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Do I Need a Calf Vaccination 
Protocol? 

From The May 2016 Calving Ease – Sam 
Leadley of Attica Veterinary Associates 

 

 Why do we vaccinate?  

 What is a calf/heifer vaccination 
protocol? 

 What are the costs and benefits of a 
calf/heifer vaccination protocol?  

 If I don’t have a protocol, what are the 
steps to get one? 

 
Why do we vaccinate?  
Vaccinating to create immunity is a way to 
manage disease risk. We know that through 
natural exposure dairy animals can develop 
immunity or resistance to diseases. 
Unfortunately natural exposure often results 
in sickness. Sick animals require treatment 
and may suffer permanent impairment.  
 
Exposing our calves and heifers safely to 
these pathogens is the purpose of 
vaccination programs. On virtually all dairy 
farms our animals are at risk of one or more 
diseases. Therefore it is cost effective to 
vaccinate them to safely build immunity and 
reduce this risk. 
 
 In order to get a good return on our 
investment this kind of disease control 

strategy must reduce the number of treated 
animals. Vaccination program effectiveness 
depends on building resistance to infection 
among all (or nearly all) the calves and 
heifers. Once enough animals are protected 
through a good vaccination protocol they 
help protect other animals on the farm 
reducing the spread of disease. Click HERE 
for a short video explaining “herd immunity.” 
Or, the link is 
http://www.vaccinestoday.eu/vaccines/what
-is-herd-immunity/.  
 
What is a calf vaccination protocol?  
A protocol is simply a plan. To work 
effectively most protocols need to written 
down. A calf/heifer vaccination protocol 
usually contains these elements: 

 The animal(s) to receive the vaccine 
(for example, heifer rather than bull)  

 The age of the heifer (for example, 
four months old) 

 The vaccine name (for example, 
brucella abortus) 

 The dose or volume for injection (for 
example, 2ml) 

 The route of administration (for 
example, subcutaneously)  

 
These items are repeated for each vaccine 
the heifers are to receive. For example, 
newborn calves might receive an intranasal 
vaccine; older heifers might receive a 
vaccine related to May 2016 By Sam 
Leadley of Attica Veterinary Associates 
reproduction before being moved in to a 
breeding pen. If the heifer needs to receive  

http://www.vaccinestoday.eu/vaccines/what-is-herd-immunity/
http://www.vaccinestoday.eu/vaccines/what-is-herd-immunity/


 

a booster injection of the vaccine in order to 
achieve effective protection from the disease 
the timing of this second injection is specified 
also. For example, the manufacturer 
recommendation for BVD vaccines may be a 
second injection 14 to 28 days after the initial 
injection.  
 
Costs and Benefits of a calf/heifer 
vaccination protocol  

The primary cost is time. The person 
responsible for calves and heifers must meet 
with the herd veterinarian to identify the disease 
risks for these animals. This is a veterinarian-
client-patientrelationship. The veterinarian and 
dairy manager need to share on-farm 
knowledge of an individual farm’s animals and 
disease patterns. The secondary costs are 
making sure the vaccines end up in the intended 
animals and purchasing the vaccines.  
 
The primary benefit is improved calf and heifer 
health. Our goals are to: (1) reduce setbacks in 
growth due to illness and (2) to reduce 
permanent damage to the animals, especially 
from respiratory illnesses. For example, 
following vaccination protocols is one key 
element in reducing pneumonia treatment rates. 
Overton in a study involving over 3,000 heifers 
recently estimated that one pneumonia event 
among calves up to 70 days of age was 
associated with 15.4 pounds less weight at 90  

 

days, they were 2.5 times more likely to die after 
90 days of age, and they were less likely to ever 
have a calf or calved 6 months later.  
 
If I don’t have a vaccination protocol, what 
are the steps to get one? 
 
Step 1. Establish and maintain a veterinarian-
client-patient relationship (VCPR). This means 
that an animal health professional is familiar 
with the health issues of this particular dairy. By 
being on the farm regularly he/she is also 
knowledgeable about the effectiveness of 
various vaccines in reducing the need for 
treating calves/heifers for illness. 
 
Step 2. Working with the veterinarian, make a 
list of the significant health risks for which 
vaccination is an effective means to reduce 
illness events that require treatment. For 
example, the combined stresses associated 
with weaning, ration and housing changes may 
reduce heifer’s resistance to pneumonia.  
 
Step 3. Write down a vaccination plan. Usually 
this is organized chronologically from birth to 
calving giving age for injections, vaccine used, 
dose and route of administration. Sometimes 
the specific location of the animals (e.g., the old 
Dobbins farm) helps, too.  
 
Step 4. Plan to review the vaccination plan 
annually with the farm’s veterinarian. Be sure to 
include all the folks working with these animals 
so that the “hands on” point of view is included. 
For example, a worker may note that animals in 
the prebreeding pen are being missed because 
too many of the headlocks are broken.  
 
