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Beginning this month, those enrolled in the
AgSource DHIA, UHM option will begin receiving a
newly re-formatted version of reports along with the
version you have received for many years. All
producers enrolled in the option will receive both
reports, new and original, in January, February and
March. Those choosing not to continue the new
reports are required to notify their DHIA Supervisor to
cancel the service or you will be switched over to the
new reports only, beginning with your April test. At
this time it is not clear whether or not those selecting
not to receive the new reports will have the
opportunity to continue with the old reports but some
indications are that this is the case at least through
2008.

The new reports are being marketed as
improved, more accurate and in-depth. Both the
Udder Health Management Summary and the Udder
Health Management Cow Report are very
significantly changed. Depending on your orientation,
you may or may not agree with the above marketing
claims. In this article | will do my best, given
presently available information, to fairly evaluate the
attributes of the new report format. Although in the
past | have, until better educated, had questions
about how to apply some of the information provided
in new or revamped reports, this is the first time in
my 25 year Extension history that | question the
wisdom of some of the changes. We will all learn
more as we develop more experience with the new
reports. My hope is that as this experience develops
that you will provide feedback to AgSource as to
desired changes that may be implemented down the
road.

First the strong points of the new reports. If you're
visually oriented, you will appreciate the
preponderance of color coded graphs and tables in
the new UHM Report. Even the large tabular “Udder
Infection Summary by Test Day”, Block *“C”
containing a large amount of numerical information
features color-coded columns to help focus the eyes.
Throughout the reports, dark blue indicates Fresh
Cow Infections, light blue denotes New Infections
and pink correlates with Chronics. Also, an attempt to
categorize the data in the “Cow Report” into cow
lactation and infection lists has been made. Many of
you will see these changes as positive.

Here are some of the specific changes you need
to be aware of in order to make the best use of the
information provided. You may want to place your
new UHM Reports along side this article so you can
track these explanations along with the sections of
the new reports.

Block “A” of the UHM Summary no longer
provides the often referenced “Percent SCC To Bulk
Tank” calculation for each “high” cow. However, this
information is provided in the “Cow Report” in Block
“A”, “Chronic Cow List- Last Two Tests -> 200,000",
Block “B” and the “Dry Period Failure to Cure List".
Another change those who utilized the UHM Reports
will notice is the renewed emphasis on Somatic Cell
Count (SCC) and a noticeable de-emphasis on
Linear Score (LS). Granted, less than a majority of
Wisconsin dairy producers have adopted the LS
concept. Those who are students of the original
report recognize that for the individual cow, SCC and
LS are equivalent and thus may be used
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interchangeable. SCC is the measure of choice when
evaluating milk quality and making decisions relative
to milk quality premiums. However, when doing herd
or group level mastitis evaluations LS is more directly
related to infection level (humber of infected quarters
in the herd) and economic loss attributed to lower
milk production due to udder secretory tissue
damage. The new reports deemphasize information
needed for making individual cow decisions, placing
more emphasis on herd-wide trends.

Block “B” of the summary originally titled “Risk
Group Analysis” leads one to believe that it
summarizes the portion of the herd not infected who
are at risk for new mastitis infections. By the time the
new report is released this title may be changed
because it is a misnomer; however, it is in fact, a
summary of only those cows over 200,000 SCC,
those who are already infected. Because the
information provided here is an absolute count of the
number of cows in each infection category, caution is
offered in its interpretation. When total herd numbers
fluctuate, herd trends represented here may or may
not match actual conditions. For instance if the trend
for the number of chronic cows is down but total herd
numbers have declined as well the proportion of
chronic cows may not have changed or actually
increased! You will need to reference “Block C” for
total herd numbers and extrapolate “Block B”
information from there to get the full picture.

Block “C” of the summary, “Udder Infection
Summary By Test Day” provides much of the same
data contained in the original report, although
reorganized, plus information on New Infections,
number of Chronic Infections and Dry Period Failure
to Cure predictions. A change was also made in the
weighted average SCC calculation so the result
correlates more closely with your bulk tank averages.
Managers are advised that the percentages provided
for New Infections are calculated the same as the
original report, i.e. from the total number of animals
available within each stage of lactation summarized
although the new report doesn't list that number, the
denominator. So, you may be left with the question
“compared to what?” unless you can divide the
number infected by the percentage infected in your
head to determine the number of cows in each
lactation category. New mastitis infections are
defined as a test greater than 200,000 SCC with is
preceded by a test below the threshold.

