affect the aboveground net primary
production and as such, the litter C inputs into the soil (Table 5). Whereas, the abundant moisture in
2010 and 2011 may facilitate decomposition that resulted in a negative SOC balance due to increased
SOC loss that exceeds the amount of C entering the system. Several studies also reported the impacts of
pasture management and environmental factors on SOC stocks [89,93,94]. Using data from grass-based
pastures in Southern Australia, Sanderman et al. [94] reported no difference in SOC (30 cm depth)
between pasture managed under continuous and rotational grazing and 42 to 60% of the variation in
the annual SOC gain can be explained by a long-term mean annual precipitation. Pifieiro et al. [93]
investigated the pathways for the impact of grazing and non-grazing on SOC and found that SOC stock
is higher under the driest and wettest environmental conditions but lower at intermediate precipitation
(400-800 mm) for both management scenarios.

Soil C was affected by seed mix x grazing system interaction where the 7-mix pasture under
continuous grazing had the lowest average SOC stock both at the 15 cm depth (24.5 Mg ha~!) and in
30 cm depth (42.3 Mg ha~!; Table 6). The observed interaction effect could be due to the differences in
the proportional foliar contribution of C3 and Cy4 grass species in the 7- and 12-mix pasture (Table A1)
and the variation in the responses of C3 and C4 grass species to grazing management [22,95,96]. For the
12-mix pasture, the proportional contribution of C4 grasses increased from 8.6% in 2004 to 28.3%
in 2014 while the proportion of C3 grasses reduced from 27.0% in 2004 to 14.8% in 2014. Mcsherry
and Ritchie [22] reported that the interaction of grass species composition and grazing intensity is
a significant biotic driver for the impact of grazing management on SOC. They noted that under
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moderate and heavy stocking rates, grazing has a positive impact on SOC for pasture dominated
by C4 and mixed grasses and a negative impact on pasture dominated by Cs grasses. Similarly, in a
shortgrass steppe and a northern mixed-grass prairie, Derner et al. [95] observed that moderate and
heavy stocking rates reduced the proportion of C3 perennial grasses while increasing the predominant
C4 perennial grass (blue grama). In our study, stocking rate tended to be influenced by pasture mixture
and grazing system interaction (p = 0.06), which may have contributed to the observed variations in
SOC gain. Variation in the responses of C3 and C4 grass species to grazing management has been
reported (22), which may contributed to the observed interaction effect between seed mixture and
grazing system on SOC. Derner et al. [95] and Frank et al. [96] implicated that the stimulation of the
fine, shallow roots by grazing in C, species may affect the belowground C allocation and soil C change.
Furthermore, a higher root-to-shoot ratio [97], greater root density and turnover [96,98] and higher
mycorrhizal association [99] have been reported for C, grass species relative to C3 grasses.

5. Conclusions

Our study showed that pasture yield and quality and cattle performance were independent of
native grass species mixture but varied with grazing management (CG and DRG). The increased
pre-grazing pasture DM yield for DRG resulted in a greater stocking density but reduced pasture
quality and animal performance. Soil organic C stock (at 15 cm and 30 cm sampling depth) was
the product of seed mixture and grazing system interaction with the lowest average stock was
observed for the 7-mix pasture under CG. Overall, regardless of seed mixture and grazing system,
SOC was increased annually by 0.23 Mg ha~—! and 0.34 Mg ha~! for the 15 cm and 30 cm soil depth,
respectively, over the 14 years period. The variation in SOC level over the production year was
expected given the differences in environmental conditions experienced among the different soil
sampling years. Continuous grazing is a common management practiced by most Canadian beef
producer. Our study implied that for pasture under CG, increasing pasture species diversity may
increase SOC gain while improving animal responses. For a better understanding of the impact of seed
mixture, pasture management and their interaction on grassland ecosystem dynamics which include
climate-plant-animal-soil-microbial interactions, continued multi-disciplinary long-term research
is required.
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Figure A1. Pasture plots design of different grazing systems (continuous versus deferred rotational)

on 7-mix or 12-mix mixed native grassland. The area of each pasture is 2.1 ha.
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Figure A2. Pasture NDF content (%DM) for the seed mixture (7-mix, 12-mix) x grazing system

(CG = continuous grazing, DRG = deferred rotational) x year interaction (p < 0.05). Significance

difference among treatment within a year was indicated by lower case letters (4, b, ¢ and ns = not

significant) and standard error of means was indicated by error bars.

