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 Our Mission 
“The North Country Regional Ag Team aims to improve the produc�vity and viability of agricultural industries, people and communi�es in Jefferson, Lewis, 

St. Lawrence, Franklin, Clinton, and Essex Coun�es by promo�ng produc�ve, safe, economically and environmentally sustainable management prac�ces, 

and by providing assistance to industry, government, and other agencies in evalua�ng the impact of public policies affec�ng the industry.”   
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Field Crops and Soils 
Northern Corn Leaf Blight in Northern New York 

By Amanda Bond, K. O’Neil, M. Hunter and G. Bergstrom 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Symptoms of northern corn leaf blight (NCLB) are seen across New 

York State and Northern New York, as well as the US Corn Belt, each 

season.  Severity of symptoms varies widely, from insignificant to 

devasta�ng, for some fields in some years.  NCLB can cause yield loss if 

it develops early enough in the season.  Corn hybrids differ in their 

resistance to NCLB; cropping prac�ces and weather pa6erns also 

influence disease progression. 

 

NCLB is a foliar disease caused by the fungus Exserohilum turcicum 

(syn. S. turica) which overwinters in NNY in infected corn residues.  

Spores are produced when warmer temperatures and humidity 

condi�ons are favorable in spring and early summer of the following 

season.  Fungal spores are subsequently transferred from residues on 

the soil surface up and onto leaves and stems by rain and wind.  

Infec�ons and lesions first appear on lower leaves and progress 

upward on the plant.  Spores also are spread from plant to plant and 

from field to field, some�mes over long distances, with wind and 

weather systems.  The disease develops under wet condi�ons and 

moderate temperatures (64-81 °F). The fungus needs just 6 to 18 hours 

in the presence of moisture on the leaf surface to infect a leaf.  

Symptoms are o@en observed following long periods of heavy dew and 

overcast days.  Moderate temperatures and we6er than normal 

summer can cause the disease to develop earlier.  Hot, dry summers 

limit disease development and spread, as do very cool summers. 

 

The characteris�c cigar-shaped leaf lesions are 1-6 inches long and run parallel to the leaf margins.  Lesions begin as a gray-

green color and become a pale gray or tan when they fully develop. When condi�ons are moist, lesions produce dark gray 

spores that give the lesions a dirty appearance. As the disease progresses, 

the lesions combine to form larger areas of dead �ssue on the leaves.  

Hybrids that are par�ally resistant to NCLB usually produce fewer and 

smaller lesions and produce fewer spores.   

 

If an NCLB infec�on begins early in the season, before or during the 

tasseling and silking stages, a significant loss of yield may occur.  The later 

the lesions develop, the less impact the disease will have on yield.  Foliar 

lesions reduce the leaf area available for photosynthesis, however, the 

rela�onship between the amount of the leaf �ssue that is covered by 

lesions and the amount of yield loss is not predictable.  NCLB lesions can 

also lead to stalk rot development and lodging, which also effects yield. 

 

Control measures  

 

Select resistant varie�es – Corn hybrids with moderate resistance to NCLB 

are available across a range of maturi�es.  Lesions will develop on these 

hybrids, but disease progress will be delayed sufficiently, and yield loss is 

less likely. Seed companies o@en indicate the degree of resistance with a 

The corn hybrid on the left is moderately 
resistant to NCLB while the hybrid on the right 
is susceptible.  Photo courtesy of Chris Daum. 

Foliar Northern Corn Leaf Blight lesions found 

on field corn in Jefferson (above) and Lewis 

(below) Counties, in August 2018.  Photos by 

Amanda Bond. 
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numerical scale.  It is important to pay a6en�on to these scales because not all are the same.   

 

Manage Residue – Con�nuous corn and no-�ll or reduced-�llage systems are at a higher risk of disease because residues are le@ 

on the soil surface.  A one-year rota�on away from corn, followed by �llage prevents disease development in the next years 

corn crop.  In a no-�ll or reduced �llage field that has a history of NCLB, a two-year rota�on out of corn may be best to reduce 

the amount of disease in the next corn crop. 

 

Fungicides – Fungicides are registered for use on NCLB in NYS and may be necessary in certain situa�ons.  Farmers must 

remember that it is another cost to corn produc�on and economic factors must be considered when deciding to apply the 

fungicide for NCLB treatment.  When scou�ng reveals disease presence on tasseling to early silking fields and weather forecasts 

predict condi�ons favorable for disease development, fungicide applica�ons have the greatest likelihood of economic return.  It 

is important to protect the ear leaf and the leaves above it as the plants enter reproduc�ve stages. 

