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Hello Northeast Ohio Counties!

Thanks for making Hay Day a Success! We had a
great turnout at Northeast Ohio Hay Day this past
Saturday — thanks to everyone who came out and
made it such a valuable day of learning and
connection!

Up Next: Corn Field Night
Join us for updates on vomitoxin, planting date
research, and local disease pressures.

Make the most of this beautiful weather — whether
you're making hay, wrapping up spraying, or enjoying
a family picnic.

Stay cool, stay safe, and we’ll see you soon!
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Dog Days Dwindle but Summer Weather Remains

By: Aaron Wilson

Source: https://agcrops.osu.edu/newsletter/corn-newsletter/2025-25/dog-days-dwindle-
summer-weather-remains

Climate Summary

The Dog Days of Summer this

year officially run from July 3

through August 11, 2025. They

are named as such as this 40-day

period coincides with the sunrise

rising of Sirius, the Dog Star.

They line up course, with the

sweltering days of summer, and

this year has been especially

oppressive. July average

temperatures ran 2-4°F above

normal, with overnight lows

running 4-6°F above average for

most counties. Humidity levels have been at record levels. For instance, from June
1 — July 31, Dayton International Airport recorded a dewpoint temperature at or
above 65°F 66% of the time (957 hours) and 35% of the time (509 hours) with a
dewpoint temperature at or above 70°F. Both of these observations are records for
this location over the last 76 years (1950-2025).

Precipitation over the last 30 days has been highly variable (Figure 1). Most
locations have picked up 3-6 inches of rain with locally heavier totals in portions of
north central, southwest, and southeast Ohio. While no significant drought
concerns exist, pockets of dryness are evident across parts of Van Wert, Paulding,
Henry, Wood, Putnam, Hancock, and Ashtabula Counties. For the latest up-to-date
conditions, seasonal outlooks, and monthly climate summaries, please visit

the State Climate Office of Ohio.

Weather Forecast

This past weekend brought absolutely delightful weather to the Buckeye State. Low
humidity and overnight lows in the upper 40s to mid 50s was a welcome break from
the heat and humidity this summer. High pressure has now shifted east, and while
the flow has been out of Canada the last few days (thus the hazy skies from
wildfires), a southerly wind is taking over. This will lead to warming temperatures
this week with highs mainly in the 80s and lows in the 60s. We could push 90°F for
a few locations over the weekend. Despite the return flow, precipitation is expected
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to be relatively light
(Figure 2). A few
isolated showers and
storms are possible
through Thursday,
mainly across
southern Ohio.
Additional isolated
storms are possible
over the weekend.

Overall, the National
Weather Service is
currently forecasting
up to 0.25 inch for

Figure 1: Total precipitation over the last 30 days ending northern and eastern
August 3, 2025. Figure courtesy of the lowa counties, and 0.1-0.5

Environmental Mesonet. inch for southwest
Ohio. As is the case in

summer, locally heavier totals are possible where thunderstorms occur.

The 8-14 day outlook from
the Climate Prediction
Center for the period of July
29 — August 4 and the 16-
Day Rainfall Outlook from
NOAA/NWS/Ohio River
Forecast Center show
increased probability of
above normal temperatures
and precipitation are
favored (Figure 3).
Climatological normals for
this period include a high-
temperature range of 81-
85°F, a low-temperature
range of 61-65°F, and
weekly total precipitation of

0.70 - 0.90 inches. Figure 2: Total precipitation forecast for the period
8pm August 4 — 8pm August 11. Figure courtesy of
the National Weather Service-Wilmington, Ohio.
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Figure 3) Climate Prediction Center 8-14 Day Outlook valid for August 11 — 17,
2025, for left) temperatures and right) precipitation. Colors represent the
probability of below, normal, or above normal conditions.

Are you prepared for prickly pests?
By: Christine Gelley
Source: https://u.osu.edu/beef/2025/07/30/are-you-prepared-for-prickly-pests/

Prickly, pesky, pests are common among weed
species that can become established in Ohio pastures
# and hayfields that can be challenging to respond to.

