Summary of Minutes
2005 Annual Meeting of NC1006

December 1, 2006 is our deadline for the rewrite.  During this meeting, we must talk about how to handle the rewrite.  

I.  Discussion of Dairy Project

Jeff Stevenson discussed the dairy project data, presented on page 5 of his station report.  An original study demonstrated that a CIDR in combination with Ovsynch in acyclic dairy cows resulted in an improvement in pregnancy rates.  However, three studies since then have been published, and 1 of these disagrees while two are inconclusive.  In our study we 1) identify non cycling cows by K-Mar patch as well as identify the presence of a CL with ultrasound, Presynch was used; and 2) breed at 2 time points, with Ovsynch or 24 hours later.  

Analysis of the data is problematic.  Kansas data suggests that KMar overestimates cycling cows (false positives) and underestimates non cycling cows.  By ultrasound, we overestimate cows not cycling.  By blood progesterone, 9% of cows were not cycling in the Kansas data set.  

Data still lacking is ovarian data from Purdue and Minnesota, as well as all Wisconsin data.  There are three complete data sets, from Missouri, Kansas and Michigan.  About another 300 cattle will be added to the data set, for a grand total of about 1100 cows.

The analysis problem has to do with the model to use.  Model = (time of AI)(CIDR).  What to do with the cows that were identified incorrectly?  Throw them out?  Could analyze as 2 experiments, not cycling and cycling.  Analyze those incorrectly identified separately.  
We’ll never have enough numbers to look at CIDR in what are truly anestrous cows, partly because we did not reach our goal of 1600 cows in this study.

The other data published is not consistent about this question.  The Pfizer study is almost exactly the NC113 project.  They saw a positive effect in first lactation heifers, and a 5% negative effect in older cows.  Another study reported a 6% advantage for the CIDR group using presynch and ovsynch.  There is also a report where there is a 3% advantage of presynch/ovsynch without a CIDR versus with a CIDR.    The data are all over!  There is so much variability between herds that contributes to the variable results.  Sometimes the CIDR is beneficial, and sometimes not.  

Jeff reported that the first dairy study (NC113) is soon to be submitted. 

Are non cycling cows just fine on ovsynch?  Do we need to change it?  Data shows that non cycling and cycling are not different with ovsynch when you look at pregnancy rates.  

Some discussion of what level of progesterone should be used to classify cycling cows, 0.5 or 1.0.  One may be too high in lactating cows, particularly after ovsynch.  Progesterone may come up slower in dairy cows.  However, 1.0 is the accepted dogma.

The problem is that producers are putting a CIDR into anything that does not get pregnant, under the assumption that CIDRs get cows pregnant.  But, the data is too controversial to make a recommendation.  Studies in just one herd do not give a good picture due to the high herd to herd variability.  

Jeff would like all the data by the end of November.  That should work for the last preg check in MN and WI.  Jeff’s student could write it up for his thesis.  And then we would have a rough draft of the paper.

Then, Jeff would do the analyses and send it out, so that we can talk further about the model.

II.  What topics do we want to address in our plan for the next 5 years?  What is the most important information to get out there?  What is the most critical problem?  
Dr. Prentiss presented to us a ‘wish list’ of things that he sees at ABS that producers need.  He sees compliance with the protocol as a major problem.  Ovsynch performance is poor because compliance is poor.  Only 6% of cows had low progesterone at AI.  In timed AI, they would like to investigate 48 versus 72 h cosynch with and without heat detection.  Are the economics of heat detection worth while?  What are the differences in poor and high performing herds?  What is going on on the female side?  How does the facility, nutrition and overcrowding affect reproduction?  Other topics: induce ovulation 5-7 d post AI; delay post partum ovulation; sire differences in timed AI (should we really be using a selct population of bulls?); carry over effects of CIDR on resynch.  Also an inconsistency in preg rate reporting.  We look later at d 51, while in the field they typically look at d21.  
Milo talked about time of breeding post partum.  If we delay breeding post partum to 90d, it might be attractive.  If we looked at the % pregnant at 150 days, would it be different if cows were bred at 40 or 90 days post partum?  But, it is hard to talk people into delaying breeding due to economics.

Are there sire differences in capacitation time that might affect pregnancy rates using heat detection and ovsynch?  