 

References and Further Reading 

Bergstrom, Gary C. Northern Leaf Blight. Cornell Coopera�ve Extension. h6ps://fieldcrops.cals.cornell.edu/corn/diseases-corn/

corn-disease-management/  

Bergstrom, Gary C. Corn Disease Management. Cornell Coopera7ve Extension.  

h6ps://fieldcrops.cals.cornell.edu/corn/diseases-corn/corn-disease-management/  

Wise, Kiersten. “Northern Corn Leaf Blight.” Purdue Extension. h6ps://www.extension.purdue.edu/extmedia/BP/BP-84-W.pdf 

Pioneer. “Northern Corn Leaf Blight.” h6ps://www.pioneer.com/home/site/us/agronomy/crop-management/corn-insect-

disease/northern-leaf-blight/ 

Wise, K et al. “A Farmer’s Guide to Corn Diseases” 2016. APS Press, St. Paul, Minnesota, USA.  

Amanda Bond, CALS Summer intern, scouts a soybean field in Franklin County.  July 2018 

Photo Credit: Ki,y O’Neil 
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Dairy  

 

Today’s economy has every producer struggling to find ways 

to increase cash flow. We fill stalls, add a few more cows, 

keep plen�ful heifers in the pipeline and es�mate our 

projected inventory of first calf heifers due to calve and add it 

to the count of cows in our milking string. Banks, profit teams, 

nutri�onists, owners, veterinarians, managers – everyone 

looks at these numbers. Adding more cows lets us extrapolate 

out numbers of projec�ons of what milk produc�on could 

look like and poten�ally posi�vely impact cash flow. We know 

feed costs, we know how long it takes us to milk extra cows; 

we put numbers to things to define what these extra cows 

can do to our bo6om line.  

 

But at what point does puGng an extra cow in the barn start 

to yield nega�ve results? Yes, milk per stall may look great, 

but what strain or stress has it put on the en�re system? With 

fresh cow groups, or close-up dry groups, we know exactly 

how many cows we can put in the group before we start 

seeing metabolic issues. With heifers, though, can we define 

exactly what those nega�ves are? And what about the added 

strain on human factors? If you have narrow alley ways, 

slippery floors in the summer�me and more cows in a group 

than before, what does that do for the efficiency of the 

worker? How about the worker’s state of mind while trying to 

si@ through that group of cows?  

 

When we overcrowd the system, yes, we’re trying to be as 

produc�ve as possible – filling the barn to capacity will pre6y 

much always yield more cash flow than a barn that’s half full. 

Pushing the limits leads us to the law of diminishing returns – 

we put another cow in the group, but instead of the average 

of the group being 80 lbs/cow, now it’s 78 or 77. S�ll posi�ve, 

because we added more milk, but not quite as high as we 

were before. If we overcrowd the fresh cow group and end up 

with more ketosis and DA’s – that’s the point of diminished 

returns, not a fun or a profitable place to be.  

 

So let’s think about these points in our system and how we 

can relate it back to results. Yes, we need cash flow, but more 

animals aren’t always the answer. I challenge you to look at 

each point in your system and iden�fy where you may be past 

the point of geGng a posi�ve return. If we were making $24 

conven�onal milk again, I have a feeling that a lot of 

transi�on heifer barns would be going up to correct a huge 

overcrowding issue in our replacement program. Again, 

though, more animals isn’t always the answer. To relieve 

crowding, we can either put animals in a bigger space, or we 

can remove animals from the space. New barns aren’t in the 

cards dairy producers are holding right now, so removing 

animals from the space is the next best answer. Do you know 

how many heifers you need to maintain your herd size or 

plan for expansion? Odds are, with the results in 

reproduc�ve efficiency that I see on many herds today, we 

don’t need to keep a 1:1 ra�o of heifers to cows – probably 

80% of the cow herd is realis�c, even if a herd is in expansion 

mode.  

 

If you only keep 80% though, that means some heifers have 

to leave! I challenge herds all the �me – what are the criteria 

for deciding if that heifer gets to stay? This needs to be 

decided BEFORE the calf hits the ground. Many �mes, I’ve 

seen half beef breeds running around in heifer pens because 

the producer decided to use beef semen as a way to either 

get a problem cow pregnant or to convince themselves that 

they don’t want to keep the gene�cs from the cow, and they 

didn’t sell the calf a@erwards. In either scenario, the 

producer needs to make a management decision AHEAD OF 

TIME. Every herd has a bo6om third of cows. This is a good 

place to start making decisions about which animals to keep.  

 

What happens when we start maximizing our system instead 

of overtaxing our system? We have less waste milk to feed – 

or the capacity to feed more milk to fewer calves and 

maximize growth. LeGng a few calves leave the farm 

immediately may open up opportuni�es to star�ng weighing 

heifers at specific �me points to reveal gaps in performance 

that then can be addressed. We have less crowded heifer 

pens – or healthier calves that don’t have underlying 

respiratory disease and have reached puberty faster. We 

have heifers that reach the milking string more quickly – or 

properly sized heifers calving in that start to pay you back 

more quickly. With the milking string, we have cows calving 

in that have no metabolic issues and reach consistently high 

peak produc�on. We have �me to not just trim cows that 

need a6en�on, but to do maintenance trims on the whole 

herd. We have ample bedding in stalls and cleaner pens for 

cows to spend their day in. From the human aspect, taking 

care of healthy cows and calves is far less stressful than 

caring for the poor performers in the group.  