Table A1. Foliar cover (%) of seeded native and other species for the 7- and 12-mix pasture in 2004

and 2014.
2004 2014
Item
7-Species 12-Species ~ 7-Species 12-Species
(7-mix) (12-mix) (7-mix) (12-mix)
Western wheatgrass (Pascopyrum smithii (Rydb.) Barkworth & D.R.) @ 11.9 7.6 49 15
Northern wheatgrass (Elymus macrourus (Turcz. ex Steud.) Tzvelev) @ 8.4 8.5 53 1.6
Awned wheatgrass (Elymus trachycaulus (Link) Gould & Shin. Ssp 39 29 13 02
subsecundus (Link) A.&D. Love.) @ ’ ’ ’ ’
Slender wheatgrass (Elymus trachycaulus (Link) Gould subsp. 9.9 46 01 0.0
Trachycaulus) @
June grass (Koeleria macrantha (Ledeb.) Schult.) 2 0.2 0.3 3.9 1.9
Green needle grass (Nassella viridula (Trin.) Barkworth) @ 0.3 2.2 2.4 0.5
Purple prairie clover [Dalea purpurea Vent.) 0.03 0.7 5.6 8.8
Needle and thread grass (Hesperostipa comata (Trin. & Rupr.) 0.0 02 0.0 03
Barkworth) 2
Canada wildrye (Elymus canadensis L.) 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.0
Little Bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium (Michx.) Nash) ¢ 0.01 6.3 0.3 24.8
Blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis (Willd. ex Kunth) Lag. ex Griffiths) ¢ 0.3 1.9 0.0 2.9
Prairie sandreed (Calamovilfa longifolia (Hook.) Scribn.) ¢ 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.6
Foliar cover of seeded native species 34.95 35.61 23.80 43.10
Foliar cover of other ¢ 65.05 64.39 76.20 56.90

2 Cool-season grasses (C3); b Native legume species; © Warm-season grasses (Cy); d Other foliar cover included moss,
litter, weed (all introduced species including other native species that was not part of seeded mix), bare ground and

rock/dung.



Animals 2019, 9, 127 21 of 25

References

1.  Bailey, AW.,; McCartney, D.; Schellenberg, M.P. Management of Canadian Prairie Rangeland; No. 10144;
Agriculture Canada: Ottawa, ON, Canada, 2010; p. 74.

2. Clayton, J.S.; Ehrlich, W.A.; Cann, D.B.; Day, ].H.; Marshall, I.B. Soils of Canada; Canada Department of
Agriculture, Research Branch: Ottawa, ON, Canada, 1977; Volume 1, p. 243.

3.  Dodds, KW.; Wilson, K.C.; Rehmeier, R.L.; Knight, G.L.; Wiggam, S.; Falke, ].A.; Dalgleish, H.].; Katie, N.;
Bertrand, K.N. Comparing ecosystem goods and services provided by restored and native lands. BioScience
2008, 58, 837-845. [CrossRef]

4. Yahdjian, L.; Sala, O.E.; Havstad, K.M. Rangeland ecosystem services: Shifting focus from supply to
reconciling supply and demand. Front. Ecol. Environ. 2015, 13, 44-51. [CrossRef]

5. Iwaasa, A.D.; Schellenberg, M.P.; McConkey, B. Re-establishment of native mixed grassland species into
annual cropping land. Prairie Soils Crops . 2012, 5, 85-95.

6.  Schellenberg, M.P; Biligetu, B.; Iwaasa, A.D. Species dynamic, forage yield, and nutritive value of seeded
native plant mixtures following grazing. Can. . Plant Sci. 2012, 92, 699-706. [CrossRef]

7. McNeil, R. Conversion of cultivated lands to native perennials in the Parkland region (Framework #2).
In Prepared by LandWise Inc. for North American Waterfowl Management Program and Alberta Agriculture and
Rural Development, to advance the Alberta Cropland Conversion Protocol; LandWise Inc.: Lethbridge, AB, Canada,
2013; p. 31.

