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Comparison of Methods and Cost of Synchronize Estrus in Beef Cows
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The objective of this study to compare methods and cost of synchronize estrus in beef cows.
Beef cows of the farmer who was member of Dok Kham Tai Beef Cooperative in Phayao Province
were used. This experiment used native crossbred beef cows age of 3-5 years, 2nd to 4th parity,
average body weight 350+450 kg. Design the experiment as completing random design (CRD). There
were three experimental groups: 1) synchronized of estrus by using Ovulation Synchronization
(ovsynch) protocol (15 cows) 2) by using Controlled Internal Drug Release (CIDR) protocol and 3) by
using Plaster-Synchronization (P-sync) protocol (15 cows). On Day 7 of synchronization protocol, CIDR
and P-sync were removed and then injected Prostaglandin F2alpha (PGF2q) hormone. Artificial
insemination (Al) was performed at 55 h after PGF2q injection. Pregnancy diagnostics were performed
with ultrasound at Day 60 after Al. Pregnancy and calving rate were performed using Chi-square test.
The synchronize estrus CIDR group had pregnancy rate 73% (11/15) higher than P-sync group 47%
(7/15) and ovsynch group 40% (6/15) (P<0.05). Calving rate in CIDR group had 66% (10/15) the higher
ovsynch group as 40% (6/15) and P-sync group as 40% (6/15) (P<0.05). Cost synchronize estrus
method in CIDR group had an average cost as 726 Bath/cow, group P-sync as 586 Bath/cow and group
synchronize estrus ovsynch as 412 Bath/cow. Results indicate that pregnancy and calving rate in had

greater results in CIDR but had cost more than another group.

Keywords: synchronize estrus, artificial insemination, beef cows, cost

20


https://web.facebook.com/yut.wangthong

Journal of Agri. Research & Extension 37(1): 20-28
UNANED

MsfnuiiianUszasdifeoudiouisng
wagdunumieninadudeluladewiug tagld
Tadouslitugannwisununsnsasidnannsallagu
pondlalufmiangion nsvaassildlagnuax
fudounadediua 45 & o1y 35 9 lignuuda
20§ dnfniade 350-450 Alansu gndadiluws
mMInaaeswuvgduauysal (Completely Randomized
Design; CRD) §1 3 N§UN1SNARDY bAuA mjmﬁ 1
willentieaeismsaneesiuy (Ovsynch) $1uau 15 &7
nguil 2 wmilenideisnsaenuvissesiuu (CIDR)
$1uau 15 ¢ uaznguit 3 wilenhdeAinmsiums
ABLHUTDIINY (P-sync) 37uau 15 @7 Tudulsnves
N5l eI (Day 0) Sngesluu Gonadotropin-
releasing hormone (GnRH) T v LLﬁIﬂIuﬂﬁjuﬁ 1
aoauvia CIDR Whvesmaealriuuilalungud 2 uas
WumsFaewEy P-sync Iifuualalungud 3 Tufu
7l 7 vestumeumamilenth naauviveeslauuazisin
g95lUU00N La1angaslul Prostaglandin F2alpha
(PGF24) 9 nunauiioy Tudalusit 55 wdeania
g0 5luu PGF2y uarnsrani1siaviaslutud 60
w§RnuaNLfisuFeiaIes Ultrasound 111013
Wisuifisudeyadnainsdaiedluiud 60 vdsan
n1sWaNigy wazdnsianiiallIeuiisud1iesas
1aeld Chi-square test NANISANBINUIT RTINS
dartodlundunioniinindudndaeisnisaonuns
gosluuwinfuiear 73 (11/15) 1nilan sesasn
fio NS umsiaiosesas 47 (7/15 &)
wazngumtenifeisnnsdnsesluuiies Sovas
40 (6/15 #7) (P<0.05) 8ms1gniianudn lungu
wileahvheismsaonuvissesluuiigniiniesas 66
(10/15 1) genitngquingesiuuiigniiniovay 40
(6/15 §7) uaznguunn lgniiadeeas 40(6/1561)

(P<0.05) AuvuArlgIedslunauwilenivEisms

ADALVINTDSIUUYINAU 726 UINHBA7 NNl
AIEITNTNUNIAIYLHUTDSIUUNNU 586 UINAD
) ' ~ o ¥ aa a W

1 wanguutientmedsnsdnsesluuwintu 412
VInAeda nan1snaaesdlimiuiingumiedine
Bnsaeawniegesluuldnsnisnisawazdnsign

a Y '

\indl uAtlduugInInguau

AdAgy:  wilsansduda wauiiey

lawtiauaiiug Aunu
A1

Jaytusguadaasulmnunsnsifedaiile

1 & 1

wiugiulasanssunansia-nszde lalleusensy

anftufiugniniinauazd1n uagladonvasing
uiinumsnsuresedldiivssaunisailunisides
Tawdloushiugeguansdu 1wy meuszaunsalluns
ontusiunzautuanmiiui anenudlaly
5EUUNSIN1sHsN waznsiienmsldgndesniy
AnugeIns ilnandaldiduluamfinanisally
Fevibiwdlaldanunsandagnlannd laelulsseunis
Hanluusiarl vdsnuwilanaengnudiuseau 60 Ju
azNAUNIHANID1NSTUdnn1N9saUUNR 9zsiawi
N1INANRUSIAENITNAUTIEUNTONANAUTTTUYIA
wazmonanlvinnigluszeziat 90 Tundinaon
ﬁqwlé’qﬂimﬁyaﬂagm (Rodgers et al., 2012)
oslsfinuiyminulunguinunsnsg dosudiug
Taiile Ao wilalduansornindudn nislindude
waznaulifa (Intawicha et al., 2017) ﬂzgmimﬁa
wiiuglinduauansenisdudandsainaaengn
A 60 Tu vinliisasnisudagnialiiduluniy
wWhusne %%ﬂﬂiﬂﬁﬂﬁQﬂﬂﬂMﬁi%LLﬁﬂﬁg%']LLﬁIﬂlﬁLLﬂm
omsiiudavienaylaifia Ao msmdenimaduda
FataqUuilegnaneds wu msdnsesluuniolduvis