 

 

The Law of Diminishing Returns – How do we know when 
we’ve reached it? 

Submied by: Lindsay Ferlito 
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Photo taken by CCE of Jefferson County 

Making these management decisions doesn’t happen 

overnight, and can be overwhelming. Having conversa�ons 

with your nutri�onist, veterinarian and/or extension educator 

is a great place to start. Implemen�ng your strategy will be a 

challenge, but taking a proac�ve approach to managing herd 

size will benefit your dairy in the years to come. 

 
Image source:  h6ps://personalexcellence.co/blog/law-of-

diminishing-returns/ 
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Do you think cows have emo�ons? Do you think cows feel 

pain? Do animals exhibit empathy, sympathy and 

compassion? These were the ques�ons asked to the 

a6endees of the 2018 Dairy Ca6le Welfare Symposium. 

Speakers, farmers and industry representa�ves from around 

the globe gathered in Sco6sdale, AZ May 31
st

 – June 1
st

, 2018 

to discuss the intersec�on of best prac�ces and sustainability 

as it �es back to dairy ca6le welfare. 

 

Currently, Americans care more about animal welfare than 

children’s educa�on or hunger. Those are the results of the 

third “Causes Americans Care About” study, conducted by the 

global communica�ons firm Ketchum. Responses from 1,000 

adults found 41% picked animal welfare as their No. 1 cause. 

Children’s educa�on ranked second with 38% of respondents, 

followed by hunger with 33% of respondents. Why should we 

(dairy educators, dairy farmers and industry support) care or 

worry about this? Because these are our consumers. We need 

to know what their concerns are and how to address them. 

We also need to be honest about the day-to-day 

management prac�ces that occur in animal produc�on.  

 

Some of our best management prac�ces might not always be 

“pre6y” to a consumer’s eye, but it is what is best for the 

animal. An example of this would be hoof trimming. In early 

July, social media was abuzz with a picture of a “cow 

crusher”. What was happening to this poor cow? Very simple, 

she was having her feet trimmed in a hoof trimming chute. A 

very common and safe prac�ce. She was being restrained and 

properly taken care of. To anyone with an agricultural 

background, a picture of a cow in a hoof trimming chute is 

just that, to someone in the general public, it is a scary 

looking picture. We need to take the �me to explain what is 

occurring, in terms the general public can understand – the 

cow is receiving a pedicure, 1800 pound animals don’t fit well 

into salon chairs, and some�mes they get a li6le finicky and 

kick. For the safety of the animal and the person, she is 

restrained.  

 

More and more consumers only see the dairy industry 

through pictures online. Mandi McLeod from New Zealand, 

presented on “lessons learned”. Farmers (regardless of 

country) are 1. focused on producing food in a con�nually 

changing climate in a sustainable manner and 2. At risk of 

being pulled down by the minority (ie: 1 bad egg, 1 farmer 

who doesn’t care). Consumers have concerns, as stated 

above about animal welfare. So, how can we win the war and 

show consumers that we care, and do the best to take care of 

our animals? Incremental improvements over�me. 

• Seek to understand, and then be understood 

 Listen to the concerns. LISTEN. Don’t list to 

respond or react. Listen to understand and then 

address their concern. 

• Animal care programs must treat all farmers fairly by 

taking into account the landscape in which they operate. 

These programs need to be realis�c with minimum 

standards and unapologe�c in accountability and 

consequences. As an industry we should be raising the bar 

and raising our compliance rates, not the other way 

around. 

 

At the end of the day, we, the DAIRY INDUSTRY, are only as 

good as the weakest link. We all play a role in animal welfare. 

Yes, we are dealing with market vulnerability and low milk 

prices, but is this an acceptable excuse for poor animal care? 

NO.  

 

Dairy farmers are all human, and have different belief systems 

and different opinions. We need to approach animal welfare 

and best management prac�ces as a team sport. We cannot 

con�nue to defend the indefensible. We need to work 

together with each other (dairy farmers, coopera�ves, 

EVERYONE) to rethink the problem and challenges around 

animal welfare, both from a consumer’s view-point and a 

farmer’s view-point) and con�nue to develop an evolving 

approach. We cannot become complacent, but need to be 

open to new ideas and evolve as new management prac�ces 

and technologies become available. As an industry, we have a 

collec�ve responsibility to clearly iden�fy the issue(s) and 

have a voice in the solu�on(s). 

 

Animal Welfare: Perception & Reality 

By Kimberley Morrill, PhD 
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2018: Bunker Silo Safety Reminder from the OSHA Work Group 

Submied by: Kimberley Morrill 

A sample of items to cover for pre-harvest preparation and safety meetings: 

 

• Document and retain a record of all safety training with dated sign-in rosters.  