Of larger concern is the new definition now used
to define a chronically infected cow in Block “C”. The
new report seems to identify a cow as chronic if they
register a SCC of >200,000 twice at any point during
the present lactation or, if just fresh, it considers the
first test of the new lactation as well as the last test of
the previous lactation. | know of no research
documentation to support the “any time in lactation”
definition. The report also indicates that if a cow
freshens with a “high” SCC of over 200,000, drops
below this threshold for eight months and is dried up
following a “high” last test of over 200,000 that they
will be identified as “Chronic”. The original report
graphically reported the number of Chronic
infections, Cures, Uninfected animals and New cases
in Block “K”. It used the current industry standard to
define Chronic cows as over 200,000 SCC for the
most recent two tests on either side of a dry period.

Be advised that the new report not only strives to
make judgment calls for you but also is intended to
alert you to the possibility of new infections, fresh
cow infections and infections going chronic at the
earliest possible moment. This underscores the need
for additional investigation as these labels now
attached to individual cows are just that, a call for
more investigation NOT a confirmed diagnosis!

Moving to the UHM Cow List, as mentioned
above, an attempt is made to summarize the data
originally listed for each cow and each test
completed over a one or two month period into
summary lists based on possible infection status.
Block “A”, “Chronic Cow List — Last Two Tests ->
200,000" seems to use the industry standard
definition of a possible chronic cow (last two test >
200,000) but also conflicts with the information
provided in the UHM Summary in Block “C”, two tests
over 200 at any time during lactation. Perhaps this
will be resolved down the road. It also provides a
“Current Lactation Average LS” which I'm certain
some will find of interest. I, on the other hand, am
reminded of the lesson Doc. Crawley taught that
averages are like standing with both feet in buckets
of water; your left foot in ice water and your right in
boiling water. On average, you should be
comfortable!

What | prefer, and which is provided on the
original UHM Cow List, is the monthly distribution
over thirteen months. This allows one to evaluate the
cow’s infection status over the time covering at least
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one lactation and a dry period for most cows. It also
allows some patterning to be done to answer such
basic questions as; “Did the cow freshen infected or
clean?” “What happened to the cow’s infection status
in the months following freshening?” “Was she
infected on occasion and cured the infection, or not?”
“Have SCC/LS moved up and down or, have they
steadily moved higher as the lactation wore on?”
“Has the cow been infected over and beyond a dry
period?” “Has the cow appeared to be infected most
months of a lactation or more, even though certain
single months or two indicate that she was not
infected?” Because the new reports only provide
three months of SCC test data in the infected lists,
Block “A”, Block “E”, “Lactating Cow Infection List —
Cows >40 DIM” and Block “H”, “Infected Cow List”
although the Current (number) of tests > 200,000 for
the Current and Previous Lactations is provided, |
have no way of answering these questions to my
satisfaction, in many cases, because of the lack of
when these counts occurred in the lactation. As far
as | know, the seven month history will be maintained
on the Sample Day and Lactation Report and may be
our best option in the absence of Dairy Comp data
for access to a cow’s history. | recommend you sign
on for this option if you are not now receiving it.

In addition, Block “B”, “Dry Period Failure To
Cure List” of the Cow Report only considers the most
Current test day SCC (first test) and the last test day
information of the previous lactation to make the
“failure” prediction. With the original report a person
could look up the cow and determine whether she
was “high” for two or more consecutive tests before
dry off or not. Caution in interpretation is also in order
without the benefit of longer term cow infection
history as it is possible that the cow may have, in
fact, contracted a new infection late in the previous
lactation, it was cured during the dry period but due
to less than desirable environmental conditions
during the late dry period or at freshening developed
a new infection. So questions remain as to whether
the cow is a failure to cure, indicating a persistent
and resistant infection, lack of efficacy of the dry
period treatment product or, an environmental
condition for management to address. Further
investigation, as in many situations, is again
indicated.

Similarly, Block “C”, “Dry Cow List” and Block “D”,
“Fresh Cow Infection List — 5-40 DIM, First Test ->
200" only provides SCC information for the last
available test. We know she went dry/freshened
infected and the number of times above 200,000 but
we have no readily available option to determine her
history (infection distribution) from these reports.