¥ Two that cause frustration include cocklebur and

s horsenettle.

Cocklebur is a summer annual weed from the
Asteraceae (daisy/sunflower) family. Unlike many of
its relatives, cocklebur looks nothing like a daisy. The
mature leaves of the plant look similar to the leaves of
a sycamore tree, with irregularly lobed and toothed
leaf margins. The flower it produces is usually unnoticed because it is green. The fruit it
produces is a cluster of egg-shaped burs that easily catch on and hitch a ride on the
hide of animals that pass by. Cocklebur can be especially damaging to animals with
fiber value.

Horsenettle is often
unnoticed until mid-summer!

Horsenettle is a member of the Solanaceae (tomato) family. It's leaves and flowers are
similar in appearance to tomatoes, except the leaf midvein on the underside of the leaf
is lined with sharp spines. The berries of the plant will appear similar to yellow cherry
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tomatoes when mature. Although they look safe to eat, they are not. While all parts of
the plant can be toxic, the berries are most problematic. Horsenettle is an opportunistic
and persistent perennial plant.

To learn more about identification of cocklebur, you can visit the OSU Weed
Management website at: https://u.osu.edu/osuweeds/weed-id/broadleaves/sunflower-
family/common-cocklebur/

To learn more about identification of horsenettle, you can visit the Ohio Perennial and
Biennial Weed Guide at: https://weedquide.cfaes.osu.edu/singlerecord.asp?id=55

You can also search YouTube for “Forage Focus Horsenettle” and “Forage Focus
Cocklebur” for short videos on identification of both these weeds.

Commonly these plants pop up in the paths that animals travel to reach a common feed,
water, or mineral access point, where desirable grasses and legumes are unable to
persist. They thrive in disturbed soils with full-sun and good fertility.

Neither plant is appealing from a grazing
perspective due to the hairy leaves and
prickly plant tissue, but extremely hungry
animals or those without grazing
experience may be tempted to taste them.
Poisonings are more common when the
plant tissue is unavoidable in hay. Although
the drying process of haymaking reduces
the toxins present in the plant tissue, they
are not eliminated.

e -

Cocklebur has become more prevalent
in recent years.

The most common situations where
animals are poisoned by toxic plants are a
result of management decisions that lead
to inadequate access to enough good forage to eat. Overgrazed pastures or forced
feeding of hay containing toxic plants are more often the cause of a poisoning than the
plant itself. The amount of plant material that must be consumed to create a negative
reaction depends on the species, age, and stage of the animal and the plant.

While many producers hope to address weed challenges with strategic clipping of
pastures, mowing is not very effective for cocklebur or horsenettle. This is due to their
ability to flower and produce seed so low to the ground. Tillage can be a tempting
practice to implement for control, but it will often stir up additional weed seed that is
lying in wait in the soil bank.
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Herbicides containing aminopyralid, clopyralid, 2,4-D, dicamba, metsulfuron methyl,
triclopyr, and/or glyphosate are generally effective either as broadcast sprays or
targeted sprays for cocklebur, but horsenettle is susceptible to fewer herbicides.
Aminopyralid, metsulfuron methyl, triclopyr, and glyphosate provide 80 percent or better
control on horsenettle.

Outside of herbicide application, planting a summer cover crop may provide enough
competition to smother both of these weeds by creating shade and utilizing water and
nutrients more effectively. This may be best accomplished with the use of a no-till drill to
seed an annual grass species, such as sorghum-sudangrass or grazing corn. Multiple
growing seasons of this practice may be required before a noticeable difference is seen.
Keeping up with soil fertility should always be a priority as well to allow desirable plants
to thrive and reduce the window of opportunity for harmful plants such as these to
establish.