8. Mortenson, M.C.; Schuman, G.E. Carbon sequestration in rangelands interseeded with yellow-flowering
alfalfa (Medicago sativa ssp. falcata). Environ. Manag. 2004, 33 (Suppl. 1), 5475-5481. [CrossRef]

9.  Wang, X,; Vandenbygaart, A.J.; McConkey, B.C. Land management history of Canadian grasslands and the
impact on soil carbon storage. Rangel. Ecol. Manag. 2014, 67, 333-343. [CrossRef]

10. Conant, R.T.; Cerri, C.E.P; Osborne, B.B.; Paustian, K. Grassland management impacts on soil carbon stocks:
A new synthesis. Ecol. Appl. 2017, 27, 662—668. [CrossRef]

11. Clark, E.A. Diversity and stability in humid temperate pastures. In Competition and Succession in Pastures;
Tow, P.G., Lazenby, A., Eds.; CAB Intl. Publ.: New York, NY, USA, 2001; pp. 103-118.

12.  Soder, K.A.; Rook, A.J.; Sanderson, M.A.; Goslee, S.C. Interaction of plant species diversity on grazing
behavior and performance of livestock grazing temperate region pastures. Crop Sci. 2007, 47, 416-425.
[CrossRef]

13. Sanderson, M.A.; Stout, R.; Brink, G. Productivity, botanical composition, and nutritive value of commercial
pasture mixtures. Agron. J. 2016, 108, 93-100. [CrossRef]

14. Ruijven, J.; Berendse, F. Diversity—Productivity relationships: Initial effects, long-term patterns, and
underlying mechanisms. PNAS 2005, 102, 695-700. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15.  Spehn, E.M.; Hector, A.; Joshi, J.; Scherer-Lorenzen, M.; Schmid, B.; Bazeley-White, E.; Beierkuhnlein, C.;
Caldeira, M.C.; Diemer, M.; Dimitrakopoulos, P.G.; et al. Ecosystem effects of biodiversity manipulations in
European grasslands. Ecol. Monog. 2005, 75, 37-63. [CrossRef]

16. Pembleton, K.G.; Tozer, KN.; Edwards, G.R.; Jacobs, J.L.; Turner, L.R. Simple versus diverse pastures:
Opportunities and challenges in dairy systems. Anim. Prod. Sci. 2015, 55, 893-901. [CrossRef]

17.  Wang, L.; Wang, D.; He, Z; Liu, G.; Hodgkinson, K.C. Mechanisms linking plant species richness to foraging
of a large herbivore. J. Appl. Ecol. 2010, 47, 868-875. [CrossRef]

18. Woodward, S.L.; Waugh, C.D.; Roach, C.G.; Fynn, D.; Phillips, J. Are diverse species mixtures better pastures
for dairy farming? Proc. N. Z. Grassl. Assoc. 2013, 75, 79-84.

19. Totty, VK.; Greenwood, S.L.; Bryant, R.H.; Edwards, G.R. Nitrogen partitioning and milk production of
dairy cows grazing simple and diverse pastures. J. Dairy Sci. 2013, 96, 141-149. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Bryant, R.H.; Miller, M.E.; Greenwood, S.L.; Edwards, G.R. Milk yield and nitrogen excretion of dairy cows
grazing binary and multispecies pastures. Grass Forage Sci. 2017, 72, 806-817. [CrossRef]

21. Tracy, B.F; Faulkner, D.B. Pasture and cattle responses in rotationally stocked grazing systems sown with
differing levels of species richness. Crop Sci. 2006, 46, 2062—2068. [CrossRef]

22.  Mcsherry, M.E,; Ritchie, MLE. Effects of grazing on grassland soil carbon: A global review. Glob. Change Biol.
2013, 19, 1347-1357. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23.  Skinner, R.H.; Dell, C.J. Yield and soil carbon sequestration in grazed pastures sown with two or five forage

species. Crop Sci. 2016, 56, 2035-2044. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1641/B580909
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/140156
http://dx.doi.org/10.4141/cjps2011-273
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00267-003-9155-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.2111/REM-D-14-00006.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eap.1473
http://dx.doi.org/10.2135/cropsci2006.01.0061
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj15.0259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0407524102
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15640357
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/03-4101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/AN14816
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2010.01837.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3168/jds.2012-5504
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23164232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gfs.12274
http://dx.doi.org/10.2135/cropsci2005.12.0473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12144
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23504715
http://dx.doi.org/10.2135/cropsci2015.11.0711