• Farm-specific safety concerns and other issues: narrow roads, so@ shoulders, main highways, traffic, spilling silage or 

tracking mud on roads, etc. 

• Review rules of the road, safe speed, specified routes and alterna�ves to reduce neighbor irrita�on, beware of compla-

cency- the 22
th

 �me at the same stop sign can get boring, but s�ll need to stop!   

• Get a good night’s sleep. Tired operators are more likely to make mistakes — especially when combined with compla-

cency.  According to research, most people require 8-9 hours of sleep per night for op�mal performance.  Too li6le 

sleep, especially over consecu�ve nights, will result in impaired func�on and significantly reduced reac�on �me. 

• Carry water and snacks.  Stay hydrated. Take breaks periodically.   

• Stay in communica�on, let others know of hazards when they are observed.  

• Stay off cell phones while driving. Hands-free cell use is legal, but can s�ll be a distrac�on.      

• Stay in trucks or equipment when wai�ng. If personnel must exit, radio other operators. 

• If personnel are on the ground, they should never walk out in front of or behind any machine or truck without first mak-

ing eye contact with the operator.  

• No extra passengers unless in training.  

• Make sure ligh�ng is adequate for all work performed a@er sunset.   

• Moving poorly marked or poorly lighted equipment at dusk is especially dangerous—use an escort vehicle to reduce risk. 

• All tractors and machinery that travel less than 25 mph on public roads need to have a properly mounted SMV (Slow 

Moving Vehicle) emblem. SMV emblems need to be clean and not faded, must be mounted in the center of the rear of 

the machine (or as close to the center as possible), and be 2’ to 6’ above the road surface. 

• Completely shut down machinery when clearing debris.  Remove and pocket igni�on key so no one can restart if you are 

not visible.   Machinery that is shut down for service can be tagged out at the steering wheel, as “Do Not Operate.” 

• Make sure that staff use the proper personal protec�ve equipment, such as hearing protec�on in noisy areas.   

 

Pre harvest: 

• Check over trucks and equipment, ensure �res are at proper infla�on and have adequate tread - change worn �res, en-

sure all lights are func�oning, recheck each day before work starts. Trucks need to be equipped with fire ex�nguishers 

and safety triangles or flares. 

• Provide fire ex�nguishers on larger tractors and self-propelled harvesters and be sure all operators know where they are 

located. 

• Make sure road safety features meet the legal requirements.       

• Check field entry routes for wash outs and culvert problems, clearly mark entries when road ditches exist adjacent to 

culverts. 

• Mark driveways with flags so that drivers do not have to guess where the edge is. 

• Check common routes for road crew ac�vity or other new issues.   

• Provide hi-visibility clothing or vests to staff to help prevent run over incidents.   

• Daily:  remind drivers, packers and chopper operators to be safe, use safety belts and take no unnecessary risks.   

 

Filling: 

• If new silage is being added to old silage, mark where the two materials are joined: the joint areas can be very unstable 

during silage removal and can collapse without warning because the silage will not be interlocked at this point.   

• Do NOT put new silage on top of exis�ng silage that has a plas�c covering in-place; although this may seem in the best 

interest in forage quality, it can result in excessive hazard of face collapse during feedout. Extra cau�on is warranted 

with any ac�vity in these areas.   

• Pile height should not exceed the reach of the unloading equipment.  Filling crew should understand the target pile 

height. 
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 • Packing tractor(s) should be ROPS equipped, operators belted in.   

• Rollover hazard is obvious.  Side slope steepness is an important safety concern.  There are many factors that influence safe 

opera�ng gradient.  Minimize lateral side slopes as much as prac�cal and strive to be less than 6:1 sideslope, beware of so@ 

spots.   

• Safest packing is achieved when driving up and down the pile: some references suggest no more than a 3:1 slope in the di-

rec�on of travel for this type of opera�on. As your farm changes, please consider how to size and organize bunker silos so 

that pile height and slope allow packing equipment to drive safely over all sec�ons of the pile.   

• Only the most experienced equipment operators should pack.  Provide new packing operators with proper training. 

• Due to �p-over hazard, for hydraulic dump bodies, NEVER back up onto the pile to dump, rather dump in pre-designated 

areas established to avoid truck/packing tractor collisions.   

• Inform all staff that only authorized personnel should be in the silo filling area, extra people should be kept out.  Make sure 

appropriate signage such as “No unauthorized personnel” and “Danger” is posted visibly. 

 

Covering crew:   

• Conduct safety mee�ng before going up onto the piles.   

• Designate those that will work near the edge, all others stay away!   

• Make sure workers are not wearing slick surface shoes.   

• Remind workers to watch out for each other and no horseplay on top. 