Reference: M. W. Overton, "Importance of 
Producing a Quality Dairy Replacement Heifer". 
Proceedings of DCHA, 2016, pp 55-59]  
 
Thanks to Zoetis Animal Health for their support 
of Calving Ease. Remember to search for 
“Calves with Sam” blog for profit tips for calf 
rearing. 
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Beef Quality Assurance Certification 
 

There will be a Beef Quality Assurance (BQA) 
Certification held on Friday, May 20 from 6-9 
p.m. (classroom and chute-side training) at 
Guy and Jennifer Hammond’s farm 6235 Fort Hill 
Road, Bath.  (Please note:  dinner is NOT 
provided.  There will be bottled water provided).  
Please register by calling 607-346-5492 or 
email steubenfarms@wildblue.net by Monday, 
May 16. There will be a $10 mandatory fee per 
farm for the BQA manual payable at the training.  
The BQA manual contains over 50 pages of best 
management practices covering feedstuffs, record 
keeping, animal health products, cattle handling 
and biosecurity. BQA is a national program for 
producers that provides science based 
management practices that enhance carcass 
quality and safety and improve animal care.  BQA 
works to return more profits to producers and to 
protect consumer confidence in our beef supply.  
The BQA program is producers initiated, voluntary 
and locally led.  In NYS it is coordinated through 
the combined effort of the New York Beef Industry 
Council, Department of Animal Science at Cornell 
University, and the New York Beef Producers 
Association. The training is for all individuals who 
have the opportunity to influence the quality and 
handling of cattle.  Youth under 14 can attend but 
must be accompanied by an adult.  Benefits of the 
BQA Program to producers include improvements 
in:  Animal well being, herd health, herd 
performance, beef quality, records for decision 
making and marketing potential.  Individuals will 
receive Level 1 BQA Certification if they attend the 
BQA training (classroom and chute-side) on May 
20, successfully complete the BQA test, and sign 
the BQA contract.   

 

Twilight Pasture Walk 
 

Thursday, June 9th; 6:30 – 8:30 pm.  Join the Tri-
County Graziers for their first pasture walk of the 
season at Fieldstone Acres, 5363 County Route 
12, Campbell, NY 14821.  Fieldstone Acres is an 
expanding grass-fed beef and animal welfare 
certified grazing operation that utilizes a variety of 
innovative pasture improvement and herd 
improvement strategies.  Come network with 
other graziers, and share your thoughts and ideas 
with local experts from Cornell Cooperative 

Extension and the Upper Susquehanna 
Coalition.  This pasture walk is free and open to 
the public.  For more information, please contact 
Cornell Cooperative Extension of Steuben County 
at: 607-583-3170, or by email: ksb29@cornell.edu  
 

2016 GRASSTRAVAGANZA - Alfred 
State College - August 4,5,&6 

This years keynote speaker will be Dr. Fred 
Provenza, Professor Emeritus, Department of 
Wildlife and Resources, Utah State University, 
who is best known for his work in managing 
animal behavior to interact with landscapes 
through grazing. Other speakers will include: 
Justin Morris, NRCS Soil Health Specialist Matt 
Ehrhart, Director of Watershed Restoration at the 
Stroud Water Research Center, an independent 
research institution focused on stream and river 
ecology Dr. Hue Karreman (tentative), is a “first 
generation” organic veterinarian, having begun 
using alternative treatments in 1988 as a 
herdsman on a Bio-Dynamic farm 

 
For more information to:  
http://www.alfredstate.edu/grasstravaganza  
 

 

New PRO-DAIRY Forage System 
Specialist 

 

Joe Lawrence has recently joined the PRO-
DAIRY team as Forage System Specialist 
where he will develop an extension program to 
assist dairy producers with the critical task of 
providing high quality forages to their dairy 
herds. After growing up on a dairy farm in 
Northern NY Joe received a degree in 
Agronomy from SUNY Cobleskill. While 
completing graduate school with the Nutrient 
Management Spear Program at Cornell he 
studied the nitrogen needs of first year corn and 
manure incorporation methods. Joe worked as 
a Field Crop Educator for Cornell Cooperative 
Extension of Lewis County where he took a 
whole farm approach to working with farms on 
nutrient and forage management. Following this 
he worked as a Crop Advisor for three years 
assisting farms with all aspects crop 
management. Joe can be reached at 

mailto:steubenfarms@wildblue.net
mailto:ksb29@cornell.edu
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jrl65@cornell.edu or phone contacts, office: 
315-376-5275 or mobile: 315-778- 4814. 
Welcome back Joe!  
 

“Putting Grazing Land Back to Work 
With Cattle”: Stocker Cattle Summits 

Offered in Southern Tier 
 
 

Stocker cattle summits will be held at multiple 
locations throughout the southern tier as part of 
a recently awarded a $627,000 programming 
and research grant from Governor Andrew 
Cuomo as part of the $5 million Southern Tier 
Agricultural Industry Enhancement program, 
Cornell University is looking to bring an 
emerging livestock market, known as “stocker” 
beef cattle, to the Southern Tier. 
 

 
 
Stocker cattle are typically acquired as young 
lightweight calves that spend a summer grazing 
on pasture lands, which allows them to add 
weight inexpensively. At the conclusion of the 
grazing season, the stockers, as they are 
referred to, generally are sold to other farmers 
that finish the animals to market weight. 
 
