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ABSTRACT

A cross sectional study was conducted in a 124-Holstein herd in which 98 cows were milking. Average milk
production/cow/day (MW), roughage types, percent fat of a bulk tank sample, climatic factors including relative humidity,
minimum and maximum temperatures, and a dummy variable (BP) indicating the addition of BOSPRO™ in the ration, were
recorded on a daily basis. Two linear models were used to demonstrate the effects of each independent variable, particularly
the BP variable, on the two dependent variables, MW and MW adjusted to 4 % fat (FCM). The BP variable was always
put last into the linear models. Including BOSPRO™ into the ration was likely to improve MW by 0.905 kilograms (kgs)
and FCM by 0.907 kgs (P = 0.01), where the grand means of MW and FCM were 12.803 and 13.257 kgs respectively. In
addition, the minimum temperature was the climatic factor closely associated with FCM. For every 1°C increment in
minimum temperature, FCM declined by 0.043 kgs (P=<0.05). )

A control experiment was conducted concomittantly with the cross sectional study. Early lactating cows were
randomly assigned into two groups such that the averages of days in milk, lactation number, body weight and milk/cow/
day were not significantly different. Equal amounts of roughage and concentrate were given to cows in both groups.. Any
feed left in the bunk was weighed back in the morning and evening if necessary. The cows in treatment group recieved 30
grams of BOSPRO™ per day for one month. MW and body weight (BW) of each cow was measured on a weekly basis.
BOSPRO™ turned the slope of the lactation curve of treatment group to positive while that of control group was negative.
The cows in treatment group gave 2.09 kgs more milk than those in control group. When milk price was 7.50 bahts/kg and
30 grams of BOSPRO™ cost 3 baths, BOSPRO™ generated 4.37 bahts for 1 baht invested. The body weight change and
reproductive performance in both groups were similar.
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Table 1 The number of cows in each group and the
averages of production parameters meas-

ured on November 9, 1991.

Production parameters Control Treatment P-Values

Number of Cows 20 19 -

Milk/cow/day 12.85 13.21 0.8257
Days in milk 44.35 43.05 0.8870
Lactation number 2.45 2.78 0.3684
Body weight 447.9 492.2 0.0820
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Table 2 The total daily nutrient intake and the analyses of roughage, concentrate and cotton seed.

Nutrients Roughage Concentrate Cotton Seed Daily Total
Dry matter 355% 90 % 92 % 15.27 kgs
Protein 6.01 % 16 % 2238 % 1.89 kgs
T.D.N 53.0% 70 % 96 % 9.96 kgs
Crude Fiber 40.7 % 10 % 24.0 % 25.66 %
Calcium 0.63 % 12% 021 % 124 grams
Phosphorus 0.18 % 0.8 % 0.55 % 73 grams
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Figure 1 Mean milk yield/cow/day (kgs) of treat-
ment and control. Numbers over graph
line indicate the probability of declaring
equal milk yield at each date.
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Figure 3 Body weight changes of cows in treatment
and control. Numbers over graph line
indicate the probability of declaring equal
body weight.

Table 3 The regression coefficients of linear models

[1] and [2].
Coefficients [1] (P-Values) [2] (P-Values)
B, 12.803 (0.00) 13.257 (0.00)
B, -0.242 (0.36) -0.209 (0.54)
B, -0.501 (0.01) -0.979 (0.01)
B, -0.215 (0.25) 0.257 (0.29)
B, —0.043 (0.12) -0.076 (0.05)
B, 0.905 (0.00) 0.907 (0.00)

R-Squares 0.4576 0.3209

Overall F ratio 9.280 3.970

P-Value (Model) <0.01 <0.01
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Reproductive parameters of treatmentand
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centage of pregnant cows (% cow preg-
nant), days for average calving to concep-
tion interval (calv ToConc) and days for
average days open (Daysopen) of control
and treatment groups.
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Table4  Milk production between groups along with weekly and daily differences of milk production.
Weeks of Control Bospro Weekly (kgs) Daily (kgs)
Experiment Milk (kgs) Milk (kgs) Difference Difference
NOV18-NOV23 Waiting for maximum response
NOV24-NOV30 91.17 101.22 10.05 1.43
DEC1-DEC7 89.14 101.43 12.29. 1.75
DEC8-DEC15 84.28 98.91 14.63 2.09

Table 5  The economic return from using Bospro during the trial period.

Weeks of Bospro® More (kgs) Return to 1 Baht*
Experiment Cost/Day Milk/Day Invested in Bospro
NOV18-NOV23 Waiting for maximum response
NOV24-NOV30 3.0 1.43 3.57
DEC1-DEC7 30 1.75 437
DEC8-DEC15 3.0 2.09 522
Overall Averages 1.75 4.37

3 30 mg/cow/day of Bospor™ cost 3 bahts
4 Milk price was fixed at 7.50 bahts/kg
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