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Create a tool that allows
“economic based”
decision making for
selection of reproductive
management programs
in dairy farms
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lalue

NV_ = P S| biM,p X[IOFC+CV+NRCC+MC+RCC+RPC]

1,DIM,p

e NV = net value

e [OFC = Income Over Feed Cost

e CV = calf value

2 NRCC = non-reproductive culling cost
e MC = mortality cost

w1 RCC = reproductive culling cost

v RPC = reproductive program cost
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ltem Units Value
Milk Price ($/kQg) 0.36
Feed Cost Lactating ($/kg DM) 0.17
Female Calf Value ($/calf) 136

Male Calf Value ($/calf) 50

Heifer Replacement ($/heifer) 1302
Salvage Value ($/kg) 1.16

I Wisconsin average prices April 2010 - April 2011




1omic Outcome

Net Value ($/cow/d)
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2 Adding ED to an effective 100% TAI
program may be beneficial depending on
the percentage of cows inseminated
after estrus and the resuiting CR.

2 1OFC accounted for the major difference
among programs.

2 Culling and reproductive program cost
were equally significant, whereas calf

. value was the lowest.




' Simulation through daily
Markov-chain model:

»multiple lactations
' detailed repro performance

»pregnancy losses
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