Animals 2019, 9, 127 22 of 25

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

Cardinale, B.J.; Wright, ].P; Cadotte, M.W.; Carroll, L.T.; Hector, A.; Srivastava, D.S. Impacts of plant diversity
on biomass production increase through time because of species complementarity. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA
2007, 104, 18123-18128. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Serajchi, M.; Schellenberg, M.P.; Mischkolz, ].M.; Lamb, E.G. Mixtures of native perennial forage species
produce higher yields than monocultures in a long-term study. Can. J. Plant Sci. 2018, 98, 633-647. [CrossRef]
Tilman, D.; Reich, P.B.; Knops, J.; Wedin, D.; Mielke, T.; Lehman, C. Diversity and productivity in a long-term
grassland experiment. Science 2001, 294, 843-845. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Annicchiarico, P.; Bozzo, F.; Parente, G.; Gusmeroli, F; Mair, V.; Marguerattaz, O.; Orlandi, D. Analysis
of grass/legume mixtures to Italian alpine and subalpine zones through an additive main effects and
multiplicative interaction model. Grass Forage Sci. 1995, 50, 405-413. [CrossRef]

Huston, M.A; Aarssen, L.W.; Austin, M.P.; Cade, B.S.; Fridley, ].D.; Garnier, E.; Grime, J.P.; Hodgson, J.;
Lauenroth, W.K.; Thompson, K.; et al. No consistent effect of plant diversity on productivity. Science 2000,
289, 1255a. [CrossRef]

Sheppard, S.C.; Bittman, S.; Donohoe, G.; Flaten, D.; Wittenberg, K.M.; Small, J.A.; Berthiaume, R.R.;
McAllister, T.A.; Beauchemin, K.A.; McKinnon, ]J.J.; et al. Beef cattle husbandry practices across Ecoregions
of Canada in 2011. Can. J. Anim. Sci. 2015, 95, 305-321. [CrossRef]

Briske, D.D.; Sayre, N.E; Huntsinger, L.; Fernandez-Gimenez, M.; Budd, B.; Derner, J.D. Origin, persistence,
and resolution of the rotational grazing debate: Integrating human dimensions into rangeland research.
Rangel. Ecol. Manag. 2011, 64, 325-334. [CrossRef]

Roche, L.M,; Cutts, B.B.; Derner, ].D.; Lubell, M.N.; Tate, K.W. On-ranch grazing strategies: Context for the
rotational grazing dilemma. Rangel. Ecol. Manag. 2015, 68, 248-256. [CrossRef]

Eaton, D.P; Santos, S.A.; Santos, M.C.A.; Lima, J.V.B.; Keuroghlian, A. Rotational Grazing of Native
Pasturelands in the Pantanal: An effective conservation tool. Trop. Conserv. Sci. 2011, 4, 39-52. [CrossRef]
Aiken, G.E. Invited Review: Grazing management options in meeting objectives of grazing experiments.
Prof. Anim. Sci. 2016, 32, 1-9. [CrossRef]

Stephenson, M.B.; Schacht, W.H.; Volesky, J.D.; Eskridge, K.M.; Mousel, E.M.; Bauer, D. Grazing method
effect on topographical vegetation characteristics and livestock performance in the Nebraska Sandhills.
Rangel. Ecol. Manag. 2013, 66, 561-569. [CrossRef]

Briske, D.D.; Derner, ].D.; Brown, J.R.; Fuhlendorf, S.D.; Teague, WR.; Havstad, K.M. Rotational grazing
on rangelands, reconciliation of perception and experimental evidence. Rangel. Ecol. Manag. 2008, 61, 3-17.
[CrossRef]

Canadian Council on Animal Care. CCAC Guidelines On: The Care and Use of Farm Animals in Research, Teaching
and Testing; CCAC: Ottawa, ON, Canada, 2009; Available online: http://www.ccac.ca/en_/standards/
guidelines (accessed on 10 March 2017).

Ayers, KW.,; Acton, D.E; Ellis, ].G. The soils of the Swift Current map area 72] Saskatchewan. In Saskatchewan
Institute of Pedology Publication S6; Extension Division, Extension Publication 481; University of Saskatchewan:
Saskatoon, SK, Canada, 1985.

Iwaasa, A.D.; Schellenberg, M.P.; McConkey, B. Reestablishment of a Mixed Native Grassland in Southwest
Saskatchewan. Prairie Soils Crops J. 2005, 5, 85-95.