 
“Cattle and beef values are at an all-time high, 
especially for locally-produced products and 
livestock finished on grain or grass. And there is 
great demand for those products from 
institutional buyers such as schools and 
hospitals,” said Senior Extension Associate 
Michael Baker, who will lead the initiative. 
“Those market developments, along with the 

region’s abundant high quality forage lands, 
make Southern Tier counties well suited to grow 
their position in the stocker cattle market.” 
 
A major appeal to growing stocker cattle is that 
the venture requires minimal investment in 
machinery and buildings, creating a low barrier 
to entry. The only major requirements are 
access to grazing lands, which can be leased, 
and the capital to purchase cattle. 
 
 
 “This project is especially exciting to me, 
because the stocker cattle enterprise is one of 
the few agricultural businesses that beginning 
farmers can get involved in without a lot of 
overhead. What they do need is training and this 
project will provide intensive training to increase 
their opportunity for success,” Baker said. “I  
think it will also appeal to farmers looking to 
transition out of dairy production. 
 
 
The summits will describe what a stocker 
enterprise is, the opportunities and barriers to 
entering a stocker enterprise, and economics. 
Each location will also feature a seasoned 
stocker farmer who will describe their 
experience with a stocker enterprise. To attend 
any one of the summits please contact that 
location to make a reservation. Cost to attend 
is $10.00 per person.  

 
 

The $5 million Southern Tier Agricultural 
Industry Enhancement program is part of the 
overall $30 million Southern Tier Agricultural 
Industry Enhancement program. It provides 
funding for agricultural-related industries and 
not-for-profit organizations to protect, maintain, 
develop and grow farm, agricultural and related 
industries located in Chautauqua, Cattaraugus, 
Alleghany, Steuben, Schuyler, Thompkins, 
Chemung, Tioga, Broome, Chenango, and 
Delaware Counties. 
 

 

 

 

 

Date County Location/addres

s 

Time Contact 

May 25 Tioga Ronald 

Dougherty Office 

Building, 56 

Main Street, 

Owego 

6-9pm Barb Neal 607-687-

4020, 

ban1@cornell.edu 

June 13 Schuyler Tyrone Fire Hall 
3600 State Route 
226, 
Tyrone 

6-9pm 607-664-2300 
Kerri Bartlett  
Ksb29@cornell.edu 

June 14 Chenango CCE-Chenango, 

99 N Broad 

Street, Norwich 

10 am-1 pm 607-334-5841 ext. 11 

June 23 Cattaraugus Randolph Fire 

Hall, 70 Main St, 

Randolph 

6-9pm  

mailto:ban1@cornell.edu


 

How Season Affects Forage Quality 
of Temperate Grasses 
─ Kurt Cotanch WHMiner 

 

Forage quality (digestibility) is greatly affected 
by the environmental factors of temperature, 
light and water. These three factors change 
throughout the growing season, especially in 
temperate regions such as the Northeast and 
upper Midwest (40-45°Latitude). Add in the 
variance of weather — cloudy, rainy, dry, or heat 
waves for any given crop year — and we can 
see large variations in forage quality and 
subsequently milk production. Assuming that 
weather is ideal and speaking of temperate, cool 
season grasses, 1st cut has the potential to be 
the highest quality grass of any of the cuttings in 
a given year. Here is the underlying reason why:  
 
The growing season can be divided into three 
segments. Spring and early summer is when 
sunlight and temperature are both increasing. 
Day length (total hours of sunlight) is increasing 
as well as light intensity as the sun rises in the 
sky to its peak height at the Summer Solstice—
June 20th this year. More sun equates to more 
photosynthesis and sugar production in plants. 
An interesting aside is that photosynthesis is a 
relatively low-efficiency process as only 1-3% of 
total light received is fixed by photosynthesis to 
produce sugar.  
 
After the solstice, daylight remains fairly steady 
while temperatures are still increasing to peak 
levels in late July/early August. This has the 
potential to result in sunny, hot weather for 2nd 
cut grass. The enzymes responsible for lignin 
production are positively affected by 
temperature. They become more active with 
hotter temperatures, which can then lead to 
lower fiber digestibility. 
 

 
 

Midsummer and early fall is when light begins to 
wane, both in hours per day and intensity, and 
temperatures also begin to cool. The effect of 
decreasing total light and decreasing 
photosynthesis can be overcome as warmer 
temperatures may persist, allowing plant growth 
with less stimulation of lignin formation.  
 