If you are noticing heavy weed pressure by cocklebur or horsenettle, | encourage you to
take action to address it sooner rather than later. Additional control details are available
in the OSU Weed Control Guide, which is available as a spiral bound book or
downloadable PDF from OSU Publications through your local Extension Office or online
at: https://extensionpubs.osu.edu/category-2c-agricultural-weed-control/

Soybean yield response to 60 years of no-till in Ohio
By: Aline de Camargo Santos, Manbir Rakkar, Steve Culman, Leonardo Deiss
Source: https://agcrops.osu.edu/newsletter/corn-newsletter/2025-25/soybean-yield-
response-60-years-no-till-ohio

Since 1962, Ohio researchers are studying how tillage
affects soybean yields in different soil types through
the The Triplett-van Doren No-Tillage and Crop
Rotation Experiment. A new factsheet ‘Soybean yield
response to over 60 years of no-tillage across
different Ohio soils’
(https://ohioline.osu.edu/factsheet/anr-0184),
shares results from this long-term study, highlighting
the findings by de Camargo Santos et al. (2025).

The factsheet highlighted that no-till and chisel plow were higher yielding systems
than moldboard plow for soybean production (Table 1). Yield improvements were
greater in silt-loam soils (Wooster) than in heavy-clay soils (Hoytville), showing how
soil type can play a key role in determining soybean responses to tillage. At
Wooster, no-till consistently produced the highest soybean yields since the 1960s,
with increases of up to 5 bushels. In Hoytville, the no-till system resulted in lower
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soybean yields in the early years, but that changed over time. As soil health
improved over the past few decades, soybean yields improved under no-till, even in

clayey soils.

The early years of this experiment (1960s—1980s) were especially challenging for
no-till. Farmers and researchers had limited tools: fewer herbicides, little
knowledge of pest control in high-residue systems, and limited equipment designed
for planting in undisturbed soil. Those early struggles affected overall crop
performance. But over time, no-till management improved. Better planters and
hands-on experience of managing no-till helped, but a big reason for the success
was the soil itself. Years of reduced disturbance and protection from leaving crop
residues on the surface improved soil health, giving soybeans a better place to

grow.

One key takeaway from this research is that it can take time for soil health to
improve and begin benefiting crop yields. Practices like no-till help build soil
structure and organic matter — but these changes do not happen overnight. This
long-term study shows that no-till’s biggest yield advantage came after years of
consistent use.

Another key finding is that intensive soil disturbance using moldboard plow can
result in significant yield penalties. Even though this tillage method is no longer

common, this experiment clearly showed its lasting drawbacks for soil and yields.
Overall, this research highlights that building soil health through no-till can lead to
more productive cropping systems. Long-term studies like the Triplett-van Doren
experiment help us see that while different soils may respond at different rates,
consistent no-till management can pay off over time.

Table 1. Average soybean grain yields and annual yield gains for each tillage
system in Wooster (1964 to 2024) and Hoytville (1965 to 2024), Ohio.

ank | Tillage (bushels per acre) | (bushels per scre)
Wooster, Ohio

1 No-Tillage 38.47 0.34

2 Chisel 35.41 0.44

3 Moldboard 33.39 0.37

Hoytville, Ohio

1 Chisel 45.88 0.38

2 No-Tillage 44.69 0.57

3 Moldboard 42.50 0.30
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Reference

de Camargo Santos, A., Culman, S. W., Deiss, L. Sixty years of crop diversification
with perennials improves yields more than no-tillage in Ohio grain cropping
systems. Field Crops Research, 109993. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2025.109993

Planting Alfalfa in Late Summer

By: Emma Matcham, Ted Wiseman

Source: https://agcrops.osu.edu/newsletter/corn-newsletter/2025-25/planting-alfalfa-
late-summer

Alfalfa has two main planting windows in Ohio—early
spring or later summer/ early fall. The Ohio Agronomy
Guide recommends planting dates between August

18t and August 15 for northern Ohio, and planting dates
between August 15t and August 30" for southern Ohio.
Below are a few considerations for successful late
summer establishment.