Adams, B.W,; Richman, J.; Poulin-Klein, L.; France, K.; Moisey, D. Rangeland plant communities and range
health assessment guidelines for the mixedgrass natural subregion of Alberta. In Rangeland Management
Branch, Public Lands and Forests Division; Pub. No. T/040; Alberta Environment and Sustainable Resource
Development: Lethbridge, AB, Canada, 2013; p. 144.

Cook, C.W.; Stubbendick, J. Range Research: Basic Problems and Techniques; Society for Range Management:
Denver, CO, USA, 1986.

Van Soest, PJ.; Robertson, ].B.; Lewis, B.A. Methods for dietary fiber, neutral detergent fiber, and non-starch
polysaccharides in relation to animal nutrition. J. Dairy Sci. 1991, 74, 3583-3597. [CrossRef]

Noel, R.J.; Hambleton, L.G. Collaborative study of semi-automated method for the determination of crude
protein in animal feeds. Assoc. Off. Anal. Chem. 1976, 59, 134-140.

Wang, D.; Anderson, D.W. Direct measurement of organic carbon content in soils by the Leco CR-12 carbon
analyzer. Commun. Soil Sci. Plant Anal. 1998, 29, 15-21. [CrossRef]

Methods Manual Scientific Support Section, 1998 ed.; Agriculture and Agri-food Canada—Semiarid Prairie
Agriculture Research Centre: Swift Current, SK, Canada, 1998.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0709069104
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17991772
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/cjps-2017-0087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1060391
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11679667
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2494.1995.tb02335.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.289.5483.1255a
http://dx.doi.org/10.4141/cjas-2014-158
http://dx.doi.org/10.2111/REM-D-10-00084.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rama.2015.03.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/194008291100400105
http://dx.doi.org/10.15232/pas.2015-01406
http://dx.doi.org/10.2111/REM-D-13-00013.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.2111/06-159R.1
http://www.ccac.ca/en_/standards/guidelines
http://www.ccac.ca/en_/standards/guidelines
http://dx.doi.org/10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(91)78551-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00103629809369925

Animals 2019, 9, 127 23 of 25

45.

46.

47.
48.

49.

50.

51.

52.
53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

Ellert, B.H.; Bettany, J.R. Calculation of organic matter and nutrients stored in soils under contrasting
management regimes. Can. J. Soil Sci. 1995, 75, 529-538. [CrossRef]

Ellert, B.H.; Janzen, H.H.; Entz, T. Assessment of a method to measure temporal change in soil carbon
storage. Soil Sci. Soci. Am. |. 2002, 66, 1687-1695. [CrossRef]

SAS Institute Inc. SAS/STAT® 13.1 User’s Guide; SAS Institute Inc.: Cary, NC, USA, 2013.

Bull, H.S. Estimating the nutrient value of corn silage. In Proceedings of the 41st semiannual meeting of
American Feed Manufactures Association, Lexington, Kentucky, 18-20 November 1981.

National Research Council. Nutrient Requirements of Beef Cattle, 7th ed.; The National Academies Press:
Washington, DC, USA, 2000.

Paruelo, ].M.; Lauenroth, W.K. Relative abundance of plant functional types in grasslands and shrublands of
North America. Ecol. Appl. 1996, 6, 1212-1224. [CrossRef]

Derner, ].D.; Hart, R.H. Grazing-induced modifications to peak standing crop in northern mixed-grass
prairie. Rangel. Ecol. Manag. 2007, 60, 270-276. [CrossRef]

Baars, J.A.; Waller, J.E. Effect of temperature on pasture production. Proc. Agron. Soc. N. Z. 1979, 9, 101-104.
Patton, B.D.; Dong, X.; Nyren, PE.; Nyren, A. Effects of grazing intensity, precipitation, and temperature on
forage production. Rangel. Ecol. Manag. 2007, 60, 656-665. [CrossRef]

Ren, H.; Schonbach, P.; Wan, H.; Gierus, M.; Taube, F. Effects of grazing intensity and environmental factors
on species composition and diversity in typical steppe of inner Mongolia, China. PLoS ONE 2012, 7, e52180.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Hector, A.; Schmid, B.; Beierkuhnlein, C.; Caldeira, M.C.; Diemer, M.; Dimitrakopoulos, P.G.; Finn, J.A;
Freitas, H.; Giller, PS.; Good, J.; et al. Plant diversity and productivity experiments in European grasslands.
Science 1999, 286, 1123-1127. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Deak, A.; Hall, M.H.; Sanderson, M. A. Forage production and forage mixture complexity. Proc. Am. Forage
Grassl. Counc. 2004, 13, 220-224.

