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September 23, 2004

8:00 am: Meeting called to order.


    First agenda item: joint meeting with NE-1007

Discussion:

Joe talked with Joy Pate about attending this meeting, but at a late date and there was a question of how the expense of the trip would be covered.

Carolyn had spoken with Joanne Fortune who said the NE-1006 meeting was planned for June of 2005, dates not set, and place most likely Pocono Mountains, PA.

Idea behind meeting with NE-1007 was thought to be generated from thinking it would stimulate additional joint projects (research) as well as sharing of information, and the fact that available grants seem to be awarded to projects that span several universities 

Fricke: hesitant to join with NE-1007 due to group size

Ravlin: Joining of groups not necessary

Lamb: Joining of the groups was the impression received during rewrite of proposal

Stevenson: We met with them once before.  We have a published track record and can see no real
advantage of joining with the other group.  

Kesler: Where would money come from to cover expense of traveling to two meetings a year?

Ravlin: Issue may be a linchpin in getting this project renewed.  Agrees with Jeff.

Stevenson: In his 24 years associated with project, this group fulfills true mandate of multi-


state projects

Ravlin: Mid-term review after meeting.  Bill would support stance of Jeff’s if we give him some

facts to share with administrators   

Lamb: We have new members and potential members that will increase our numbers making 


a joint group unwieldy

Fricke: Nature of project will not increase but decrease because of the group size and setting 


protocols; need to limit number of stations to ensure protocol management

Kinder: Concern stemmed from Dept. Chairs; they evaluate projects at mid-term.  Group needs to 
communicate directly with Dept. Chairs before they go to meeting where they review these

projects in Jan. or Feb.  Deans may regionalize funds on a competitive basis and it will vary from state to state how funds are utilized.  Drive to work with administrative leaders and get


across impact of our group to them before they have their regional meeting.  Convince 
administrative leaders of our impact and ability to do research

Ravlin: $ that goes to Ext. Station may cover only travel, but some stations use it for salary support


and it may not be seen for project.  Need to respond to this suggestion, and perhaps a 


bulleted list of impacts of group would help.  He’ll be at the table for the next review meeting


in March

Lamb: We have more in common with W112 and should join with them if we join with any group

Kesler: Concurs

Ravlin: Provide administrators with information regarding ties with W112 and/or NC-1006

Fricke: Seems like group is being penalized for collaborating with NE-161 on dairy project a few


years ago

Kinder: Look at opportunities and other ways to enhance collaboration and interactions to satisfy 


reviewers

Ravlin: March – mid-project review occurs after 2nd year of cycle.  He will be sitting on committee


and will bring ours issues forward

Kinder: Reports and mid-term reports get out to unit leaders, Dept. chairs/heads; they write assessment


and then a summary assessment is put together at the meeting.  The administrators (Bill) report

goes to NRC.  Unit leaders can provide input at this time if we can help them bring our concerns forth prior to meeting in June.  

Stevenson: Background of reviewers is varied, not all reproductive physiologists

Hamernik: Mike Smith and some other reproductive biologists will be at the meeting

Report from Bill Ravlin: Project’s Administrative Advisor

Ravlin passed around newsletter he had received 

Garverick: How long has the mid-term review been around?

Ravlin: Not sure.  Only first experience with this rewrite with this group.  Mid-term review is of 

meeting minutes and annual review…these get reviewed and the comments entered into system 

by March

Stevenson: What are criteria for review?

Ravlin: Same criteria as the rewrite: collaborations; impact.  On page 5 of hand out is list of what 


needs to be addressed.  Accomplishments: publications, analyses, students, etc.


i.e. Impacts: NC-1006 research increased reproduction in dairy cattle to save money for the

dairy industry, increase productivity

Kesler: Impact is extension

Ravlin: Tech transfer is impact.  Some meetings aren’t well attended, this one is..that’s a strength

Pursley: Is there talk of including extension into these projects?  These used to be separated.

Kinder: Do you consider yourself an extension specialist?  People who do research need to sell


it themselves because the ability to work through traditional extension programs no longer


exists.

