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Abstract: Results: Table 5. Sources of information on Johne’s disease (JD)
At nine statewide Michigan State University Extension +162 surveys were completed and returned with the

Dairy Meetings in the winter of 2006, dairy producers following farm size breakdown: SUEEECHID Information

were surveyed regarding their practices related to * 31% from farms with < 100 cows Ferd Veterinarian 0%

Johne’s disease management. While much progress has * 33% from farms with 100-200 cows, and MSU Extension 54

been made in producer education about Johne’s disease, * 35% from farms with > 200 cows Publications »

and more producers have initiated disease control (26% with 200-500 cows, 6% with 500-1000 . 1

programs, the survey shows that much work needs to be cows and 3% with >1000 cows). Ve & e 13

done. Over 150 surveys were completed by producers « Selected results are reported in Tables 1-5 I

& . Other dairy producers 12
who came to the meetings. Over half of the participants

reported that Johne’s disease has not been diagnosed on
their farm within the past five years, while local
veterinarians on the program estimated that greater than

Table 1. Knowledge and perception of Johne’s disease (JD) as a
herd problem

Discussion:

90% of dairy herds theyiwork wit lille (UCgliEse- ;:Sgissebdei"n « Larger dairy herd owners/employees report a higher
Even among this group, many producers continue to use your farm in Do you consider JD a problem - Larg Y = Iployees rep 9
practices that facilitate the spread of the bacteria that pastiSyears? eab Al |ncnden§:e of Johng s disease d|agn05|'s, a grgater .
causes the disease, including the use of pooled waste Yes Do Not Know No Yes, small Yes, significant Eer[cjeptl(:]r} ?]f e tl mpfortarlcelof the dlseaLse_ in their
R Tt

. . . < cows
SR Gt e el of Tormetlanan o = BN /IR : concLcive 10 the ransimission of the disezse.
group for which follow-up is possible to track the cows « However, larger herds were more likely to calve cows
changes in practices over time. o - o g 2 3 & in groups pens and to re-feed feed refusals to younger

All herds 50 19 32 35 11 helfers'
« Even among an audience that was motivated to attend

Introduction: Table 2. Calving practices affecting transmission of Johne’s disease (D) afherddhealth meeting, tlt'n_ere ‘;‘;1351 a S|ghr]|fr|10§nlt(r;umber

X 3 ' of producers using practices that are high risk for
Johne’s disease education has been a part of Extension Type of Are sick cows or JD R . 3 . .

I S Howelzler L calving area suspect cows in calving disease transmission including feeding unpasteurized
P dg idual £ 9 Pl Y b . Tk f’ P d pens? milk (29%), re-feeding cow feed to heifers younger
ncidualdapsptheichas eEallack orgood Individual pens - Individual pens— - than 16 months (29%) and using group calving pens
information on the perceptions, practices, and disease cleaned ofien  cleaned rarely P PN Yes (47%)
control programs of dairy producers concerning Johne’s Foras 2% 30% 26% % » o X .
disease. <100 cows « In spite of Johne’s disease education from a variety
Hfégszoo i 7 3 52 61 of sources over several years, less than half (43%) of

In January and February 2006, Michigan State Herds 16 2 61 51 herds indicated they are working to control disease
University Extension (MSUE) conducted winter dairy g o 3 b o transmission. .
meetings on the theme of “Animal Health” at nine « Even in herds where Johne’s disease has been
locations throughout Michigan. Johne’s disease diagnosed within the past 5 years, a significant

education was a major part of these meetings. percentage of producers are not testing regularly (38%)

Table 3. Feeding practices affecting transmission of Johne’s disease or do not have a specific program of disease control

A A : Is feed refusal re-fed to heifers 0,
S VA - el T R i - :

Alh ) . £ e et T e i E A = « In herds where} the disease ha§ not been diagnosed,
gauge ot producer action rather than knowledge in this - = = - low level of testing may only hide a current problem.
e, <100 cows « Most Michigan dairy producers surveyed rely on their

e e 2 2 % herd veterinarian and MSUE for information about
. Herd 16 77 33 Johne’s disease.
Materials & Methods: 2200 cons ’ .
« Surveys consisted of 20 questions about Johne’s disease ) 2 i - ElEaL e e a baseline sqythat future measures of

and farm practices that impact its transmission. Rergentions and|practices can.be compared.

« Surveys were distributed at winter dairy meeting

registration. f ) Table 4. Current Johne’s disease (JD) control programs on farms
« Survey results were compiled and reported for the site and
cumulative for the state.

« Results were used as part of the Johne’s disease session at

Current JD Program

MICHIGAN STATE

e Testing Controlling
each meeting. Doing nothing transmission UNI VERSIT Y
Ferds 51% 2% 3% EX | ENSION
<100 cows
Herds 43 35 37
100-200 cows
Herds 26 51 58

> 200 cows College of
Herds where JD has 14 62 65 ﬁ VETERINARY MEDICINE
been diagnosed ; .
Herds where JD has 67 15 19 Hchigan Stoele Uitwarsily

NOT been diagnosed

All Herds 40 38 43