 

At the end of the day:  

• Consider having short end-of-day mee�ngs to celebrate work accomplished and review any observed or perceived safety 

issues. 
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Farm Business Management 

Finances are �ght for many farmers right now. Is it 

worthwhile to pay for crop insurance? To answer that 

ques�on, farmers need to carefully evaluate their business 

risks as well as the costs and poten�al benefits of crop 

insurance. Pasture, Rangeland, Forage (PRF) Insurance can 

compensate your farm when low levels of rainfall (or other 

forms of precipita�on, including snowfall) limit forage or hay 

produc�on. Unlike other commodity insurance op�ons, 

“indemnity” payments (the money you receive when 

something goes wrong) are based solely on rainfall levels, 

rather than your yield or revenue.  

 

Area Insurance 

PRF Insurance pays indemni�es based on rainfall within your 

“grid” (a typical rural NY county contains all or part of 4-6 

grids, while St. Lawrence has all or part of nearly 20), not 

rainfall on your fields. On one hand, this eliminates the need 

for record keeping related to current forage yields and 

provision of historic records. There is no need to submit a 

claim, indemni�es are automa�cally paid out based on actual 

rainfall in your area. On the other hand, if rainfall is different 

for your fields than in your grid, you may not receive an 

indemnity even if you experience rainfall-related forage loss. 

It is cri7cal to take into account this possibility when making 

PRF decisions.  

 

Know Your Risks 

Without crop insurance, what forage-related risks is your 

business exposed to? Start by assessing your farm’s 

projected bo6om line. How much does your profitability 

depend on the produc�vity of your pasture? For example, if 

your business is projected to make $20,000 in profits a@er 

expenses but you depend on your own pasture and/or hay 

for at least $20,000 worth of forage value, a very dry year 

could eliminate your profits (if your pasture can’t feed your 

animals and you have to buy feed from elsewhere or cull or 

sell smaller animals). If feed or grazing value is an important 

input to your farm business, you may want to protect 

yourself from risks in this area. Be aware, however, that PRF 

only helps farmers when there is a lack of rainfall. Even if wet 

weather causes issues for harves�ng forage, above-average 

rainfall levels will not result in indemnity payments. 

 

How Much to Insure 

Coverage level: 

Farmers must choose a “coverage level” for their crop 

insurance. Your chosen coverage level represents the point at 

which low rainfall triggers an indemnity payment. For 

example, if you purchase coverage at the 90% level, and your 

area receives 90% of the average rainfall “index value,” you 

can receive an indemnity. You may choose a coverage level 

between 70% and 90%. 

 

Produc�vity factor: 

You must also choose a “produc�vity factor.” This is a 

percentage of the County Base Value (CBV) that the USDA 

Risk Management Agency (RMA) es�mates can be produced 

per acre on pasture and hayland in your county. You can 

select anywhere from 60%-150% of the CBV, based on how 

your normal produc�vity compares to the CBV. In St. 

Lawrence County in 2018, the base value for hayland is $248 

(non-irrigated) and $186 (irrigated), and the base value for 

pasture is $57.90. 

 

When to Insure 

Index intervals: 

With PRF, you choose which months to insure. You must 

choose a minimum of at least two, two-month “index 

intervals.”  Many northeast farmers purchase PRF coverage 

for summer months, given that that is when our animals are 

grazing or when we are producing hay. However, if you 

depend on a certain level of snowfall, winter coverage could 

also be helpful. Review historical precipita�on levels to see 

how your needs compare to normal weather pa6erns. 

 

Percent of value: 

You will not be compensated at the full coverage level for 

each index interval. Rather, each index interval selected is 

assigned a “percent of value” of at least 10% and no greater 

than 70%, and when added together, all of the ‘percents of 

value’ selected must sum to 100%. 

 

What will it cost? 

The federal government helps share the cost of crop 

insurance premiums with farmers. Depending on your 

coverage level, 51-59% of your premium cost is covered by 

the government. 

 

To calculate your approximate premium costs, visit the RMA 

Pasture, Rangeland, Forage Support Tool at  

 

Is Pasture, Rangeland, and Forage (PRF) Insurance right for 
me? 

By: Kelsey O’Shea 
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h6ps://prodwebnlb.rma.usda.gov/apps/prf# . Here’s how to 

use the tool: 

• Star�ng with the “Grid Locator” tab, enter your farm 

address to iden�fy your “Grid ID.” Any payment you 

receive is based on the average rainfall in your grid. 

• Once you know your Grid ID, you can use it to view 

historical precipita�on levels (as a percent of “normal” 

index levels) in the “Historical Indexes” tab.  

• You can also use your Grid ID to es�mate your premiums 

and indemni�es in the “Decision Support Tool” tab. You 

will need to enter your chosen coverage level and 

produc�vity factor, as well as informa�on about your 

intended use of the land and its acreage, in the “Protec�on 

Informa�on” area. You will choose index intervals and 

their corresponding percent of value for each index 

interval in the “Protec�on Table” – click “Calculate” to see 

your premiums and es�mated indemni�es. 