Of course these factors of daylight and 
temperature trends due to the earth’s tilted orbit 
around the sun just set a baseline of potential 
forage quality that then are greatly affect by 
actual weather conditions and management/ 
harvest schedules. The point being that in 
temperate regions such as the Northeast, for 
cool season grasses early harvest can 
potentially result in the highest quality grass for 
milk production. If it’s possible to take first cut in 
late May or the first week of June, a 30-day 
harvest schedule would allow a 2nd cutting 
before the Summer Solstice when light and 
temperature begin to reduce fiber digestibility. In 
spite of possible lower yields of early 1st 
cuttings, the early 2nd cutting will likely make up 
the yield difference without suffering in quality. 
This also sets us up for 3rd and later cuttings 
under more favorable growing conditions of light 
intensity and cooler temps of late summer and 
early fall. ─ Kurt Cotanch 
cotanch@whminer.com HOW SEASON 
AFFECTS FORAGE QUALITY OF 
TEMPERATE GRASSES SAVE THESE 
DATES: Vermont Dairy Producers Conference: 
February 21, 2017 Burlington, VT Western Dairy 
Management Conference: February 28-March 
2, 2017 Reno, NV Temperature Light Water 
Yield + + + WSC, sugars - + - Cell Wall, ADF 
NDF + - + Lignin + - + DigesƟbility - + - Table 1. 
General influence of environmental factors on 
forage quality. Source: Nutritional Ecology of the 
Ruminant, 2nd ed. Peter Van Soest. + indicates 
a positive relationship. Example: More light 
increases WSC (water soluble carbohydrate) 
and sugars. - Indicates a negative relationship. 
Such as increased water tends to decrease 
digestibility 
 

 

 

 



 

Is Shredlage a Good Idea? 
Jud Heinrichs 

Professor of Dairy Science – Penn State 
 

Shredlage has been a hot topic in recent years, 
but studies have demonstrated it has the same 
overall dry matter and fiber digestibility as 
conventional silage. 
 
In the past few years, there has been renewed 
interest in a corn silage chopping system using 
differentially sized and rotating rollers in a corn 
harvester to create a longer particle size corn 
silage known as shredlage. Quite a bit of 
research into a similar chopping method was 
done about 20 years ago, but it was never 
pursued due to a few problems and the 
increased cost of production. The system has 
been altered some, and shredlage has gained 
new attention. 
 
The harvesters that produce shredlage have 
processing-type rollers where one is larger than 
the other and each moves at a different speed. 
The result is a kernel-processed corn silage that 
is both ripped apart and cut. Most often the 
cutting is done at a longer theoretical length, 
making a softer, less coarse silage material. The 
thought 20 years ago was that it might make the 
forage more digestible by rumen bacteria and 
therefore improve the value of the crop to the 
cow, but that has not ever been shown to be 
true. To date, studies have demonstrated that 
shredlage has the same overall dry matter and 
fiber digestibility as conventional silage. 
 
Shredlage Changes Particle Size 
Distribution 
This harvesting system does change the particle 
size distribution of corn silage, which is easily 
viewed using the Penn State Particle Separator 
(PSPS). In shredlage forge particles generally 
shift from the second sieve of the PSPS (7 to 19 
mm) and instead land in the top sieve with a 
length of more than 19 mm. This change in the 
particle size distribution can create three 
problems. First, by making longer corn silage you 
increase the risk of not getting it well packed in the 
bunker silo; especially if it gets a bit too dry. 
Sooner or later this is going to happen in most 
harvest seasons, likely near the end of the silo 

filling time. We know well that the drier the silage 
at ensiling, the more important it is to chop finely 
for packing. Coarse, dry silage will be prone to 
increased dry matter losses, poor fermentation, 
and mold growth. It is important to understand that 
coarse, wet silage (shredlage) will pack with little 
problem. In the event that the silage gets too dry, 
we are increasing the risk of packing problems by 
making shredlage. 
 
Second, it is well proven by research that 
increasing particle size of corn silage prolongs 
eating time by high producing cows and lowers dry 
matter intakes. Sometimes these are small 
decreases, but often in research the drop in dry 
matter intake is statistically significant and in the 
range of 1 to 2 pounds of dry matter per day on 
high corn silage diets. Obviously, this is not 
desirable for high producing dairy cows. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

http://extension.psu.edu/directory/ajh


 

Finally, research has shown that the physically 
effective fiber in a forage is related to the top 2 or 
even 3 sieves of the PSPS—everything > 4 mm 
has been shown to be physically effective in the 
cow. Shredlage does not increase physically 
effective fiber levels, it just changes the proportion 
found on the top two sieves. Furthermore, these 
top two sieves often add up to the same number 
for conventional silage or shredlage. In the end, 
shredlage does not give the cow any more 
physically effective fiber (peNDF) or provide any 
advantage over conventionally chopped silage in 
this aspect of the diet. 
 
Another factor to consider is that shredlage costs 
more to produce, due to the equipment needed 
and its power requirement. This can be quite 
substantial and increases the cost of the final 
product by $1 to $3 per ton of silage. 
 