Discussion of putting together a protocol sheet like the beef cow/heifer sheet that Dave presented.  

Cliff felt like a major problem was what do with open cows after the first AI.  How do we get the open cows pregnant?  If they are open, do they automatically go into an ovsymch protocol?  How do we work these cows back into the schedule?  Do you start to resynch before you preg check?  We discussed heat check versus resynch after the first breeding.  Some pregnant cows get bred.  Why are conception rates lower on resynch breedings?  Selecting low fertility animals, but why are they low fertility?  Why are resynch conception rates so low?  Can we improve them?

Milo discussed doing with and without presynch. Is there avalue for the uterus?  What would be the endpoints?  Economics?  Pregnancy rate on first breeding? % pregnant at 150 days?  Can we get to the same point with a simpler program?

Richard suggested that for the next application we take advantage of our basic and applied researchers.  Do different studies than breeding and preg checking experiments.  

Why do we accept 30% preg rate on first breeding?

III.  Group Classification

Do we want to be a NC or NCR group?  We have to put our accomplishments  into the rewrite with convincing the reviewers in mind.  We must emphasize our collaborative and extension components.  Many of us have research and extension components of our programs.  
IV.  Bill Ravlin’s report
The rationale of impact statements is because federal dollars are threatened.  President proposed complete elimination of hatch funds.  Need to demonstrate a return on federal investment to sustain federal dollars.  We need to show what we have accompliushed.  Demonstrate the potential leveraging of funds that go into the project. We should be able to use impact statements from our annual report in the future.  Bill suggested we look at how to write impact statements.  We need to include all of our outside funding garnered by the group members, not only federal.

Our rewrite must be done in time for the directors meeting in March 2007.Must be to regional director’s office by the end of December, 2006.

As for the suggestion that we need to meet with other groups, Bill thinks the information provided to Bill and Jim at the last meeting should be satisfactory to rebut that issue.

We need to decide, what type of committee do we want to be?  Stay the same, means doing joint experiments, publishing together, getting grants together.  Other questions to ask ourselves?  Is extension and technology transfer an important component?  Bill expressed a desire to see the group do things together.  The extent depends on the type of project.  True NC, expect to see joint research, products, activities in outreach and research—a true multistate research project.  The directors want these groups to be competitive in NRI.  NCCC is a coordinating committee, information exchange.  Like an NCR, get together yearly to share information.  Not at the same level as NC.  NCERA is education, extension and research activities.  Have to really integrate education and extension.  Must bring in extension component in a bigger way.  NCAC is an advisory committee.  NCDC is a development committee, gives a group 2 years to get together, an introductory mechanism.  If we remain an NC, we should be sure it is what we want to do.  It will be critical to find a few people to write the proposal to assure the funding.  Bill suggests we consider NC, NCCC or NCERA as a best fit.  The group felt that we fit best with NC.
V.  Deb Hammernik’s report
RFA is not yet out.  Not a lot of new monies.  If the RFA is not out by the end of next week, the deadline will be pushed back.  There will be a minimum of 6 weeks between the RFA and the deadline.  There has been a narrowing of program priorities.  If a proposal does not fit the priorities, it may be returned without review.  Talking about a collaboration with NIH, a white paper has been written about agricultural species as biomedical models.

VI.  Bill Kinder’s report.

Talked to us a little more about the type of group we should consider.

VII.  Part II of Dairy Study
Cliff presented.  CIDR post AI.  Data is presented in the Minnesota station report.  Minnesota, Illinois, and Kansas participated.  They will publish.
VIII.  Beef study.

Cliff presented.  Early versus late calving cows, with CIDRs.  CIDR helped early cows but controls caught up over the first 30 days.  No difference overall in pregnancy rate.  Date to conception was different, in that CIDR cows became pregnant earlier.  CIDr probably has no effect on non-cycling cows, although in theory there should be.  It could be that there is an effect of holding the cows out of estrous.  Could be 2 offsetting effects.  

All the data is in for the beef project except the progesterone.  Then it will be written up.  The data needs to be broken into cycling and non cycling cows.

For the next rewrite in beef, what are the questions?  For bull bred herds, what is the main concern?  Bunching up the calving season.  Also advancing the calving age at weaning.  Percent pregnant at the end is fine, no need to work on that.  The goal is to move it up.  Alter the calving distribution.  More cows calving at the beginning of the calving season is advantageous.  If CIDR advances the calving age only 3 days?  Is that beneficial?  Considering the labor and hassle of using a CIDR?  Would PG do more than a CIDR?