Deak, A.; Hall, M.H.; Sanderson, M. A. Production and nutritive value of grazed simple and complex forage
mixtures. Agron. J. 2007, 99, 814-821. [CrossRef]

McElroy, M.S.; Papadopoulos, Y.A.; Adl, M.S. Complexity and composition of pasture swards affect plant
productivity and soil organisms. Can. . Plant Sci. 2012, 92, 687-697. [CrossRef]

Wilson, ].R. Cell wall characteristics in relation to forage digestion by ruminants: A review. J. Agric. Sci. 1994,
122,173-182. [CrossRef]

Barbehenn, R.V.; Chen, Z.; Karowe, D.N.; Spickard, A.A. C3 grasses have higher nutritional quality than C4
grasses under ambient and elevated atmospheric CO,. Glob. Chang. Biol. 2004, 10, 1565-1575. [CrossRef]
Archimede, H.; Eugéne, M.; Magdeleine, C.M.; Boval, M.; Martin, C.; Morgavi, D.P; Lecomte, P.; Doreau, M.
Comparison of methane production between C3 and C4 grasses and legumes. Anim. Feed Sci. Technol. 2011,
166-167, 59—64. [CrossRef]

Cherney, J.H.; Allen, V.G. Forages in a livestock system. In An Introduction to Grassland Agriculture;
Barnes, R.E, Miller, D.A., Nelson, C.J., Eds.; lowa State University Press: Ames, IA, USA, 1995; Volume 1,
pp- 175-188.

Bullock, J.M.; Marriott, C.A. Plant responses to grazing, and opportunities for manipulation. In Grazing
Management. Occasional Symposium; Rook, A.J., Penning, P.D., Eds.; No. 34; British Grassland Society:
Reading, UK, 2000; pp. 17-26.

Rook, A.J.; Tallowin, ].R.B. Grazing and pasture management for biodiversity management. Anim. Res. 2003,
52,181-189. [CrossRef]

Wedin, W.E,; Donker, ].D.; Marten, G.C. An evaluation of nitrogen fertilization in legume-grass and all-grass
pasture. Agron. J. 1965, 58, 185-188. [CrossRef]

Moore, K.J.; White, T.A.; Hintz, R.L,; Patrick, PK.; Brummer, E.C. Sequential grazing of cool- and
warm-season pastures. Agron. |. 2004, 96, 1103-1111. [CrossRef]

Crestani, S.; Filho, H.M.; Miguel, M.F.; de Almeida, E.X.; Santos, F.A. Steers performance in dwarf elephant
grass pastures alone or mixed with Arachis pintoi. Trop. Anim. Health Prod. 2013, 45, 1369-1374. [CrossRef]
Johnston, A. Comparison of lightly grazed and ungrazed range in the fescue grassland of southwestern
Alberta. Can. |. Plant Sci. 1961, 41, 615-622. [CrossRef]

Schuman, G.E.; Janzen, H.H.; Herrick, H.J.E. Soil carbon dynamics and potential carbon sequestration by
rangelands. Environ. Pollut. 2002, 116, 391-396. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.4141/cjss95-075
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj2002.1687
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2269602
http://dx.doi.org/10.2111/1551-5028(2007)60[270:GMTPSC]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.2111/07-008R2.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0052180
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23284925
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.286.5442.1123
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10550043
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj2006.0166
http://dx.doi.org/10.4141/cjps2011-147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0021859600087347
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2004.00833.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2011.04.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/animres:2003014
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj1965.00021962005700020015x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj2004.1103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11250-013-0371-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.4141/cjps61-090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0269-7491(01)00215-9

Animals 2019, 9, 127 24 of 25

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

Oates, L.G.; Undersander, D.J.; Gratton, C.; Bell, M.M.; Jackson, R.D. Management-intensive rotational
grazing enhances forage production and quality of subhumid cool-season pastures. Crop Sci. 2011, 51,
892-901. [CrossRef]

Heitschmidt, R.K.; Dowhower, S.L.; Walker, ].W. 14- vs. 42-paddock rotational grazing: Forage quality.
J. Range Manag. 1987, 40, 315-317. [CrossRef]

Bailey, B.; Bennett, B.; Campbell, L.; Friend, D.; Helmondollar, R.; Loyd, B. Pasture forage quality in West
Virginia. West Virginia Extension Service Fact Sheet. 2003. Available online: https:/ /extension.wvu.edu/
agriculture/pasture-hay-forage (accessed on 12 April 2017).