Shredlage Research 
The research 20 years ago primarily considered 
the engineering aspects of the system and energy 
requirements to produce the material. Recently 
there have been two studies conducted 
comparing shredlage to conventionally processed 
corn silage. To my knowledge, these are the only 
two milking cow studies conducted; the first used 
a conventional silage variety and the second used 
a BMR corn variety. Both studies showed longer 
silage was produced as shredlage as compared to 
a kernel-processed silage, as is usually observed; 
however, the calculated physically effective fiber 
levels in the resulting silages were equal. The 
second study measured rumination of the cows 
and found it to be the same for both groups as 
would be expected. There were no differences in 
nutrient analysis of the two silages from each 
study, and no differences in fermentation patterns 
of the silage or digestibility of the feed. In all cases 
it appeared that the silages were well fermented. 
In the first trial, 2 groups of Holstein and Holstein-
Jersey cross cows were fed for a 12-week period. 
Cows were not given the opportunity to be on each 
treatment and were housed and fed in pens of 8. 
In the second trial, only Holsteins were used for 16 
weeks in a similar design also with pens of 8 cows. 
They found no significant differences in intake in 
either study, however all cows did some sorting in 
the second study. They also found no difference 
in milk and milk component production when 
comparing kernel-processed and shredlage 
silages in either study (in the second study, they 

had a treatment with coarse hay added), yet in the 
second study both groups had low milk fat (3.3%). 
 
The difference that they did have however, was 
a large difference in kernel processing score 
between the two crops in both studies. In the 
first study, the shredlage had a kernel 
processing score of 75 on average, which is in 
the range that we typically consider excellent, 
while the kernel-processed silage was on 
average 60%; below the recommended range. 
From methods described in the paper, the 
shredlage was processed with rollers spaced 
2.5 mm apart and the kernel-processed silage 
at 3 mm. Clearly, the kernel-processed silage 
was not processed well enough. In the second 
study both rollers were set using a similar gap 
(2 mm), but the shredlage resulted in a 
processing score of 72 and the kernel 
processing a score of 68. Data in the paper 
show that the kernel-processed silage had 
some samples with processing scores of 55 to 
60 up to 80, while the shredlage had kernel 
processing scores of 66 to 70 up to 80. 
Obviously, the processing was more variable for 
the kernel-processed silage and some loads of 
silage did not meet the goal of 70 or higher. 
Lower processing scores are likely to yield 
undigested corn in the manure of high producing 
cows that consume it. 
 
I draw two conclusions from this re-visit of 
shredlage. First, there are no advantages to 
going to shredlage; increased risk of a poor 
fermentation, no change in rumination time or 
peNDF, possible reduction in dry matter intake 
by high producing cows, and an increased cost. 
The research so far does have a very important 
take-home message—when you or your custom 
harvestor are making silage this fall pay close 
attention to the dry matter and particle size of 
the whole plant material in addition to the 
processing of the grain kernels. We know kernel 
processors can do a great job, and we see from 
the above studies that shredlage also does a 
good job of kernel processing. Check the first 
load and every few loads as the harvest 
progresses. Dry matter, particle size, and kernel 
processing score are items that will have huge 
impacts on the fermentation, digestion, and 



 

utilization of your silage and can easily and 
accurately be checked on the farm in minutes. 
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To Rehab or Not to Rehab Older 
Farm Buildings 

Timothy Terry,  
Farm Strategic Planning Specialist 

 

 
 

With many new facilities being constructed, and 
production animals being moved out of the old 
facilities, the question that remains is: What do 
we do with the old buildings? Do we raze it or 
remodel it? Has the structure outlived its useful 
life or with a little tweaking can it be part of 
another facet of the enterprise or even an 
entirely different enterprise? In order to answer 
these questions you will need to honestly 
evaluate the current status of the structure. 
Sentimentality aside, Humstone (1988) 
presents a 10-point preliminary checklist to 
begin evaluation of the feasibility of remodeling 
and/or restoring an existing barn:  
 
1. Evaluate the framing. Check all posts, 

beams, sills, rafters, and joists to be sure they 
are solid and free of rot. Minor sags are probably 
OK -- if you'd been holding up something for 
150+ years you'd probably be a little saggy, too. 
However, cracked beams, punky posts, or 

twisted joists and rafters could be signs of 
deeper troubles (#moneypit). You may need to 
scrape off a century's worth of whitewash in 
order to make a proper assessment  
 
2. Evaluate the foundation. Check for cracks, 

settling, and shifting. Look for loose or missing 
mortar. A minor crack running along the mortar 
joint may not be cause for concern, but a 
generally vertical crack running through the 
block as well as the mortar could indicate 
settling or shifting. Spalling (blistering, 
sloughing) of concrete or plaster coats usually 
indicates hydraulic pressure from the other side. 
This may simply mean surface / subsurface 
water needs to be drained away. Unfortunately, 
this could also mean that significant damage 
has already been done to the structural integrity 
of the wall, and, therefore, the wall, or section of 
the wall, will need to be rebuilt. (see #1)   
 
3. Evaluate the roof. Check the roof covering 

and flashing, especially in the valleys and along 
any shed roofs, cupolas, etc. On the inside, look 
for water stains and rot on sheathing and 
beams. Note if any metal plates are significantly 
rusted.  
 
4. Evaluate the exterior walls. Eyeball the 
length of the barn at eave level to check walls 
for straightness. If the foundation has shifted, 
walls may have sagged and pulled out -- floor 
joists and rafters may only be sitting on a 
fingernail width of bearing surface. Depending 
on the condition of the foundation (see #2) you 
may be able to simply clean out any chaff or 
animal dander and pull the building back 
together with a heavy cable and turnbuckle. 
 