Site Selection: Alfalfa requires adequate soil moisture to establish well, but it's not
very tolerant of wet feet especially in winter. Choose a well-drained site, but truly
droughty soils may be a better choice for spring-established alfalfa than August-
established alfalfa. Like most legumes, alfalfa requires a pH above 6.0.
Productivity will be best when pH is 6.5 (when subsoil pH > 6.0) or 6.8 (when
subsoil pH < 6.0). Learn more about alfalfa’s soil fertility requirements in the Tri-
State Fertilizer Recommendations. Check your herbicide records to make sure any
herbicide rotation intervals have elapsed (summary table of some common
herbicides is available at http://go.osu.edu/herbrotationintervals).
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Field Preparation: Glyphosate is a good option for pre-plant burndown (other weed
control options are listed in the further reading section, below). Consider a no-till
seeding to help conserve soil moisture, although tillage may be necessary to
control herbicide-resistant weeds or in fields with a history of sclerotinia crown and
stem rot. Using herbicides and/or tillage for field prep is important, since root-
feeding insects can become a problem when alfalfa seedlings emerge in a field that
has pre-existing living roots.

Seeding Recommendations: For a pure stand of alfalfa, aim for approximately 80
seeds/ square foot, or around 15lbs/ acre. Coated seed will be heavier, so account
for its weight when calibrating your drill. Seed should be placed around % or 2 an
inch deep for most Ohio soils (aim for 7z to % inches on sandy soils). Avoid planting
too deep by making sure that some seed is still visible on the soil surface,
especially in no-till plantings.

Management Considerations for Fall: Do not plan to harvest August-planted alfalfa
until next spring—ecutting in fall will reduce winter survival. Scout your fields to
determine if a post-emergence herbicide will be necessary to control fall broadleaf
weeds, and review herbicide options in the 2025 Ohio Weed Control Guide.

Further Reading:

Ohio Agronomy Guide, 16" Edition. https://extensionpubs.osu.edu/ohio-agronomy-
qguide-16th-edition/

Tri-State Fertilizer Recommendations for Corn, Soybean, Wheat, and
Alfalfa. https://extensionpubs.osu.edu/tri-state-fertilizer-recommendations-for-corn-
soybean-wheat-and-alfalfa-pdf/?searchid=0&search query=974

2025 Ohio, Indiana, lllinois, and Missouri Weed Control
Guide. https://extensionpubs.osu.edu/category-2c-agricultural-weed-control/

Herbicides for Alfalfa—a resource from Kansas State
University. https://www.frontierdistrict.k-state.edu/crops/crop-
production/docs/Alfalfa%20weed%20quide.pdf

Adoption of Conservation Practices and Farm Goals
By: Michael Langemeier, Anil Balchhaudi

Source: https://farmdocdaily.illinois.edu/2025/08/adoption-of-conservation-practices-
and-farm-goals.html
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Conservation practices such as the utilization of a no-till crop system, crop
diversification, or cover crops can be implemented to improve soil health, reduce soill
loss, mitigate net greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and promote long-run agricultural
sustainability. When making long-run decisions involving conservation, it is important to
examine the tradeoff between important goals such as profit maximization, risk
reduction, and improving soil health (Langemeier, 2023). A recent survey of 400 U.S.
producers was conducted in late February 2025 to assess individual farm goals,
producer sentiment, farm growth, succession plans, sustainability and risk preferences,
resilience, and adoption of conservation practices. A previous article focused on farm
goals and their tradeoffs (Langemeier, 2025). This article focuses on the relationship
between farm goals and the adoption of conservation practices.

Survey Results Pertaining to Conservation Practices

As noted in Langemeier (2025), survey respondents that chose conservation as their
most important goal represented 10% of the total respondents. Besides conservation,
other goals included stable income, profit maximation, farm transfer, and reduction in
debt. Results for the entire sample of farms and for those that chose conservation as
their most important goal are presented in this section. Given the relative size of the
two groups (i.e., aggregate sample and conservation goal group), detailed responses to
the survey questions will focus on the entire sample.