George, M.R; Bell, M.E. Using Stage of Maturity to Predict the Quality of Annual Range Forage; Publication
Number 8019; University of California Range Management Series: Oakland, CA, USA, 2001.

Owensbay, C.E.; Smith, E.F.; Anderson, K.L. Deferred-rotation grazing with steers in the Kansas Flint Hills.
J. Range Manag. 1973, 26, 393-395. [CrossRef]

Hart, R.H.; Samuel, M.].; Test, P.S.; Smith, M.A. Cattle, vegetation, and economic responses to grazing
systems and grazing pressure. J. Range Manag. 1988, 41, 282-286. [CrossRef]

Olson, K.C.; Weidmeier, R.D.; Bowns, J.E.;; Hurst, R.L. Livestock response to multispecies and
deferred-rotation grazing on forested rangeland. J. Range Manag. 1999, 52, 462-470. [CrossRef]
Heitschmidt, R.K.; Dowhower, S.L.; Walker, ]. W. Some Effects of a rotational grazing treatment on quantity
and quality of available forage and amount of ground litter. . Range Manag. 1987, 40, 318-321. [CrossRef]
Derner, ].D.; Hart, R.H.; Smith, M.A.; Waggoner, ].W.,, Jr. Long-term cattle gain responses to stocking rate
and grazing systems in northern mixed-grass prairie. Livest. Sci. 2008, 117, 60-69. [CrossRef]

Garay, H.A.; Sollenberger, L.E.; Mcdonald, D.C.; Ruegsegger, G.J.; Kalmbacher, R.S.; Mislevy, P. Nitrogen
fertilization and stocking rate affect stargrass pasture and cattle performance. Crop Sci. 2004, 44, 1348-1354.
[CrossRef]

Olson, K.C. Range management for efficient reproduction. J. Anim. Sci. 2004, 83 (Suppl. E), E107-E116.
Pitts, ].S.; Bryant, E.C. Steer and vegetation response to short duration and continuous grazing. J. Range
Manag. 1987, 40, 386-389. [CrossRef]

Manley, W.A ; Hart, R H.; Samuel, M.].; Smith, M.A.; Waggoner, ].W., Jr.; Manley, ].T. Vegetation, cattle, and
economic responses to grazing strategies and pressures. J. Range Manag. 1997, 50, 638—-646. [CrossRef]
Campbell, C.A.; Janzen, H.H.; Paustian, K.; Gregorich, G.; Sherrod, L.; Liang, B.C.; Zentner, R.P. Carbon
storage in soils of the North American Great Plains: Effect of cropping frequency. Agron. J. 2005, 97, 349-363.
[CrossRef]

Bruce, ].P,; Frome, M.; Haites, E.; Janzen, H.H.; Lal, R.; Paustian, K. Carbon Sequestration in soils. J. Soil
Water Conserv. 1999, 1, 382-389.

Follett, R.F.,; Kimble, ].M.; Lal, R. The Potential of U.S. Grazing Lands to Sequester Carbon and Mitigate the
Greenhouse Effect; Follett, RR., Kimble, J.M., Lal, R., Eds.; CRC Press LLC: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2000.
Russell, J.R.; Bisinger, J.J. Forages and Pastures Symposium: Improving soil health and productivity on
grasslands using managed grazing of livestock. J. Anim. Sci. 2015, 93, 2626-2640. [CrossRef]

Mensah, F.; Schoenau, ].J.; Malhi, S.S. Soil carbon changes in cultivated and excavated land converted to
grasses in east-central Saskatchewan. Biogeochem 2003, 63, 85-92. [CrossRef]

Liebig, M.A.; Gross, ].R.; Kronberg, S.L.; Phillips, R.L.; Hanson, ].D. Grazing management contributions to
net global warming potential: A long-term evaluation in the Northern Great Plains. J. Enviro. Qual. 2010, 39,
799-809. [CrossRef]

Derner, ].D.; Schuman, G.E. Carbon sequestration and rangelands: A synthesis of land management and
precipitation effects. J. Soil Water Conserv. 2007, 62, 77-85.