5. Evaluate the building interior. Note the 

location and existence of any drains and/or 
gutters. Check the condition of existing floors 
above and below. Will it require resurfacing, and 
if so how much and of what type? Will it need to 
meet "Grade A" requirements (i.e. - artisanal 
cheese storage). Note the amount of free-span 
space. Will any of the supporting structure have 
to be moved or changed? Will it easily 
accommodate all of the equipment needed for 
the enterprise to be housed here? 
 



 

6. Evaluate the building location. Is the barn 
conveniently located with good access to and 
from other buildings and the farmyard? Can 
delivery and live-haul trucks easily access the 
facility? Is there room to add on if you want to 
expand your operation in the future? Is the 
current structure in the way of expanding other 
facilities or farm lanes? Is the current location 
creating an environmental nightmare? (It may 
be less expensive to build elsewhere than to try 
to properly remedy an environmental issue.)  
 
7. Evaluate the building size. Is the barn big 
enough for its intended purpose? Is there 
adequate ceiling clearance and space between 
interior posts? Is there room to install the 
equipment you need? (see #5) 
 
8. Evaluate doorways. Will doors need to be 
enlarged or moved? This may require significant 
restructuring, especially if you're considering 
installing overhead doors.  
 
9. Evaluate the building's ambient 
environment. Is the barn airtight and insulated? 
Does it need to be? Can appropriate heating 
and ventilation systems be installed? What is 
the current condition of any insulation? If it is full 
of vermin feces and urine or soaking wet from 
rain or condensation it will have to be replaced.  
 
10. Evaluate the utilities. What is the condition 

of the plumbing and wiring? Will it need to be 
updated? Is there sufficient water and is the 
electrical entrance large enough to handle the 
expected peak draws? Are you still running on 
some of the old knob-and-tube wiring? Has the 
integrity of the wiring insulation been 
maintained? Is the old galvanized plumbing full 
of rust and hard water deposits? Will the new 
water lines have to be insulated to keep them 
from freezing? Can efficient feeding, watering, 
and manure handling systems be installed if 
necessary? There is nothing to be gained in 
exchanging one labor intensive facility for 
another.  
 
 
 
 
 

That being said, I'd like to add another criteria... 
 
11. Biosecurity. What has been the typical 
pathogen load in this facility? Can the facility be 
adequately cleaned and sanitized to reduce or 
eliminate the contamination? For example, if 
this has been a mature cow barn with a history 
of respiratory infections and environmental 
mastitis can you get this clean enough to house 
highly susceptible neonates (new born calves)? 
 
Source: Humstone, Mary. Barn Again! A Guide 
to Rehabilitation of Older Farm 
Buildings. Meredith Corporation. 198 
 

 

DeLisa’s Weekly Crop Updates 
 

Want to get a weekly update? 
 

Email DeLisa – dp253@cornell.edu 
 

Or call 607-583-3359 

 

Springwater Agricultural Products  
8663 Strutt Street, Springwater, NY   

Cell:  585-315-1094 
Pesticide, Foliar Nutrition & Adjuvant Sales 
SeedWay, NK, WL & Dairy Banquet Seed Sales 

Certified Corn, Soybeans, Small Grains, Forage & 

Pasture Grasses 
   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

Open Everyday – Dave Votypka-Owner 

Quality products with farmer friendly prices. 

mailto:dp253@cornell.edu


 

  

Dairy Market Watch 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Milk Component Prices Milk Class Prices Statistical Uniform Price & PPD MPP 

Month Butterfat Protein 
I 

(Boston) 
II III IV Jamestown, NY Albany, NY 

Albany 
$/gal. 

to farmer 

Milk Margin 
Minus Feed 

Costs ($/cwt)* 

Mar 15 $1.84 $2.49 $18.81 $14.50 $15.56 $13.80 $16.40 ($0.31) $15.85 $0.29 $1.37 $7.53 

Apr 15 $1.89 $2.56 $18.75 $14.98 $15.81 $13.51 $15.36 ($0.45) $15.96 $0.15 $1.38 $7.48 

May 15 $2.06 $2.52 $19.08 $14.81 $16.19 $13.91 $15.67 ($0.52) $16.17 $0.08 $1.39 $7.83 

June 15 $2.10 $2.69 $19.39 $14.77 $16.72 $13.90 $15.94 ($0.78) $16.54 ($0.18) $1.43 $8.15 

July 15 $2.11 $2.61 $19.78 $14.70 $16.33 $13.15 $15.76 ($0.57) $16.36 $0.03 $1.41 $7.45 

Aug 15 $2.27 $2.57 $19.53 $14.54 $16.27 $12.90 $15.75 ($0.52) $16.35 $0.08 $1.36 $7.94 