IX.  Business Meeting

Bill Sylvia nominated to be secretary next year.  From Kentucky.  
Dates for the meeting are September 14 and 15, 2006.  In St. Louis.

Paul will make the arrangements.

Carolyn will contact Bill and Paul to let them know.

Jose Santos is interested in joining the group, from UC Davis.  Also, Kim Vonnahme, from North Dakota State.  Joe will follow up with Jose.  Dave will replace Al oin the committee from Missouri.

Suggestion for next years meeting, more time for station reports!  Meet for 2 full days next year.

X.  Project rewrite.

Objectives.  Spearate dairy and beef.  Specific versus broader?  Specific makes it hard to put in our basic research.  How do we handle related research that does not fit under our specific objectives, without padding the report.  We could have an objective with a basic component.  But it must fit under the title.  It must have a good justification of how it relates to the rest of the proposal, and how it meshes across the group.  Must be done by December 2006.  Two possibilities, chairperson for dairy, beef and basic, versus, 2 objectives, one basic and one applied without splitting out beef and dairy.  Don’t need a specific extension objective but do need to state our connections and an outlet for our information.  Dr Kinder said it would be well received if we had an industry connection.  Could or should we do something like is done in beef, where they put on symposia?  We had a discussion of the role of extension in the rewrite, and that our group has traditionally been research focused.  If we become a more applied extension group, will we lose our research focus?  How much effort should we put on technology transfer?  Is it the job of this committee?  Where does the extension fit in?  Do we need a formal attachment of extension efforts?  In the rewrite we need to convince them that technology transfer has happened and is happening.  

The consensus is 2 objectives, 1 basic and one applied.  Basic objective is to understand the underlying deficiencies.  Applied objective includes both dairy and beef.  MILO will lead the basic objective effort.  CLIFF will lead the applied beef objective effort, and PAUL will lead the applied dairy objective effort.  Carolyn will contact Paul to let him know.  In the basic objective, Carolyn, Bob and Rebecca will help Milo.  Communications will be sent to everyone.

Who is in charge of submitting the proposal?  Organizer and deadline holder, REBECCA.

We need to have a draft of all sections by our September 2006 meeting.  The draft needs to be sent out to all members by September 1st.  Thus, by August 1st, all sections must be to Rebecca.

Objectives should be defined by January 1st.  Milo, Paul and Cliff need to send out objectives within the next few weeks.

By November 1st, we need responses on potential objectives.

Carolyn will send out a list of all members to everyone.

Jeff will do the justification.  Related current and previous work, lit review.

Carolyn will put together what this group has accomplished.

Objective leaders will do the methods section.

Measurement of progress and results, next year at our annual meeting.

Outreach and education, as well as organization and government, next years meeting.

Rebecca will send reminders to section leaders, as well as send out a timeline.

XI.  Station reports

Rick, George, Joe, Rebecca, Milo, Bob, Richard.
TIMELINE FOR NC1006 RENEWAL

Two 2 objectives, 1 basic and one applied.  

Basic objective is to understand the underlying deficiencies.  

Applied objective includes both dairy and beef.  

MILO will lead the basic objective effort.  Carolyn, Bob and Rebecca to help.

CLIFF will lead the applied beef objective effort.

PAUL will lead the applied dairy objective effort (Carolyn will contact Paul). 

REBECCA will be the organizer and deadline holder.  

Send reminders to section leaders, as well as send out a timeline.

Objectives should be defined by January 1st.  Milo, Paul and Cliff need to send out objectives within the next few weeks.

By November 1st, we need responses on potential objectives from ALL MEMBERS.

Carolyn will send out a list of all members to everyone.

JEFF will do the justification, related current and previous work, lit review.

Carolyn will put together what this group has accomplished.

Objective leaders (PAUL, MILO, CLIFF) will do the methods section.

DRAFT of all sections by September 2006 meeting.  

Draft to be sent out to all members by September 1st.  

By August 1st, all sections must be to Rebecca.

At next years annual meeting, we will get together our measurement of progress and results, outreach and education, as well as organization and government.