Conservation questions included the following topics: introduction of a new crop;
adoption of no-till; cover crop use; and changes made in response to long-term changes
in weather patterns. Table 1 shows the results corresponding to the key questions
related to the introduction of a

new crop, adoption of no—tiII, and Table 1. Adoption of Conservation Practices

cover crop use. There are two Conservation Question ey Consention
columns in Table 1. The first Inthe last five years, have you introduced a new crop beyond your usual cropping pattern to improve long-run
column represents survey R o e
response averages for the entire Yes 37.0% 525%
sample of farms. The second On average, what percent of your crop acreage uses no-till practices?

column represents the average o o o

of responses for the 40 farms Have you ever planted a cover crop on your operation?

that chose conservation as their No 27.0% 275%
most important goal. Yes, inthe past 17.8% 15.0%

ln the queStion pertaining tO the How man:ey;::::::yyou planted cover crops (only addressed to thosesti:tofurremly plant cov:csro:ps)’)
introduction of new crops, 105 years 257% 5%
respondents were asked whether & or more years 64.3% 56.5%
they had incorporated a CrOp ;\lr;r:‘l:acl(ljyv ;nc\rt\;r;)eg)groponlon of your farm did you plant cover crops (only addressed to those that currently
outside their usual cropping Less than 50% 78.7% §7.0%
pattern within the last five years 50% or more 21:3% 130%

to enhance |ong_run Source: Survey of U.S. Producers, February 2025 farmdocoaiLy
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sustainability. On average, 37% of all respondents and 52% of the conservation group
indicated that they introduced a new crop to improve long-run sustainability. The no-till
question inquired about the percentage of acreage used for no-till practices rather than
whether a farm used no-till practices.

Approximately 50% of all respondents used no-till practices on more than one-half of
their acreage. For the conservation group, this percentage increased to 62%.

The survey contained seven questions related to cover crops. Average responses to
the first three questions can be found in Table 1. The first cover crop question in Table
1 asked respondents whether they have ever planted cover crops. Approximately 27%
of all respondents and of those in the conservation group answered “no” to this
question. Approximately 18% of all respondents used cover crops in the past but are
not currently using them. Disadoption of practices such as the use of cover crops is not
that uncommon. Plastina and Sawadgo (2021) indicated that 11% of the counties in
lowa, lllinois, and Indiana disadopted cover crops between 2012 and 2017. The second
cover crop question in table 1 asked those that currently use cover crops the number of
years they had planted cover crops. The average number of years for the entire sample
was 12.3 years. Approximately 64% of respondents have used cover crops for more
than 6 years. For the conservation group, approximately 56% have used cover crops
for more than 6 years. The third cover crop question in Table 1 asked those that
currently use cover crops the proportion of their farm that utilizes cover crops. The
average percentage for the entire sample was approximately 39%. Approximately 21%
(13%) of the entire sample (conservation group) used cover crops on more than 50% of
their acreage.

Additional cover crop questions addressed reasons, motivation, and experience
associated with cover crop use (Table 2). One of the questions was targeted to those
respondents who have never used cover crops. The question aimed to identify the
primary reason for not adopting cover crops. Approximately 30% of the respondents
indicated that cover crops were not profitable while 18% cited lack of resources or
expertise as their primary reason. In the case of the conservation group, 36% stated
that lack of profitability was their primary barrier while none of the respondents identified
limited resources or expertise as a major constraint. The second question in Table 2
was directed at respondents who had used cover crops in the past but later
discontinued their use. In this question, we were particularly interested in finding
reasons for discontinuing cover crop use. Approximately 20% of respondents indicated
that the primary reason for discontinuing cover crops was lack of resources and
expertise. The third question in Table 2 was targeted at those that currently use cover
crops and aimed to assess their primary motivation for the use of cover

crops. Approximately 41% of respondents identified soil health improvement as their
primary motivation for adopting cover crops, whereas 34% indicated erosion control as
their main reason for adoption. In the last cover crop question, we asked respondents
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to best describe their past experiences with cover crops. Approximately 71% of the
respondents indicated that cover crops improve soil health and crop
yields. Approximately 19% of the respondents indicated that cover crops improve soll

health but hurt crop yields.