Sep 15 $2.75 $1.98 $17.68 $15.36 $15.82 $15.08 $16.53 $0.71 $17.13 $1.31 $1.48 $8.95 
Oct 15 $2.91 $1.70 $19.09 $16.44 $15.46 $16.43 $16.45 $0.99 $17.05 $1.59 $1.47 $9.21 

Nov 15 $3.18 $1.32 $19.73 $18.26 $15.30 $16.89 $17.17 $1.87 $17.77 $2.47 $1.53 $10.01 

Dec 15 $2.90 $1.35 $19.96 $16.71 $14.44 $15.52 $16.12 $1.68 $16.72 $2.28 $1.44 $9.09 

Jan 16 $2.31 $1.82 $19.29 $14.19 $13.72 $13.31 $14.37 $0.65 $14.97 $1.25 $1.29 $8.10 

Feb 16 $2.38 $1.74 $16.89 $14.30 $13.80 $13.49 $14.14 $0.34 $14.74 $0.94 $1.27 $7.91 

Mar 16 $2.20 $1.92 $17.03 $13.57 $13.74 $12.74 $13.66 ($0.08) $14.26 $0.52 $1.23 Not Available 

March Utilization (Northeast):  Class I = 33%;   Class II = 25%;   Class III = 24%;   Class IV = 18%. 
Class I = fluid milk; Class II = soft products, cream, and yogurt; Class III = cheese (American, Italian), evaporated and condensed products; Class IV = butter and milk 

powder. 
*At a milk margin minus feed costs of $8 or less, payments are possible depending on the level of coverage chosen by the dairy producer. 

Cheese: Continual rises in milk production are keeping cheese 
manufacturers nationwide very busy. The Northeast is 
experiencing modest sales. Buyers in this region are choosing 
to work through current inventories. Producers report 
comfortable stock levels with the anticipation that these 
inventories will be growing.  
 
Butter: Butter production continues active in all regions. 
Cream volumes are more than adequate for butter processing 
needs. As a result, many butter manufactures are avoiding 
buying extra cream loads in the spot market. Many processors 
are concentrating production on bulk butter ahead of summer 
and fall seasons. However, some print butter has been 
produced for groceries stores with private labels. Inventories 
continue building into cold storage. Nevertheless, some 
processors and secondary marketers are hesitant to place 
more stocks into cold storage without seeing a rise in demand. 
Sales into the retail sector have slowed near typical seasonal 
levels. 
 
 
 

Friday CME Cash Prices 
Dates 3/18 3/24 4/1 4/8 4/15 
Butter $1.95 $1.92 $1.96 $2.12 $2.07 

Cheese 
(40# Blocks) 

$1.49 $1.49 $1.47 $1.42 $1.42 

 

 

Fluid Milk: Farm level milk production is higher in most 
regions of the country as favorable weather conditions to 
dairy herds are boosting their comfort. Nationwide, 
manufacturing milk volumes are moderate to heavy. Bottled 
milk sales vary throughout the country depending on the 
current buyers needs in every region. Cream volumes are 
mostly moving into butter manufacturing. However, ice cream 
makers continue pulling moderate cream loads as the summer 
season approaches. 
 
Dry Products: The low/medium heat nonfat dry milk market 
undertone is weak. Spot sales in the f.o.b. market are light to 
moderate. Production is active as condensed skim volumes 
continue to increase with heavy seasonal milk output. Drying 
schedules for high heat nonfat dry milk are irregular as 
production is mostly driven by contractual needs. Spot prices 
for dry buttermilk are steady to lower in the East and Central 
region, but steady in the West. The market continues 
weakening. Prices for dry whole milk are mixed on an 
unsettled market. Demand from the confectionery sector is 
active. Prices for whey are unchanged in the Central region, 
but mixed in the Northeast and West regions. Demand is 
steadily waning in all regions of the country. Lactose prices are 
unchanged to slightly higher. Casein prices are unchanged and 
the market is steady. 
 
 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
Katelyn Walley-Stoll  
Extension Educator  
Farm Business Management  
716-664-9502 Ext. 202  
kaw249@cornell.edu 

 
 
 

 

Fluid Milk: Farm level milk production is higher in most 
regions of the country as favorable weather conditions to 
dairy herds are boosting their comfort. Nationwide, 
manufacturing milk volumes are moderate to heavy. Bottled 
milk sales vary throughout the country depending on the 
current buyers needs in every region. Cream volumes are 
mostly moving into butter manufacturing. However, ice cream 
makers continue pulling moderate cream loads as the summer 
season approaches. 
 