Huxman, T.E.; Snyder, K.A.; Tissue, D.T.; Leffler, A.J.; Ogle, K.; Pockman, W.T.; Sandquist, D.R.; Potts, D.L.;
Schwinning, S. Precipitation pulses and carbon fluxes in semiarid and arid ecosystems. Oecologia 2004, 141,
254-268. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Shrestha, B.M.; McConkey, B.G.; Smith, W.N.; Desjardins, R.L.; Campbell, C.A.; Grant, B.B.; Miller, P.R.
Effects of crop rotation, crop type and tillage on soil organic carbon in a semiarid climate. Can. . Soil. Sci.
2013, 93, 137-146. [CrossRef]

Maillard, E.; McConkey, B.G.; Luce, M.S.; Angers, D.A.; Fan, J. Crop rotation, tillage system and precipitation
regime effects on soil carbon stocks over 1 to 30 years in Saskatchewan, Canada. Soil Tillage Res. 2018, 177,
97-104. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.2135/cropsci2010.04.0216
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3898727
https://extension.wvu.edu/agriculture/pasture-hay-forage
https://extension.wvu.edu/agriculture/pasture-hay-forage
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3896969
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3899379
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/4003773
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3898728
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2007.11.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.2135/cropsci2004.1348
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3899592
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/4003460
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj2005.0349
http://dx.doi.org/10.2527/jas.2014-8787
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1023369500529
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/jeq2009.0272
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00442-004-1682-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15338414
http://dx.doi.org/10.4141/cjss2012-078
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2017.12.001

Animals 2019, 9, 127 25 of 25

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

Pifieiro, G.; Paruelo, ].M.; Oesterheld, M.; Esteban, G.; Jobbagy, E.G. Pathways of grazing effects on soil
organic carbon and nitrogen. Rangel. Ecol. Manag. 2010, 63, 109-119. [CrossRef]

Sanderman, J.; Reseigh, J.; Wurst, M.; Young, M.A.; Austin, ]J. Impacts of rotational grazing on soil carbon in
native grass-based pastures in southern Australia. PLOS ONE 2015, 10, e0136157. [CrossRef]

Derner, ].D.; Boutton, T.W.; Briske, D.D. Grazing and ecosystem carbon storage in the North American Great
Plains. Plant Soil 2006, 280, 77-90. [CrossRef]

Frank, A.B.; Tanaka, D.L.; Hofmann, L.; Follett, R.E. Soil carbon and nitrogen of Northern Great Plains
grasslands as influenced by long-term grazing. |. Range Manag. 1995, 48, 470-474. [CrossRef]

Reeder, ].D.; Schuman, G.E.; Morgan, J.A.; Lecain, D.R. Response of organic and inorganic carbon and
nitrogen to long-term grazing of the shortgrass steppe. Environ. Manag. 2004, 33, 485-495. [CrossRef]
Fischer, J.C.; Ti Eszen, L.L.; Chimel, D.S. Climate controls on C3 vs. C4 productivity in North American
grasslands from carbon isotope composition of soil organic matter. Glob. Chang. Biol. 2008, 14, 1-15. [CrossRef]
Wilson, G.W.T.; Hartnett, D.C. Interspecific variation in plant responses to mycorrhizal colonization in
tallgrass prairie. Am. J. Botany 1998, 85, 1732-1738. [CrossRef]

® © 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
@ article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution

(CC BY) license (http:/ /creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).


http://dx.doi.org/10.2111/08-255.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0136157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11104-005-2554-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/4002255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00267-003-9106-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01552.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2446507
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Site 
	Pasture Establishment 
	Animal and Grazing Managemnet 
	Sample Collection and Analyses 
	Statisitcal Analysis 

	Results 
	Climatic Condition 
	Effcet of Seed Mixture 
	Effcet of Grazing Managemnet 
	Soil Organic Carbon and Above Ground Biomass and Litter Composition 

	Discussion 
	Effcet of Seed Mixture 
	Effcet of Grazing Managemnet 
	Soil Carbon Sequestration 

	Conclusions 
	
	References