Table 2. Reasons, Motivations, and Experience Associated with Cover Crop Use

Aggregate Conservation
Conservation Question Sample Goal
What is your primary reason for not using cover crops?
Not profitable 29.6% 36.4%
Hurt yields of cash crops 9.3% 9.1%
Insufficient soil benefits 9.3% 9.1%
Lack of resources and/or expertise 17.6% 0.0%
Other 34.2% 45.4%
What was the primary reason for discontinuing cover crops?
Not profitable 16.9% 16.7%
Hurt yields of cash crops 16.9% 0.0%
Insufficient soil benefits 11.3% 0.0%
Lack of resources and/or expertise 19.7% 16.7%
Other 35.2% 66.6%
What are your primary motivations for planting cover crops?
Improve soil health 41.3% 42.8%
Improve erosion control 34.4% 34.3%
Improve water quality 8.0% 8.6%
Comply with carbon sequestration contract 3.4% 5.7%
Suppress weed and pest infestations 12.9% 8.6%
Which statement best describes your past experience with cover crops?
Improves soil health and improves yields of cash crops 71.5% 60.9%
Improves soil health, but hurts yields of cash crops 19.0% 30.4%
Does not improve soil health, but improves yields of cash 5.9% 4.4%
Does not improve soil health and hurts yields of cash cro| 3.6% 4.4%
Source: Survey of U.S. Producers, February 2025 farmdocpaiy

Respondents were also asked if
they had made changes to their
farming operation in response to
long-term changes in weather
patterns (Table 3). Approximately
27% of the entire sample and of
the conservation group answered
this question affirmatively. In
terms of climate change
adaptation, respondents were
given the following choices:
installed tile drainage, installed
irrigation, planted cover crops,
changed crop mix, adopted no-
till, changed crop varieties, and
changed planting dates. The
three most common adaptations,
in order, were changed planting
dates, installed tile drainage, and
changed crop varieties. In
contrast, among the conservation
group, the top three adaptations
were adjusting planting dates,
planting cover crops, and
changing crop varieties.

Though not shown in this article, the individual conservation practices were significant
and positively correlated with each other. This implies that a farm that adopts an
individual conservation practice tends to also adopt the other conservation

practices. The largest correlations were between the introduction of a new crop and the

adoption of cover crops.
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Relationship between Conservation _
. L. Table 3. Changes Made in Response to Long-Term Weather Patterns
and Fal‘m Characterlstlcs Aggregate Conservation

Conservation Question Sample Goal

Have you made any changes in your farming operation in response to long-term changes in weather patterns

For the conservation goal question, as  inyourarea

with the other goal questions, No 705% 65.0%
respondents were asked on a Likert Uncertain 22% e
scale from 1 to 5, where 1 is not Yes 2 2ren
important and 5 is very important, how

What are the biggest changes you have made?

Installed tile drainage 17.2% 10.0%
they would rate the goal. The answer Installed iigation 11.2% 5.0%
to the conservation goal question for Planted cover crops 8.9% 20.0%
each respondent was then correlated Changed mix of crops planted 11.2% 10.0%
with answers for other questions in the Adopted no-t 166% 100%
. Changed crop maturities or varieties planted in response 16.6% 15.0%

survey. The correlations between the v , v
. Changed planting dates to adjust for weather variation 18.3% 30.0%

conservation goal scale and selected
Source: Survey of U.S. Producers, February 2025 farmdocoaiLy

farm characteristics are reported in
Table 4.

The conservation goal was
significant and positively
Conservation correlated with responses for

Table 4. Correlation between Conservation Goal and Farm Characteristics

Question Goal . .