Dry Products: The low/medium heat nonfat dry milk market 
undertone is weak. Spot sales in the f.o.b. market are light to 
moderate. Production is active as condensed skim volumes 
continue to increase with heavy seasonal milk output. Drying 
schedules for high heat nonfat dry milk are irregular as 
production is mostly driven by contractual needs. Spot prices 
for dry buttermilk are steady to lower in the East and Central 
region, but steady in the West. The market continues 
weakening. Prices for dry whole milk are mixed on an 
unsettled market. Demand from the confectionery sector is 
active. Prices for whey are unchanged in the Central region, 

Comments: It’s been another rough month for dairy prices in the U.S., and they continue to be well below where 
they were a year ago. April’s Class III prices should round out at $13.65, as compared to $15.81 in 2015 and $24.31 in 
2014. Class IV doesn’t fair any better with a monthly price near $12.80 as compared to $13.51 in 2015 and $23.34 in 
2014. Doesn’t look like there will be much upward price movement over the next couple of months, as production 
seasonally increases and milk saturates the market. The latest dairy product report shows butter production at a 5.8% 
increase from last year, and cheese 4.0% higher. Although domestic sales continue to remain steady to strong, a weak 
export market continues to keep lower market prices. Domestic dairy stocks are also continuing to grow, which will work 
to keep milk prices stagnant for the near future. As compared to a year ago, February butter stocks were 31.5% higher 
and cheese stocks were 10.8% higher. As compared to a five year average, February butter stocks were 26.2% higher 
and cheese stocks were 13.5% higher.  

Despite the strong domestic butter and cheese sales, exports are not expected to show improvement until late 
in the year or into 2017. World dairy product prices remain lower than U.S. prices, and key players like China and Russia 
are still not importing at normal levels, while E.U. production is high. Because of the stagnant export market and growing 
inventories domestically, prices for the rest of 2016 will largely be determined by domestic milk production levels. March 
milk production was 1.8% higher than a year ago with 0.2% more cows and 1.6% more milk per cow. New York’s milk 
production was up 5.5%. This amount of additional milk is high and is expected to continue to rise throughout the spring 
flush. Farmers are also holding onto cows longer than they normally would in a down market due to lower beef market 
prices. High milk production levels will continue to stress milk plant capacity. 

Looking farther ahead in 2016, prices will slowly increase but continue to remain low. Class III futures don’t get 
back up to $14 until July, with a forecast of $15 in September and the low $15’s to round out the year. Class IV futures 
look to be $13 in May, $14 in July, $15 in September, and peaking in the low $15’s later in November. USDA is forecasting 
prices for 2016 to be averaging $13.65 to $14.15 for Class II, $12.90 to $13.50 for Class IV, and $15 to $15.50 for the U.S. 
All Milk price. Continued increases in milk production will continue to keep our prices low throughout the year (Cropp, 
Bob. Memo to Dairy-L. April 20, 2016). 
 

Domestic sales of cheese and butter remain steady, but exports continue to be low 
and dairy product stocks continue to build. 

Penn State’s March value of Income Over Feed Cost is $6.48/cow/day, a 2.9% 
decrease from February due to decreasing milk prices and low feed prices.  

The seasonal milk flush and overall increased milk production will work to keep milk 
prices low – the extent of the increased milk production will largely affect future 
market prices throughout the rest of 2016.  

USDA is forecasting the 2016 All Milk Price to average between $15.00 and $15.50 for 
2016.  

Cow numbers continue to rise as producers hold onto animals longer despite low milk 
prices due to low beef market prices.  

mailto:kaw249@cornell.edu


 

Cornell Cooperative Extension 
   of Steuben County 
3 East Pulteney Square 
Bath, NY  14810 

 
ADDRESS SERVICE REQUESTED 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
************************************************************************************************************************

*COMING EVENTS: 
 

May 20 Bath, NY – Beef Quality Assurance Certification - There will be a Beef Quality Assurance 
(BQA) Certification held on Friday, May 20 from 6-9 p.m. (classroom and chute-side training) at 
Guy and Jennifer Hammond’s farm 6235 Fort Hill Road, Bath.  (Please note:  dinner is NOT provided.  
There will be bottled water provided).  Please register by calling 607-346-5492 or email 
steubenfarms@wildblue.net by Monday, May 16. There will be a $10 mandatory fee per farm for the 

BQA manual payable at the training.   
 

June 2nd Hornell Farmers Market will be opening hours are 12-4pm. - They are seeking vendors, 

for more information contact, Kari Weir – Hornell Market Manager (607) 324-9786 
 
June 9 Campbell, NY – Twilight Pasture Walk – Join the Tri-County Graziers for their first pasture 
walk of the season at Fieldstone Acres, 5363 County Route 12, Campbell, NY.  For more information 
contact:  CCE of Steuben County at 607-583-3170 or email ksb29@cornell.edu 
 
June 13 Tyrone, NY – Stocker Cattle Summit – The summit will describe what a stocker enterprise 
is, the opportunities and barriers to entering a stocker enterprise.  Call:  Kerri Bartlett at 607-664-2300 
or email ksb29@cornell.edu 
 
August 4-6 Alfred, NY—Alfred State to host Grasstravaganza ’16 - An event for farmers, 
conservationists, and consumers who are interested in soil health, grazing, and sustainable agriculture, 
will be held on the Alfred State campus. 
For more information or to register, please visit the conference web site at 
www.alfredstate.edu/grasstravaganza or call Karen Meade at 607-587-4714 
************************************************************************************************************************

*TRADING POST: 
  

For Sale:  4 x 4 round bales of mixed hay and wheat straw bound with twine. Hay has been tested.  

Large quantities available.  Please call:  607-535-4903 
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