Kesler: Many stations see this work/research as extension and put it forth as such

Lamb: Big problem encountered with resubmission was lack of extension aspect to project

Kinder: Expectation of extension function of research is needed for impact

Ravlin: Higher administrators do not care where the line is drawn regarding research, teaching,


extension…they want to see the bottom line for the $ they are putting out

Kinder: Document what you do because many in this group are already efficient at disseminating


research info

Ottobre: Jeff and I will write a 1 page summary as to why this group does not need to meet with


NE-1007 

Stevenson: Can we see reviewers’ comments from the rewrite so these issues can be addressed?

Fricke: What would be the consequences of not meeting with NE-1007?

Ravlin: Don’t think so…address issue head on because we’ll be facing it again in 2 years. 

Stevenson: Our groups are not redundant, but complementary.  There are many differences in 


management of dairy and beef cattle between this area and the northeast.

Ottobre: Good discussion. Let’s move on to summarize some group info

Discussion of collaborative projects

Dairy project

Stevenson distributed a handout summarizing dairy study to date.


Cliff: 150-200 cows


Richard: data on 154 cows


Rebecca: data from last year


WI nothing yet


Darrel: nothing yet, not sure when


Kansas: data on 200 cows by end of year


IA: thinking


Al: data from 150 cows

Fricke: Most large herds have adopted a breeding protocol and don’t want to try new one

Pursley: Had to be done with collecting data by June.  Probably will not be able to go back to that


herd to finish up and get 200 animals due to issues with management program.  Should he do

remaining animals with a different herd to get 200?

Krisher: May use different herd to finish off project to get her #

Stevenson: You know reviewers’ concerns with small # in herds.  


Kamars overestimate heats by 3x as an identifier of non-cycling cows


CIDR treatment is trending toward improving pregnancy rates in anovular cows


Seems not all anovular cows benefited from CIDRs – mixed results

Pursley: Who is running P4 assays?

Silvia: Are there differences in the P4 assays people are using?

Fricke: With this type of analysis, looking for highs and lows, not actual #

Stevenson: As those who have collected data for this project know, this takes a lot of time.  Mondays


can be a long day because treatments get clustered.  Milo sent PGF and CIDRs to Al, Darrel,


Rebecca.  Need to send to Cliff and more CIDRs to Al.  Richard Markham (800-759-3664; 

816-364-3777) to get GnRH (OvaCyst).  

Stevenson: Are there any changes that need to be made to templates used for data collection/entry?

Ovarian template

What if cows ovulate before 2nd GnRH?  New column, Y, N, E column for yes, no, early regarding ovulation in relation to PG and GnRH.

What to do with cows that have a cyst and CL?  Need to think about this.

Repro Data template

Kamar gone=red

Kamar leaky, replace it

Fricke: Can we have another column for CIDRs that are not in place when it’s time to remove them?

Jeff asked folks how many animals they thought they could collect data on in the next 9 months and with the numbers people put forth = 1353 total (including animals already completed).

BREAK

Pursley: $23/person should cover meeting expenses.  Thanks Al for the receipt book!

Discussion of collaborative projects continued


Beef project

Cliff updated group on progress made on beef project: Do CIDRs have an effect on embryo survival?


Does the CIDR influence pregnancy rate to first AI?

Lamb: Minnesota station report handed out.


Protocol on page 2: 394 cows between Kesler and Lamb.  GnRH administered 60 hours post-

PG, at time of
AI .  

CIDRs don’t seem to have a + or – effect on early pregnancy rates with 100 cows/group.  Due

to high conception rate to 1st AI, only 30-40 cows/treatment eligible to come back into heat.

Stevenson: Robinson et al. (1989) reported that a study identical to this design in which a PRID was 
inserted  between d5 and d12 or d12 and d19.  The PRID improved conception rates in both 
groups, but only increased concentrations of P4 in the former. 
Perry: If interested in later P4 effect, go with co-synch without CIDR

Pursley: Milo has shown clearance of P4 in lactating cows is increased, therefore may not see an

increase in P4 due to increased clearance.  With CIDR in place for 4 days in beef cows, 3 

ng/ml were P4 concentrations after CL regression.

Stevenson: Would be interesting to look at mechanism boosting P4.

Lamb: But hCG administration to beef cattle does not increase pregnancy rates.

Stevenson: One study reported that in dairy cattle, hCG given on day 5 did increase pregnancy, but 

much other data showing both + and – effect of hCG on pregnancy rates.  Mechanistically, 
P4 From the CIDR may work differently from inducing CL to produce more P4.