• In the “Es�mated Indemni�es” tab, the tool will use your 

selec�ons to give you informa�on about the indemnity 

payments which would have resulted from those same 

choices in past years. 

 

Sign Up Soon! 

The deadline to enroll in PRF for 2019 is November 15
th

, 2018.  

To enroll, contact a crop insurance agent. Find an agent by 

asking a neighbor or using the Agent Locator tool at 

rma.usda.gov/tools/agent.html 

 

Visit ag-analy�cs.org/cropinsurance for more informa�on 

about crop insurance. 

 

Cornell University delivers crop insurance educa�on in New 

York State in partnership with the USDA, Risk Management 

Agency. This material is funded in partnership by USDA, Risk 

Management Agency, under award number 

RM17RMETS524020. 
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Some of the major concerns in the dairy industry regarding the implementa�on of the Veterinary Feed Direc�ve (VFD) were 

increased costs due to management changes and unavailability of in-feed an�bio�c medica�on. Research conducted by 

Cornell Coopera�ve Extension before and a@er the first year of VFD implementa�on found that the most common issue 

regarding the new requirements of the veterinary-client-pa�ent-rela�onship (VCPR) and the VFD was difficulty obtaining in-feed 

an�bio�cs in a �mely fashion, a@er they were ordered by a veterinarian.  

 

This research was based on interviews with dairy farmers as well as veterinarians and feed mills that primarily serve dairy 

farms. It was clear from the responses that most of the dairy farms had adjusted to the new regula�ons fairly well, with most 

ci�ng the greatest inconvenience as “addi�onal paperwork”. However this poten�al burden was mostly overshadowed by the 

requirements of the F.A.R.M. program, which was mandated around the same �me for farms shipping their milk to 

coopera�ves that par�cipate in Na�onal Milk.  

   

Farms that reported “nega�ve financial impacts” were mid- to large-sized farms, due to increased costs of treatments in 

calves or poten�al death loss. The farms reported situa�ons where in-feed an�bio�cs were recommended for groups of 

animals due to respiratory outbreaks above the standard threshold of 15% and as such appropriately recommended by their 

veterinarian with whom they have a VCPR. However, their local feed mills were not carrying enough in stock to supply the 

farm’s needs. This was a natural response to the VFD for the feed mills—the sales of the an�bio�c in-feed products had 

dropped considerably. The feed mills indicated that they s�ll did keep some stock on hand, but that they are keeping less of 

those products on hand, or mixing/making less of them.   

 

The ul�mate impact to the farm was having to wait anywhere from 1 to 3 weeks for the recommended feed with an�bio�cs 

to be ready. In that �me span, there was the poten�al for addi�onal animals to become infected, for ill animals to degrade in 

condi�on, and for limited alterna�ves including the usage of more expensive and labor intensive treatment op�ons on a 

greater number of animals. It is important to note that on these farms, the lack of availability did not stop the farms from 

trea�ng animals with necessary medica�ons to treat infec�ons—“doing nothing” was never an op�on.   

 

The exact financial impacts of a management change on dairy opera�ons are challenging to establish. Here we provide an 

example of the increase in short term treatment costs and discuss more generally the poten�al long term implica�ons of an 

extended outbreak of respiratory disease. The immediate financial impact would be the cost difference between u�lizing the 

in-feed an�bio�cs on a group of animals when it is recommended by a veterinarian and using other an�bio�c op�ons to treat 

animals individually once they are presen�ng as physically ill. While there are many variables associated with those two 

decisions paths, it is important to consider that on most dairy farms, labor is the second highest single expense a@er feed.  

Any management op�on that requires a considerable amount of addi�onal labor, such as trea�ng more animals individually, 

could lead to significantly increased costs. 

 

As a simple example, it is not unusual for farms to treat with in-feed an�bio�cs when 15% of a pen presents with respiratory 

clinical symptoms. In Table 1, we show the costs of trea�ng both individual animals presen�ng with clinical symptoms and 

providing in-feed an�bio�cs for a pen of 100 heifers. In this scenario, individual treatment with a single dose an�bio�c 

treatment can range from $14-$23 per dose. While farm level costs vary widely, we present this as a typical example of the 

financial impacts of a disease that is typically treated with an�bio�cs.  

 

Table 1. Treatment cost for a 100 heifer pen  

 
Con1nued onto page 15 

  Medica6on Cost Labor Cost Total 

In Feed $2.75 x 100 head = $275 1 hour x $15/hour $290 

Single Dose Injec6on $18 x 15 head = $270 1 hour x $15/hour $285 

Potential Financial Impacts of Shortages of In Feed Antibiotics on 
Dairy Operations 

By: Kelsey O’Shea, Jennifer Ifft, PHD and Rob Lynch, DVM 
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Assump�ons 

 

• Pen of 100 400-500lb, 4-6 month old heifers, 15% or 15 heifers present with symptoms of respiratory clinical symptoms. 