) the following questions:
Producer Sentiment (ag economy barometer) -0.014 prioritization of Iong-term
Farm Growth , 0009 sustainability goals, risk
Add Additional Family Member in Next 5 Years -0.015 preference (the conservation
Priortization of Long-Run Sustainability Goals 0.129™** group was less risk averse),
Risk Preferences (lower index value; stronger risk aversion) 0.078* regret, and the adoption of no-
Regret (lower index value; less tendency to second quess decisions) 0.081* till practices. It was not
Have a strong balance sheet 0.046 Surprising to find a Significant
Regularly assess advantages and disadvantages 0.053 and positive correlation
Introduction of new crop -0.012 between the conservation goal
Adoption of no-till practices 0.122%*= and Sustainability and between
Adoption of cover crops 0.020 the conservation goal and the
Adaptation to changing weather patterns 0.033 adOptIOH of no-till praCt|CeS-
Farm size (total acres operated) 0.015 The cgns_grvahon goal WaS
Education level 0.018 also significant and positively
Operator age 0006 correlated to the other four
Farm Goal: Stable Income 0.212%** goals e_xammed In thlS StUdy:

o stable income, profit
Farm Goal: Profit Maximization 0.281*** .. . .
o Gol Sucess 0198 maximization, succession, and
arm Goal: Sucession 198*** . .

’ reduction in debt. As noted

Farm Goal: Reduce Debt 0.181%**

by Langemeier (2025), farm
Note: Significance levels: p < .01™*; p< .05™; p<01™ farmdocoaiy goais are not uni-
dimensional. Those that
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identified a particular goal as being important (e.g., conservation goal) tended to think
that one or more of the other goals was also important.

Conclusions

This article presents results from a recent survey pertaining to farm goals, and
discusses the relationships between farm goals and the adoption of conservation
practices. Approximately 10% of a sample of U.S. farms indicated that conservation
was their most important farm goal. There was a significant and positive correlation
between the relative importance of the conservation goal and both sustainability and the
adoption of no-till practices. Of those that chose conservation as their most important
goal, approximately 52% introduced a new crop into their crop rotation in the last 5
years, 62% used no-till on at least one-half of their acreage, 57% currently utilize cover
crops on at least a portion of their acreage, and 27% have made changes to their farm
operation in response to long-term changes in weather patterns.

OSU Extension Ashtabula County is Hiring!

Applications are currently being accepted for the 4-H/ANR Program Assistant position in
Ashtabula County. This position is located in Jefferson, OH.

Position highlights include, but are not limited to:

e Developing, planning, and assisting in delivering educational programming
(formal and informal).

e Collaborating with the Extension educator to market and promote programming
through social media and other outreach tools.

e Assisting the educator to build relationships with community partners and help
work with committees and groups.

e Working with local and state-level Extension professionals to make resources
and research available to members of the community.

e Assisting in identifying community needs and providing information or
programming to address them.

e Leading programs consistent with the AA/EEO policy of OSU Extension, the
outreach arm of CFAES

If you are interested, you can read the full details and apply at the link below. Come join
our team!

https://osu.wd1.myworkdayjobs.com/OSUCareers/job/Satellite-Campus/Extension-
Educators-Coordinator-3--4-H-ANR---Ashtabula-County_R122695-1
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Upcoming Events

Spraying Technologies Vineyards
August 12, 2025
Quarry Hill Winery & Orchard

Farmland Leasing Webinar
August 15, 2025
Online

Trumbull County Corn Field Night
August 28, 2025
WI Miller and Sons, Farmdale, OH

Equine Pasture Walk
September 3, 2025
Grand Haven Horse Farm

Northeast Ohio Agriculture OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY EXTENSION
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COLLEGE OF FOOD, AGRICULTURAL,
AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES

Ashtabula, Clermont, and Wayne County Extension Offices

Equine Pasture Walks

Join us for a unique, statewide hands-on learning experience focused on
equine pasture management. This interactive tour takes place on a working
horse pasture—perfect for seeing best practices in action. Bring your
questions and curiosity as we explore how to create healthier, more
productive grazing environments for your horses!