Perhaps the largest change between the original
and new UHM reports is that the original report
provided more information for those using it to make
the judgment calls on herd and cow infection status.
The computer makes herd-based judgments for you
with the new format therefore a comparable amount
of data can not be provided for cow decisions
because of space limitation. In either case the
conclusions reached must be interpreted as
providing direction for additional investigation, action
plan development\implementation and evaluation.

The only definitive information is that provided by
the cows! We can only do our best to interpret the
information she provides, make our best judgment on
management changes she requires and then resist
the urge to sit back and wait for the feedback to
chase us down. Rather, develop an evaluation plan
in tandem with the action plan and aggressively
pursue both.

Neither the original nor the new UHM Reports
provide everything that everyone desires. It will be up
to you to determine what is important to you and the
service professionals who advise you. This will likely
be determined by your goals and objectives
pertaining to udder health in your dairy business.

For those who have ready access to DairyComp-
305, this program can be set up to produce the
summaries | prefer to have as listed above. In this
case, the new reports may be appropriate for you.
For others who depend primarily on DHIA records to
make informed management decisions, your choice
pertaining to the revised UHM reports may be
different. When making the decision please consider
what those who advise you need to best support your
goals and, that although udder health may not be
your number one priority now, that things do change.
Choose wisely!

Farmers Tax Guides have arrived just in time for the tax season. Please feel free to stop into the
office and pick one or more up at your convenience.
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Heifer Management
Nearly all operations (96.5 percent) had at least
some heifers that were born and raised on the
operation. Almost 9 of 10 heifers (87.4 percent)
were born and raised on the operation. Although
4.7 percent of the operations had heifers born on
the operation but raised elsewhere, these
operations accounted for 11.5 percent of all
heifers.
Unweaned heifer deaths during 2006 accounted
for the highest percentage of deaths among the
animal classes at 7.8 percent, while 5.7 percent
of cows and 1.8 percent of weaned heifers died.
More than half the operations (55.9 percent)
removed newborn heifer calves immediately after
calving. These operations accounted for 65.6
percent of all heifer calves.
Overall, medicated milk replacer was fed on more
than half of all operations (57.5 percent). Similar
percentages of operations fed unpasteurized
waste milk and unpasteurized whole (saleable)
milk (30.6 and 28.0 percent, respectively).

was 8.2 weeks, with large operations weaning
calves at an older age (9.1 weeks) than medium
and small operations (7.9 and 8.2 weeks,
respectively).

Preventive practices were commonly used for
heifers: 94.6 percent of operations administered
at least one preventive practice to heifers, and
94.6 percent of heifers were on these operations.
More than 60 percent of operations vaccinated
heifers against bovine viral diarrhea (BVD),
infectious bovine rhinotracheitis (IBR),
parainfluenza Type 3 (PI3), bovine respriratory
syncytial virus (BRSV) and leptospirosis.

During 2006, almost 9 of 10 cows and heifers
(86.0 percent) delivered a calf that was alive at
48 hours. Of the calves born during 2006, 93.5
percent were alive at 48 hours, while 6.5 percent
were either born dead or died prior to 48 hours of
age. Almost one in five calves (17.2 percent)
needed assistance during delivery.

- Fond du Lac County Dairy Frontiers, November

The operation average age of heifers at weaning 2007
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This is the second of a three-part series on the
control of mastitis in the dairy herd.

Sanitation- Milking Herd

Dirty cows have been scientifically linked with an
increased risk of mastitis infections and bulk tank
milk bacteria counts. Even though the milking herd
receives most of our attention, all ages of dairy cattle
must be kept clean to prevent disease including
udder infections at all points during their
development.

No danger is associated with either the cow or
the milk supply with a cow that is too clean. Milk
cows exposed to wet, muddy conditions and
conservative amounts of bedding show the results on
their feet, legs, udders, flanks and elsewhere. Dr.
Pam Ruegg, Dan Shreiner and Dr. Mike Maroney
developed the Udder Hygiene Scoring Chart (Exhibit
2) for lactating cows to quantify our efforts towards
managing for clean animals.

We recommend using the CMT test on each
quarter of every cow at least by 30 days post fresh,
when they are pronounced pregnant and prior to dry
cow treatment. Cows testing positive need to be
retested at 30 day intervals for two more months. In
the case of cows going dry, positive CMT results can
be recorded with a follow-up test completed by the
6" milking after freshening. Cows with clinical
mastitis can be CMT tested prior to treatment to
determine the number of infected quarters. Treated
cows should be retested at 30 day intervals for two
consecutive months to monitor treatment success.
Record each result.