Silvia: Not enough numbers in groups to judge if there was an effect on pregnancy rates.

Lamb: The effect of CIDRs on synchronizing return to estrus, which has been shown, is about all we


can get from the data at this point.

Stevenson: Do you get roll-over of dominant follicle with CIDR?

Lamb: Only if increase P4 >1 ng/ml

Kesler: An increase of 0.5 ng/ml P4 at 6 days after insertion of 1st CIDR was the amount measured


in the current study.

Pursley: What is effect of P4 on early pregnancy?

Perry/Silvia/Kinder: Get a uterine response, embryo growth, etc.

Pursley: Michael Diskin’s data showing if P4 concentrations 4-6 ng/ml improved pregnancy rates, 

whereas if P4 concentrations lower or higher, pregnancy rates were lower than controls.

Silvia/Fricke: Need to justify why not to continue with protocol and come up with a new design



since this is a major objective of the project.

Ottobre: There is confusion regarding our objectives.  Proposal on the web has objectives that are


from the last 5 year project, not the current project.  

Kinder: Bill can get the information on the web revised and updated

Garverick: What happened to the subobjectives that were listed in the first draft?

Lamb: The web has the first draft of the proposal.  There were some questions regarding the 

subobjectives during the rewrite so they were taken out and the proposal focused on 

the two objectives.  I’ll email a copy of the revised proposal to group members.  

Garverick: Basic research may be done individually, but it’s that research that gives rise to the 


collaborative efforts.  

Krisher: The basic research and individual projects contribute to meeting and to lose that dimension


would detract from the knowledge and transfer of information that takes place at these 

meetings.

Kinder: Individual research can substantiate the objectives for the project and should be written in the 


report.  Most likely, it will not be looked upon negatively.

Lamb: We will rethink the use of looking at CIDRs potential to improve pregnancy rates without using


the CIDR up front before AI and send out a new protocol via email.

12:00 Break for LUNCH
1:30 pm - reconvened

Joe asked Richard to revisit the manuscript being written from the last project.

Group comments on data tables discussed:

· Table with ‘P4 status’ should be changed to ‘Ovulation status’

· Need to label tables

· Look at effect of follicle size on embryo survival

It was decided that Richard would print out the tables and distribute to the authors for discussion after dinner.  Authors on the paper are: Pursley, Kesler, Stevenson, Fricke, Gaverick, Ottobre, Wiltbank.

Richard will send out an e-version of the manuscript next week.  The authors will try to have their comments back to him asap, but Al expressed some concern that a deadline of Oct. 15 might not be feasible.  

Report from Deb Hamernick: USDA/CREES Advisor

Deb passed around a handout updating personnel, and funding issues for USDA

Electronic submission will not be an option until 2006 at the earliest.

USDA areas of interest

Genetics

Biosecurity

Obesity

Areas of interest in the Animal Reproduction program for Integrated Program grants:

Swine seasonal infertility

Dairy cattle infertility

Broiler breeders

Regarding the USDA-NIH Conference “Advantages of Domestic Species as Biomedical Models” to be held at MSU, there are currently 35 people registered, not counting the speakers.

BREAK

Station report: MO

Station report: IN

Silvia: Do we know how much P4 is released from CIDRs when they are inserted at various stages of

the cycle?  Is that something this group should look into?

Fricke: Mike Day has done some work in this area, as well as Bill Beal.  They have looked at P4 levels 

when CIDRs were inserted at different times, and when CIDRs are used up to 6x.  

Kinder: In a study we have not published yet with 7 cows that had the vessels into and out of the liver 

cannulated, 5 animals had an 80-90% reduction in P4 measured between what went in and 

came out of the liver.  The other two animals had an increase in P4 when comparing concentrations in blood draining the liver to that in blood entering the liver.  A difference in LH pulse patterns may explain these differences.  Data were collected during 3 different stages of the cycle, and the findings were consistent across the cycle.  

Station report: WI

5:00 pm – Meeting adjourned.

