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Commodities and complete rations mainly showed price stability 

until late in the year, when commodity prices suddenly strengthened due to global de-

mand for all types of feed commodities. Many of the producers managed to achieve great-

er feed efficiency and improve their cost/Hl during the year. 

Smaller farms (less than 200 kgs of quota), feed only a prepared ration. Their cost per 

tonne is much higher than that of the larger farms feeding a commodity based diet. In 

general, those feeding a  prepared ration, feed less tonnes per cow and their feed efficien-

cy shows it. As for Cost/Hl; there is hardly any difference between the two! 

Most people appreciate that forage quality is the key to improved feed efficiency and 

(largely) feed cost/Hl. Improving the forage concentrate ratio to max out the milk/forage 

acre, is still an important goal on most  farms, especially where land may be very limited. 

The average forage: concentrate ratio on all herds was  a very respectable 60:40. 

Commodity fed herds can be fed very economically using a higher proportion of those 

feeds purchased at the optimum price. But, where expensive land has been purchased, 

with the presumptive objective of producing all the forage and grain requirements for the 

farm; It is necessary to maybe try to optimize this asset, as well as the forage;conc. ratio? 

Both the revised milk 
quality penalty program 
and the new DFM portal 
were introduced around 

the same time. Producers 
had to learn the new 
technology & website 

layout very quickly. 
SCC results improved 
from an average of 222 

in 2019 to 206 in 2020. 

As for IBC, a few produc-
ers received higher    

results and those caused 
the average to show a 
slight overall  increase on 

2019.  
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Repairs to equipment on the more mechanized farms, saw a much 

higher expense, due largely to the “abuse” that some of the harvesting machinery had to 

endure in the extreme conditions of the 2019 fall.  

A lot of fuel was also consumed in that process. Fuel was cheaper in 2020 and less used. 

That’s an item that will likely show a much higher expense in 2021. 

Plastic has been identified as an item that manufacturers know farmers in the livestock 

sectors really value, for use in covering bunks/piles, silage (ag) bags and wrapping bales. 

Prices seem to have increased accordingly for these products year on year!.….cont’d on page 2 

Machinery Repairs  

It was plain to see as the first farms’ data was being entered into the program, that results 

were not going to be as positive in 2020, as they had been in 2019.  

Having production curbed to only 100% caused management problems in some herds: 

especially as the first 3 months of the year had seen many farms take advantage of the 

incentive days in place and the signals for a strong  market going forward.  

In April, COVID caused producers to have to ratchet back production; some were drying 

cows off early; others were culling heavily to reduce cow numbers and therefore produc-

tion; a few adjusted feed constituents to reduce milk per cow. None of these were deci-

sions that producers would have chosen to make and the overall effect on many farms 

was that revenue $$ took a serious hit. However others were not affected and the overall 

result was only a 0.2% drop on 2019 results. Milk price was somewhat volatile, but West-

ern Milk Pool board/staff worked hard to control supply to match the reduced demand.  

Some farms gained extra $$ from cull cows, but not a significant amount. Nor was there 

an opportunity to gain from forage crop sales. 

For, although in most areas of the province, growing conditions were ideal, producers were 

in an inventory building mode; not being in a position of having excess crop to sell.  



Consultant’s comments 
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5 herds achieved over 500 
kgs of Fat per Cow 

* 
2 herds achieved calving 
intervals of 368 & 369 days 
(12.1 months) The one herd 
with 13,000+ litres/cow 
(that’s herd av. for 365 days) 

* 

Highest herd production was 

13,500+ l/cow. 546 kgs fat 

* 

48% producers with calving 

interval of 13 months or less 
* 

11 of 33 producers calved 

heifers at 24 months or less. 

Average of  all 33; 25 months 

* 

Mortality in calves at 8% 

across all 3 groups with 7 

producers at zero mortality 

Consultant  

Roger Mills CAFA 
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Cont’d from page 1……..Interest rates continued to fall in 2020, with many reports showing sig-

nificant reductions. Some producers have even shown their interest in quota purchase with 

the current lending rates, but any upward movement of rates as the economy likely im-

proves, may make future quota debt payments more difficult to justify.  

Data shows that it is very difficult to cashflow quota at $30,000+ and as costs continue to 

rise, this won’t likely become any easier. 

Reproduction performance still needs to  improve on Manitoba farms. Provincially, calving 

interval stands at 423 days (14.1 months); Nationally, its 408 days; 405 days in the group. 

A higher calving interval does require more cows!   Current feed prices suggest that the   

focus should be on cow numbers. Improving repro can help to reduce those cow numbers. 

Having said that, there are some producers that operate low input, low output systems very 

successfully and very profitability. But, even then it pays to know that the ‘feed cost/cow’    

is competitive with those producers operating the many other systems. 

I have talked to people in the AI industry to try to establish if there is a chart to study the 

effects on the total number of cows in the herd by reducing the calving interval. I have not 

yet been able to find anything, but will continue to see if creating a spreadsheet is possible. 

Most improvements needed to influence profitability require expense/investment!  

Adopting a protocol to reduce the calving interval and minimize the days dry, can be largely 

influenced by attention to detail & can provide a very positive solution at no extra cost!  

Zoom proved its worth when the time came for analyzing the completed reports with pro-

ducers. Interaction was great. It was hoped that for the benchmarking meetings, that there 

would be in-person sessions. However it soon became clear that this couldn’t happen, so we 

held 4 separate Zoom sessions for the facility types; parlor, tiestall, 1 to 2 robots and those 

with 3+ robots. This format definitely enabled producers to engage in looking closely at 

their production efficiencies; compare their results and to look at the many different meth-

ods they could adopt, to maybe help them gain greater success. 

We felt it really achieved the main purpose of being in the group; That is to learn; but espe-

cially to learn from each other! It is unfortunate that some producers are unable to get a 

sufficiently strong internet signal to allow them full participation in the meeting process. 
 

Converting to robotic milking continues to move ahead for 

more producers who participate in the group.  

One reason might be; the objective of achieving an improved family lifestyle and the flexibil-

ity that the system brings to the farm.  

The incoming generation in a farm transition or succession often choose the technology of 

robots, over the rigid schedule of milking in a parlor or tiestall.  

Reducing the labour cost can occur, but that is likely to  depend on how labour-intensive the 

previous facility system had been.  

It seems in many instances that labour is not reduced; its just about altering the responsibil-

ities to ensure herd management tasks are completed timely & effectively and that the  

data retrieved from robots, is used to improve the overall herd management performance. 

From the 33 farms participating this year, 2150 cows (29%) of all cows on the farms in the 

year, were milked in robots. 

Currently the projection is that 2600+ cows (37%+) will be milked by robots in 2021. That’s 

almost 50% of the same farms projected to be milking robotically in 2021. 

Moving to robotic milking 