CMT results can be used to monitor infection
status. Cows with positive CMT quarters for the first
time represent new infections. Cows with positive
CMT quarters for two consecutive months may be
classified as new chronic infections. Cows positive
for a month or two then negative for at least two
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months are classified as infection cures. Exceptions
include cows chronically infected with Staph aureus
mastitis that are infected even when Somatic Cell
Counts (SCC) are low due to intermittent shedding of
bacteria. Cows positive for at least two months on
either side of a dry period are considered true
chronic infections. Positive CMT results in two or
more quarters for two or more months indicate cows
with poor prospects for cure. Cows chronically
infected in one quarter may be candidates for
diverting this milk from the milk supply while those
chronically infected in multiple quarters are
candidates for culling. CMT results can also be
utilized to identify infected quarters to sample for
bacteriological culturing. An Udder Health Record
form (Exhibit 3) to log udder health status using the
above procedure is attached to this paper.

Sanitation- Milking Procedure

Milking preparation and procedures are also
scientifically linked to an increased risk of mastitis
infection and higher Standard Plate Counts (SPC).
The results show up in bulk tank culture results as
“High” and “Very High” bacteria colony forming units
(CFU) in the “Environmental” bacteria species area
identified as Staphylococcus species, Streptococcus
species and Coliforms. They originate from teat skin
including dirty teats and teat-ends as well as
contaminated milking equipment from milking dirty
teats, unit falloffs and ineffective cleaning and
sanitation of milking systems (Dr. Pamela Ruegg,
personal communication).

Tools for evaluating milking sanitation in addition
to the above include the visual inspection of the filter
sock or pad, of teat-ends before applying the milking
unit and wiping teat-ends with a white towel or
alcohol swabs to test teat cleanliness. By the way, no
intramammary treatment should be administered until
and unless a perfectly clean alcohol swab showing
absolutely no discoloration is obtained prior to
treatment. Use as many swabs as needed until a
clean swab is achieved. Teat Cleanliness Scorecards
(Exhibit 4) are available from UW-Extension as well
as some milking machine manufactures.

Even though each person settles on their own
definition of “clean” and those definitions represent
the entire spectrum of what is acceptable to them
personally, the only thing that matters to dairy
animals is the effect that less than sanitary conditions
have on them. As with many matters related to
animal management, rather than adopting
management processes convenient to the human, an

emphasis on what is required by the animal is likely
to increase profit, improve our ability to promote a
quality product, heighten our pride in the food
product produced and save labor.

Contrary to popular belief, clean cows take less
time to manage, have fewer health issues requiring
treatment and generally allow a higher quality of life
for both they and the people who manage them.
Remember the three foundational keys to any herd
health issue, including milk quality, are sanitation,
sanitation and finally, sanitation!

Cow Health:

Healthy cows fight off infections due to effective
infection response mechanisms. Our effect on cow
resistance comes mainly from our herd health and
nutrition management programs. Cows that are well
feed not only produce well but are also healthy.
Proper ration levels of minerals and vitamins help
meet this need. Proper levels of starch and fiber
along with a good feeding management program
prevent rumen acidosis and laminitis thus allowing a
better response to threatened udder infections.
Vaccination programs that help protect the cow from
common bovine diseases also support the cow’'s
natural response to other infection threats. Two J-5
type vaccines are available for E-Coli and have
proven both effective and economical. While they do
not prevent E-Coli mastitis, they do lessen its
severity and duration of the clinical episode. They
also provide a carryover effect in the calf to resist E-
Coli scours. The use of internal and external teat
sealants is recommended when environmental
conditions are less than desirable while management
changes are implemented to improve animal
sanitation.

It is important to have effective ration and
vaccination protocols in place and implemented so
that management can direct their efforts to more
typical and economically significant areas of mastitis
prevention including effective milking management
and cattle sanitation. Prevention of mastitis is more
economical than treating clinical cases once they
occur. However, prevention is not a perfect science;
thus, treatment response is needed when prevention
fails.

Next month, the third and final installment of this
series will address mastitis infection response
options.
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In the late 1940s, as America began setting its
post-war priorities, agriculture and policy-makers
committed U.S. food production to be the most
efficient and productive in the world, according to
former congressional representative Charlie
Stenholm, now senior policy adviser at Olson, Frank
& Weeda in Washington, D.C.