* Plant/root physiology

* Mud management/ dry lots

* Grazing sticks and forage calculations

* Weed ID and poisonous plants

Light refreshments served at 5:30 PM at each location. No RSVP required.

Free for all to attend.

DATES:

July 23" Wayne County, OSU ATI
August 20t Clermont County
September 3" Ashtabula County

TIME: 6:00-8:00 p.m.

Pick one to join us that is closest to you, or feel free to visit different farms throughout

Ohio!

Wayne County
Jul 2342025
Ohio State ATI Equine Center

3339 S Apple Creek Rd.
Apple Creek, OH 44606
Contact: Janessa Hill at
hill.1357@osu.edu or

330-674-3015

Clermont County
Aug 20th 2025
Grassy Acres Horse Retreat,
3991 Afton-Elklick Rd.
Batavia, OH 45103
Contact: Gigi Neal at
neal.331@osu.edu or
513-732-7070

Ashtabula County
Sept 379 2025
Grand Haven Horse Farm
2000 E Union Rd.
Jefferson, OH 44047
Contact: Amanda Barnum at
barnum.28@osu.edu or
440-576-9008

EVENT SPONSORS:

OSU ATI Equine Center
Ashtabula SWCD
Clermont SWCD

Holmes SWCD

Wayne SWCD
Ashtabula Extension Office

Clermont Extension Office

Holmes Extension Office
Wayne Extension Office

OSU Extension Equine Team

OSU Forage Team

CFAES provides research and related educational programs to

clientele on anondiscriminatory basis. For more information, visit
cfaesdiversity.osu.edu. Foran accessible format of this publication,
visit cfaes.osu.ed u/accessibility.
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OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY EXTENSION

Lake County

2025 FREE
PESTICIDE
COLLECTION
DAY:
ODA CLEAN
SWEEP

Date:

Perry Coal and Feed Thursday, August 14th, 2025

9:00 AM to 3:00 PM
Where:

Perry Coal and Feed

4204 Main Street
Perry, OH 44081

Details:

Pesticide Collection for

Nurseries, Agricultural Producers,
Grape Growers, Fruit and Vegetable
Producers, Christmas Tree Growers

Do you have unwanted, unused or unknown Not intended for homeowners
agricultural chemicals? Bring them to the collection
and disposal event coordinated by ODA and EPA at
no cost to you.

Contact: Ann Chanon — OSU Lake
County Extension, ANR Educator
chanon.1@osu.edu or 440-853-2630

To pre-register and for more information, contact the
Ohio Department of Agriculture at 614-728-6987

Lake.osu.edu
CFAES provides research and related educational programs to

clientele on a nondiscriminatory basis. For more information:
go.osu.edu/cfaesdiversity.
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Forage Testing Now Available!

The Ohio State University
Sustainable Agroecosystems Laboratory

Gauge forage quality
of your hay and pasture with test results for:

Dry matter - Crude protein - Digestibility - Fiber content
(ADF and NDF) - Nutrients AND MORE!

Plus! Get helpful test interpretation!

Standing Forage Stored Forage (hay and silage)

For more information:
https://u.osu.edu/forageanalysis/

Marilia Chiavegato, Assistant Professor
chiavegato.1@osu.edu (614) 625-7512
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Forage Testing Now Available!

The Ohio State University
Sustainable Agroecosystems Laboratory

Forage quality analysis:

—_—

Dry matter

- Crude Protein

Fiber content (ADF and NDF)
Minerals (Ca, P, K, Mg)
Digestibility

Ash, Fat, Lignin, Starch _

Package 1
$18.50

Package 1 + Calculation of
Total Digestible Nutrient Package 2
(TDN), Relative Forage $20.50
Quality (RFQ), Non-structural
Carbohydrates (NSC) _

+ $2.00 griding

fee
For more information:

https://u.osu.edu/forageanalysis/

Marilia Chiavegato, Assistant Professor
chiavegato.1@osu.edu (614) 625-7512
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