• In-feed an�bio�cs are available in a �mely fashion and no other animals present as ill. 

• Each animal presen�ng with symptoms is treated with a single dose an�bio�c treatment, with a range of op�ons available, we use $18 

as a typical cost, although actual costs may be higher or lower. 

• Labor costs of $15/hour, includes benefits and skills necessary to administer treatment. 

• For individual heifer treatment, �me requirement is 0.5 hours of prep/dispensing/dosing before going out to treat the animals and 0.5 

hours of administering doses.  

• In-feed an�bio�c is a broad spectrum an�bio�c for use in non-lacta�ng dairy ca6le. When fed as directed these ‘crumbles’ will treat 

bacterial enteri�s caused by Escherichia coli and bacterial pneumonia caused by Pasteurella multocida organisms suscep�ble to 

chlortetracycline. 

 

If the in-feed an�bio�cs could not be used in a �mely fashion in the case of the respiratory outbreak presented in Table 1 (15% of pen 

ini�ally presents as sick), there is a strong likelihood that addi�onal heifers could get sick over the subsequent 1-3 weeks. Various factors 

are involved in further disease spread, including ven�la�on quality, stocking density, pathogenicity of the disease causing organism(s), and 

immune competence of the at risk popula�on. In Table 2, we present the costs of individual heifer treatment if an addi�onal 15% of the pen 

gets sick. We also show costs in the case when 30% of addi�onal heifers get sick over a longer period. Trea�ng an addi�onal 15 heifers costs 

$300 and an addi�onal 30 would cost $300. These addi�onal costs could be considered rela�vely modest – when over 15% of a pen 

presents with clinical respiratory symptoms, without �mely in-feed treatment, another likely outcome is the en�re pen becoming sick.  

 

Table 2. Poten6al addi6onal costs of injectable an6bio6c treatment if all in-feed an6bio6cs are not available in 

a 6mely fashion  

 
 

Assump7ons 

• Use single dose an�bio�c under same guidelines as in Table 1 

• 7-day delay leads to an addi�onal 15% of pen falling ill, addi�onal 2 hours of labor costs for treatment of new cases. At this 

point, a total of 30 heifers have fallen ill and the farm has spent a total of $585 for single dose an�bio�c treatments 

• 2-3 week delay leads to another 30% of pen falling ill, addi�onal 4 hours of labor costs for treatment of new cases. At this 

point, a total of 60 heifers have fallen ill and the farm has spent a total of $1185 for single dose an�bio�c treatments. 

 

In the case that 15 addi�onal heifers become sick, the cost of addi�onal individual treatments is roughly equivalent to ini�al 

treatment with in-feed an�bio�cs. This demonstrates that if in-feed an�bio�cs are available and prevent illness, they are as 

cost-efficient as trea�ng individuals animals if 15 addi�onal animals became ill (a@er the ini�al 15 become ill).  Given that this 

is a fairly likely outcome and it is also common for an en�re pen to get sick in this situa�on, this simple example demonstrates 

that in-feed an�bio�cs can have short term financial benefits in the case of high levels of respiratory outbreaks. 

For this short term perspec�ve, if a high level of addi�onal outbreaks are expected, for example when isola�on of sick heifers 

is not feasible, unavailability of in-feed an�bio�cs could cause an immediate but moderate financial loss for farms. Higher 

death loss in heifer pens, although likely limited to cases of severe respiratory outbreaks, is where the largest financial loss 

from disease is o@en incurred. However, given that the cost of raising heifers is currently rela�vely close to the cost of 

purchasing them, it is important to evaluate all op�ons for op�mum heifer health.   

 
Even if only a few addi�onal animals became ill, there are unknown costs of lost future performance. Impacts on future milk 

performance may have a much more significant, albeit difficult to quan�fy, value. It is well-established that illness, par�cularly 

respiratory stress during the growth and development stages, in dairy animals can significantly limit future milk performance. 

Every animal that escalates to clinically ill has poten�al nega�ve financial impact to the farm. One of the reasons this is difficult 

to measure is that individual heifers that experienced illness may exit the farm before lacta�on. This in turn could mean that  

 

Con1nued on to page 16 

  Medica6on Cost Labor Cost Total 

7 day delay $18  x addi�onal 15 head 2 hours x $15/hour = $30 $300 

14-21 day delay $18 x addi�onal 30 head 4 hours x $15/hour s= $60 $600 
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the real “breakeven” point between using in-feed or individual an�bio�c treatments could be much lower if future 

performance and earnings poten�al are considered. Indeed, one of the benefits of disease control strategies is the ability to 

manage subclinical disease. Providing therapy to those animals exposed, poten�ally already infected but not showing obvious 

signs of disease, helps improve herd health, elevate animal suffering, and minimize expense to the farm owner.  