September 24, 2004

8:00 am

Meeting called to order

Business Meeting

Paul Fricke elected secretary

Meeting site for 2005: Iowa State University, Ames, IA

Meeting dates for 2005: September 29-30, 2005

Ottobre will extend an invitation to Kim Vonnahme at North Dakota State University to join group

Station Report: NE – Rick Funston
Projects Rick discussed;

· Developing heifer project: Are soy beans appropriate to feed?  Found heifers fed soy beans had a delay in the onset of estrus by ~8 hrs. and an 8-12% decrease in response to synchronization.  However, pregnancy rates for heifers fed soy beans were higher than controls.

· Feeding distiller’s grains versus soy beans as a supplement to heifers.  Concern with these feeds stems from high phytoestrogen content of soy beans and the high by-pass protein content [UIP; (undegradable intake protein)] in distiller’s grains.  Heifers fed distiller’s grains had an 80% pregnancy rate, those fed soy beans, 88% pregnancy rate.  When soy beans or distiller’s grains were fed to heifers beginning at 7 mos. of age when 19% of the group was cycling, no differences were seen between groups.  

· Investigating the impact of grazing animals on alfalfa on fertility.  Alfalfa is high in phytoestrogens and nitrogen.  Saw a 25% pregnancy rate to AI in animals pastured on alfalfa with ~ 800 animals in the study.  Follow-up study supplemented animals grazing on alfalfa with carbohydrates and the pregnancy rates increased, but not to acceptable levels.  

· Plans to pursue grazing on irrigated pastures and the impact on reproduction.

Rick mentioned a meeting he coordinated early this month: Applied Reproductive Strategies in Beef Cattle”, at North Platte, NE.  There were 265 participants from 22 states.  CD of program available for $25.  Information from program also available on the web:

http:westcentral.unl.edu/beefrepro

Rick also mentioned a publication “50 years of pharmaceutical impact on beef production” by Elim and Preston was a worthwhile read.  Information on this publication can be found at:

www.beeftechnologies.com
Station report – South Dakota State University

Projects George is working on:

· Effect of follicular size on fertility.  Induce follicles <11 mm to ovulate and get lower pregnancy rates that if ovulate a follicle >11mm.  P4 concentrations during the follicular phase are also lower when an smaller follicle ovulates compared to a follicle >11 mm.  Heifers with smaller follicles don’t show estrus and have lower estradiol concentrations which may negatively effect the uterine environment in regards to preparation for pregnancy.

· Impact of sulfates on reproduction.  There is an 18% difference in pregnancy rates between cows drinking water with high sulfates compared to controls (animals drinking water with low/normal sulfate levels).  Study had ~50 cows/group.  Sulfates tie up Zn and Cu, and this may be one way they – impact reproduction.  

· Low input heifer management.  Early weaned heifer calves maintained on pasture and supplemented with distillers grain gained more slowly than controls (heifers weaned at regular time and managed on a feed lot), but the weights caught up in spring and there was no difference between the groups on early pregnancy rates.

Station report – MARC

Bob discussed his work with the twinner herd trying to increase bilateral ovulations becasue it decreases dystocia.  Herd is about 300 animals with 1.8 average ovulation rate.  There is an effect of age on ovulation rate with young heifers averaging 1.5.  A higher ovulation rate is observed in the spring compared to summer.

Station report – KY

Bill has been overseeing UK Dairy for the last 7 years.  Projects he is working on:

· Mechanism behind the decline in the duration of estrus.  How much estradiol is needed for estrus and how long does it need to be elevated to get behavior?

· Ovarian cysts: mechanism behind how they form.  Lesion is at level of the hypothalamus in that it does not respond to estradiol to elicit a gonadotropin surge.  Most cystic cows have P4 concentrations that are between 0.1-1 ng/ml.  

Station report – IL

Station report – MI

Station report – MN

Station report – IA

Station report – OH

11:50 am – Meeting adjourned

Actions to be taken prior to next meeting:

Stevenson/Ottobre: Write a 1 page statement regarding our stance on the feasibility of working with NE-1007.

Ottobre: Invite Kim Vonnahme from North Dakota State University to join NC-1006

Pursley: Send e-version of manuscript to all authors (Kesler, Stevenson, Fricke, Gaverick, Ottobre, Wiltbank).  Authors will make comments get revisions to Pursley ASAP!  Manuscript to be submitted by year’s end.

Lamb: Send out e-version of revised proposal and updated beef protocol to all members.

Respectfully submitted,

Carolyn Komar