In doing so, agriculture moved toward scale and
technology but didn't “articulate” that to produce the
most abundant and affordable food supply in the
world would mean transitioning from an agrarian past
to corporate, integrated and otherwise large-scale
operations where hundreds, if not thousands, of
animals are housed in confinement and where one
producer may have thousands of acres in production,
he said.

In not articulating this transition - in not
recognizing that consumers might have questions or
worries about animal care, environmental
stewardship, food safety and treatment of workers -
agriculture became big, big became “bad” and big
and bad became the message of activist groups, or
non-government organizations (NGOs), he said.
These NGOs pose significant threats to modern

+ -

WisGraph, exclusively available to AgSource
members and their consultants, is now easier to
access than ever before! A new option allows you to
simply order this valuable herd management tool on
AgSource’s website and have the reports e-mailed to
you as PDFs. If you prefer to generate the reports
yourself, new updated directions are also on the
website to make this option easier than ever.

WisGraph consists of twenty-eight graphs and
tables that provide an in depth look at the following
areas on any dairy processing their DHI records at
AgSource.

Adult cow numbers
Culling

Production
Reproduction
Genetics

Mastitis

agriculture, Stenholm warned during an interview
with Feedstuffs at his Washington office.

Modern U.S. agriculture feeds not only America
but much of the world, and it does so by employing
scale and technology. Without such an infrastructure,
food production, animal- or crop-based, won't meet
the challenge of the clock the world is on, said
Stenholm.

This challenge is frighteningly clear in the clock,
www.tranquileye.com/clock, where one can watch
the world’s population increase by three people per
second and the world’s productive land decrease by
one hectare (2.5 acres) every 7.67 seconds.

It's obvious that the world doesn’t have the luxury
of not adopting science and technology to increase
feed production on less land or retreating from the
kind of large-scale animal and crop production that
also increases food production while containing
costs, said Stenholm.

- Udder News, Dodge County DHIA, November
2007

Since many of the graphs cover a two year
period, you have an unparalleled tool for not only
spotting trends but also seasonal issues affecting
profitability. WisGraph is a “big picture” herd
management tool that is super for once or twice a
year analysis of a dairy operation. You don’'t have to
be a management guru to understand and use the
information since an excellent interpretive manual is
also on the AgSource website.

WisGraph is available for consultants and also for
AgSource members. For more information or to order
WisGraph reports, go to www.agsource.com and
click on WisGraph in the Highlights section.

- Manitowoc County DHIA News, September
2007
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2008 FARM FORUM
NIGHT MEETINGS

January 2007 February 2007

s M T W T F S S M T w T F S
1 2 3 4 5

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 3 4 5 6 7

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 10 | 11 12 13 14 15 16

20 22 23 24 25 26 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

21
27 29 30 31 24 25 26 27 28 29

DATES (MONDAY EVENINGS AT 8 PM SHARP) & TOPICS:

January 28 - JEFFERSON COUNTY’S LAND USE PLAN — AN UPDATE
Bruce Haukom, Director of Planning and Zoning, Jefferson County

JEFFERSON COUNTY’S FARMLAND CONSERVATION EASEMENT

PROGRAM
Margaret Burlingham, Daphne Holterman, John Molinaro, Conservation Easement
Committee Members

February 4 — COMMODITY PRICES ARE UP BUT SO ARE EXPENSES — WHAT
ABOUT MARGINS?

Dairy Cost of Production Tools - Ken Bolton, UW-Extension, Dairy & Livestock Agent
Grain Cost of Production Tools - Brad Mathson, Russel Consulting

February 11 - CROP MANAGEMENT UPDATE

Maximizing Soybean Seed Emergence
Dr. Shawn Conley, UW-Extension Soybean & Small Grains Specialist

Dealing with High Nitrogen Prices
Matt Hanson, UW-Extension, Dodge County Crops and Soils Agent
Joe Bollman, UW-Extension, Jefferson County Crops and Soils Agent

LOCATION: All meetings will be held at the UW-Extension, Jefferson County Office, 864 Collins Road
in Jefferson.

NO PRE-REGISTRATION IS REQUIRED

An EEO/Affirmative Action employer, University of Wisconsin-Extension provides equal opportunities in employment and
programming, including Title IX and ADA requirements. Requests for reasonable accommodations for disabilities or
limitations should be made prior to the date of the program or activity for which it is needed. Please do so as soon as possible
prior to the program activity so that proper arrangements can be made.