 

While this is one feasible outcome, there are a large number of addi�onal variables that could affect these outcomes. The VFD 

does help with this because the veterinarian on farm is more involved in herd health management decisions and can help 

assess those varying factors to determine the best course of treatment. In our interviews on VFD changes, most farms 

indicated that they are ul�mately focusing on preventa�ve care measures and other management techniques that would not 

require the usage of in-feed an�bio�cs, with the ul�mate goal of reducing illness overall. Given that feed mills and 

veterinarians may also further adapt to inventory issues over �me, the addi�onal financial costs illustrated here many only be 

transi�onal. Although the VFD has caused some financial impacts on farms, it has also promoted more involvement of 

veterinarians on dairy opera�ons. The regula�on has encouraged a collabora�on of dairy farmers and other professionals to 

improve management prac�ces to 

mi�gate illness before treatment is 

needed. So, although the regula�on was 

not preferred by most dairy farms, they 

do recognize the posi�ve affect it has had 

on improving animal health through 

management methods other than 

an�bio�c treatment.  The decline in 

an�bio�c use due to VFD has also 

contributed to improved an�bio�c 

stewardship through a change in farm-

level management prac�ces.   

 

Note: This research was supported in part 

by the intramural research program of the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic 

Research Service.  

Kelsey O'Shea is an Agriculture Business 

Management Specialist with Coopera7ve 

Coopera7ve Extension North County 

Regional Ag Team.  

Jennifer IK is an assistant professor and 

Mueller Family Sesquicentennial Faculty 

Fellow in the Cornell University Charles H. 

Dyson School of Applied Economics and 

Management.  

Rob Lynch is a Dairy Herd Health and 

Management Specialist with the Cornell 

University PRO-Dairy Program.  
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Would you like to receive a  paper version of  

the North country Ag Advisor. 

Subscribe to the paper version of the North Country Ag Advisor for the low cost of $15.  Return the form below along with a check or money order for 

$15 to Tatum Langworthy, Cornell Coopera�ve Extension, NNY Regional Ag Team, 203 North Hamilton Street, Watertown, NY 13601.  We’ll send 

you the newsle6er each month during 2017.  Subscrip�ons expire a year to date. 

 

Name_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Farm Name ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Street Address__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

City_______________________________________  State ________________  

 

Zip code __________________ 

 

Phone number ______________________________________ 

Pho-
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h6p://agworkforce.cals.cornell.edu/regula�ons/sexual-harassment-preven�on/  

Sexual Harassment Preven�onSexual Harassment Preven�onSexual Harassment Preven�onSexual Harassment Preven�on    

The 2018 New York State budget included 

new regula�ons addressing sexual 

harassment in the workplace that will be 

effec�ve on October 9, 2018 for all New York 

employers, including agricultural employers. 

All employers will be required to have a 

sexual harassment preven�on policy and to 

provide annual, interac�ve sexual harassment 

preven�on training for all employees. (Read more about it from the law firms Fisher Philips here and Proskauer here.) The 

legisla�on calls for the New York State Department of Labor (NYSDOL) to develop a model sexual harassment policy and training 

program for employers to adopt. As of this wri�ng (8/16/18), no model policy or training is yet available and the law becomes 

effec�ve in less than two months. 

It is impossible for us to know exactly what will be included in NYSDOL’s model sexual harassment policy and training un�l it is 

released, so any guidance provided here will need to be updated when that �me comes. However, some proac�ve employers 

are already asking how they can get started with policies and training that will be close to the eventual requirements. The 

following informa�on is provided for those who want to start now. A6er all, poten�al harassers aren’t wai�ng for the new policy, 

so employers should take posi�ve ac�on to protect employees and their organiza�ons from sexual harassment. 

Go to link below for more informa�on: 
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What’s Happening in the Ag CommunityWhat’s Happening in the Ag CommunityWhat’s Happening in the Ag CommunityWhat’s Happening in the Ag Community    

Lewis County Family Farm Day, October 13, 2018, see page 19 for more informa7on. 

Calving and Neonatal Workshop, see page 9 for more informa7on. 

Academy for Dairy Execu7ves, see page 5 for more informa7on. 

Office Hours, see page 13 for more informa7on. 

St Lawrence County A Day at the Farm Event, September 29, 2018 see page 17 for more informa7on 

CCE North Country Regional Ag Team 

203 North Hamilton Street 

Watertown, New York 13601 

Please note that Cornell University Coopera�ve Extension, nor any representa�ve thereof, makes any representa�on of any 

warranty, express or implied, of any par�cular result or applica�on of the informa�on provided by us or regarding any product. If a 

product or pes�cide is involved, it is the sole responsibility of the User to read and follow all product labelling and instruc�ons and 

to check with the manufacturer or supplier for the most recent informa�on. Nothing contained in this informa�on should be 

interpreted as an express or implied endorsement of any par�cular product, or as cri�cism of unnamed products. The informa�on 

we provide is not a subs�tute for pes�cide labeling.   