CDR gosluuasnungnsIuiunIsangasluy

21



(El-Zarkouny et al., 2004) uazn153nsRslUUNTEAY
Wissegradeunieninsidudadadudednduse
nwnsnsfusznovgsialaide deafinanudila
Aertusunulunsnandeliuiladiosngld3s
#nee) TaudaeldieTiiestedinuddyedian
(Edwards et al., 2015) n15@N®1UBY Ashvinkumar
et al. (2018) 51891ui Mamileriinndudad
vaneUssLanuardfurundeALs s uiunn1aiy
W Amidervuiiuanamauionlag 1y
guUnsal CO-Synch saufu COR WWuszaziian 5 3u
wuildunuLazAusIgs WelSouiiisuiuizauy
W Awdeaiuvuiimuanawauiioulagly
gUnsal CO-Synch $aufu CIDR Wussesiaan 7 Ju
oglsfinu WmdsnhilddmiunisufiRaulu
AasuLRvIE AN R I sEawIAnAn 13
WisuiisuUsgansainuazduyu eliinunins
ol lursuvesaues fedunsdnuilae
finguszasdifiesTouiiiouisnamieninindy
dnilewinuduiugnla wagUssidusuyunisviloni
nsdudaii 333 Wedudeyalfinumsnsfiansn

Usznaunsdnauladenldusyleviseld

22

5ANTIVLATFNASUIVINTAWAT 37(1): 20-28
gUnsaluazdsnig

dninaaag
fadenlailognuauiiusiounad ofiviesing
nhiununsnsiluandnavnsoilaguasndils
fravun 11 vhiuswauusla 45 6 91y 3-5 Y dmiin
\ady 350479 Alandu wilagndnitingunisnaass
LL‘U‘U?jﬂJmJLJJ 581 (Completely Randomized Design;
CRD) wuaidlu 3 nqun1snaaes Ao ngui 1vims
wilemilneldi8nsdneeslun naud 2 wilsnilee
1438n13aenuvis CIDR wagngud 3 widenilagld
ABN1IANUNIGIEUHY P-sync WAAENFUNITNARDS

o
¢ o

feusitusitonun 15 & Mlafvmn 45 &
mawigatinisduda

Tawileusiugsiuan as fldsunismidenh
msfudanalusunsy Tnelufuusnvesnswieni
(Day 0) ¥11n152ngasluu Ovsynch (ﬂ&jmﬁ 1) @OALLYIY
CIDR Wndosnaen (NGuil 2) Wumadewsiu P-sync
(nquit 3) ndaantdudn 7 fu neauvissasluu uay
uHussluY Ladngesluu Prostaglandin F2alpha
(PGF2q) Tduwala Mnisnauvisuuilalaagsi
Tudalusit 55 ndeantudngesluu PGF2g uas

Mn1sesan1saaiagluiui 60 Asuanslu Figure 1



Journal of Agri. Research & Extension 37(1): 20-28

1. Ovsynch protocol

0 Day 7 Day

Hormone injection Hormone injection

GnRH 2 ml GNRHOL 2 ml
2. CIDR protocol
0 Day 7 Day

Insert CIDR Hormone injection

GnRHa 2 ml
3. P-sync protocol
0 Day 7 Day
P-sync Hormone injection
GnRHa 2 ml

After injection PGF2a, Al at 55 hours 60 Day

Al + GnRH Pregnancy test

After injection PGF2a, Al at 55 hours 60 Day

Al + GnRH Pregnancy test

After injection PGF2a, Al at 55 hours 60 Day

Al + GnRH Pregnancy test

Figure 1 Schematic representation of the experimental design for experiments to comparison

among Ovsynch, CIDR and P-sync protocols treatment anestrus beef cows
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Table 1 Responses (%; number/total) to estrus synchronizations method treatments, pregnancy

per Al (P/Al) at 60 d, and calves born among the groups

Treatment Cow pregnant (%) Calves born (%)
Ovsynch 40 (6/15)° 40 (6/15)°
CIDR 73 (11/15)° 66 (10/15)
P-sync 47 (7/15)° 40 (6/15)°

2P percent in the column with different superscript differ significantly (P<0.05)
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Table 2 Comparison of average cost in Ovsynch, CIDR and P-sync protocols

Cost Ovsynch CIDR P-sync
n 15 15 15
CIDR® (4,000) - 6,000 -
Receptal® (800) 4,800 2,400 2,400
P-sync® (1,300) - - 3,900
Estrumate® (800) 1,200 1,200 1,200
AD5E® (260) 390 390 390
Catosal® (300) 900 900 900
Total (Baht) 6,180 10,890 8,790
Mean (Baht) 421 726 586
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