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production of beef as food for humans.  In other 
words these and other topics all change beef from a 
commodity to a value-based product.  Many of these 
issues are the result of affluence.  With a full belly it 
is much easier to scrutinize and dissect food 
production.  We can be thankful that many have a full 
belly and more people are obtaining adequate 
nutrition, although nutritional well-being and food 
security are far from universal.  
 
Current and future constraints on production appear 
to arise from several directions.  The “full belly 
syndrome” and affluence does promote or at least 
allow increased restrictions on food production.  
Increasing population not only requires more food, 
but simultaneously results in fewer resources, such as 
land and water, available for food production.  These 
extensions of current trends are a type of value-based 
production and are likely to increase over time; more 
of the same for producers.  And, it should be noted 
that restrictions on food production in the U.S. may 
not appear to hinder food supply due to imports of 
food.  Production resources are merely out of sight. 
 
A local producer once told me he would raise pink 
cattle if someone would pay for them.  In academic 
jargon there is no market for pink cattle; if there was 
I could work on developing them.  But there are 
markets for all kinds of ranch, production and food 
attributes.  Many producers welcome markets for 
things like pre-conditioning: getting paid for things 
they already do to a large extent.  But many ranchers 
are less comfortable with other different ranch 
attributes such as carbon credits or sightseeing.  
Maybe new partnerships could help forge new 
markets and new sources of income? 
 
I came in on the heels of California Proposition 13, 
Prop 13 – property tax limitation, the original TEA 
party movement to attempt to wrestle taxation under 
control.  It was the first of several and repeated 
attempts to control government over the past three 
plus decades.  We can see how successful it and 
many other attempts were based on whether 
government has grown or shrunk.  But not all aspects 
of government have grown.  There are far fewer farm 
advisors and Extension people now than 35 years 
ago.  And, for a variety of reasons, primarily 
financial in my opinion, their role has had to evolve.  
The result for producers is that advisors are further 
away from them and more influenced by projects that 

receive funding from outside sources (sources outside 
of UC, state or county).  Some producers have said 
this is not a big problem because they can get 
information from the internet, using their handheld 
device right in the field.  One problem is that much of 
that information originates from Extension.  Will it 
continue to be fundable information; will it continue 
to be developed?  Secondly, how does that 
information apply or work under “your” conditions 
and “real world” conditions.  It doesn’t take long to 
think about all the details that don’t work in your 
specific situation.  Examples being disks or harrows 
that while fine equipment get eaten up by rocks.  
Producers are knowledgeable about many topics but 
what about the ones less familiar like DNA tests, or a 
new vaccine, or a new product for AI of livestock?  
At times internet-based information can be a false 
sense of knowledge.  Can a web-page of information 
really interpret all the nuances of ranching?  Can all 
of the subtle evaluations of a trained person 
integrating experiences and knowledge really be 
duplicated in a web-page? 
 
In wrapping up this last issue of the Siskiyou 
Stockman it is difficult to not attempt to provide 
some ideas for coping with the challenges.  Besides 
evaluating market options the two biggest and best 
possibilities to develop further are 1) grazing 
management and 2) improved breeding decisions.  
Feed costs and availability continue to be major cost 
and limiting factors.  We have seen all types of new 
grazing management ideas and schemes.  They 
revolve around better control of plant harvest.  We 
demonstrated years ago about a 50% increase in 
carrying capacity through more controlled plant 
harvest by intensively rotating cattle.  My perception 
is many producers recognized the idea and accepted 
the increase but were not yet ready to implement the 
practices.  There was still relatively inexpensive 
forage available.  That situation no longer exists and 
different grazing management could provide 
additional carrying capacity from the same resources.  
Intensive grazing management can be abused.  It is 
easy in theory yet difficult in practice.  
Understanding the theory will allow sufficient 
flexibility for implementation to a far larger extent 
than what is currently being used.  This will increase 
the carrying capacity of limited grazing lands. 
 
Increased use of forage systems is another 
alternative.  Forage systems are using different plant 



 

materials at different times of the year on different 
properties.  Different feed sources satisfy the grazing 
needs of livestock while reducing feeding of 
preserved forages.  Due primarily to soil type and 
water availability, each property has its best forage 
use and how it fits into the year-long feed 
requirements.  Forage systems can be more difficult 
to implement than grazing management because they 
are more comprehensive in the knowledge 
requirements (which includes plants, water, soils, 
climate, animal needs, and location). 
 
Improved breeding decisions mean understanding the 
difference between selection and strategic breeding.  
Most producers understand and use selection.  They 
attempt to breed the best possible by making 
selections of bulls and cows.  They are selecting what 
they perceive as the best for their situation.  That 
however is only using half of the toolbox.  It is just as 
easy to include strategic breeding along with 
selection for the commercial producer.  Strategic 
breeding might include using a terminal sire that 
helps a maternal-trait cow herd produce progeny best 
suited for your specific market.  (Terminal meaning 
all of the calves go to market.)  The terminal sire 
excels in traits for the terminal market, improving 

cow traits, which focus on living in a harsh 
environment but raising a calf every year.  Calves 
would be worth more just by using a different bull.  
Typically a terminal sire might be used only on adult 
cows to avoid dystocia.  Older cows are usually 
separate from heifers so there is no additional labor 
cost.  Heifers could be bred by AI using high 
accuracy semen for calving ease and maternal traits.  
Clearly there are physical constraints to strategic 
breeding but financially it is too valuable not to 
employ, (especially when there are few other 
alternatives to generate additional income). 
 
There are a great many pieces that formed a 35 year 
cooperative team of producers and me.  Individuals at 
the local, state, University and Federal level were 
teammates. At times even a pinch hit by a small 
player had a large impact on the results.  But a good 
team is more than the sum of the individuals (hybrid 
vigor?!) and requires trust: a two way trait.  The 
clichés apply; challenges abound, things are always 
changing while they stay the same.  Opportunity 
knocks; disappointment slams the door.  I have 
confidence in my teammates as they have become 
more world-aware, more knowledgeable and more 
experienced and can handle the future. 



 
 

This is your copy of the Siskiyou Stockman, which you requested, or which we thought would be of interest to you. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Daniel J. Drake, Ph.D., PAS 
Farm Advisor - Livestock & Range 
CE Associate, Animal Science Dept., UC Davis 
530/842-2711 
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