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Herd Owners

Profitability
Work Life Balance
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It takes 250 kg MS to pay for the cows upkeep in LOW COST herc

Top 25% Average

€ H2O0MNH EH2ZMHY
Gross Output/Cow 489Kgs MS 445Kgs MS
Total Variable ccnM €ECTn
Costs/Cow
Total Fixed Costs/Cow €ENTO €epwMn

EMZMMI EM2ZMYY
Total Costs/Cow 233Kgs MS 248Kgs MS

| EMZHHT €e@PnM

Net Profit/Cow 256Kgs MS 197kgs MS
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How much will 100 cows leave???
AVERAGE BOTTOM | BOTTOM
0 0
TOP 20% | TOP 40% 0% 40% 0%
Fal & Protein 513 445 402 355 264
(Kg/cow)
aiAfl O f EHZNPHEHZMHTE MZJPHM MZC (PTE MZHCH
Margin from EMHC2ZNAIMPOZPAENT O 2ZQNenp Nz Pnait Zn nn
milking 100 cows P J
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Through Culling Through Managing
AGenetics/EBI AHerd maturity
ASCC ADays in milk
APoor Performers ASCC
AJohnes AReplacement heifers
ANeospor® ADisease

AParasites
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C.O.W. is a decision support tool that
ranks dairy females on expected profit
for the remainder of their lifetime

Relative emphasis (%)
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Variable N Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum

EBI 371,331 127 48 -183 386
C.OW. 371,331 1,282 654 -2,0/6 2,417

Where do you draw the line?

Distribution of EBI Distribution of cow
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Fat Yield
= EBI mC.O.W.

Bottom 10%

Median

Top 10%

200 220 240 260 280 300 320 340
305D Fat yield (kg)
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Protein Yield

= EBI mC.O.W.

Bottom 10%

Median

Top 10%

150 170 190 210 230 250 270 290
305D Protein yield (kg)
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A Should | milk every cow?
A If all my cows were like the Top 10%?

SAFTFFSNBYOS AY YAf]

Ranked by Milk Fat Protein Milk value Difference top

C.O.W. €0 (0 (€ v (€ 0 and bottom 10%
Top 10% 296 1,180 1,703 2,587
Median 268 1,033 1501 2,266 € C (*)q;)

Bottom 10% -236 858 1,267 1,889
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