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Table 1. Composition and nutrient analysis of ration

Feed ingredient CFS TMR
As fed basis %
Pangolagrass hay 10.00 10.00
Pangolagrass silage 41.50 41.50
Alfalfa pellet 10.00 10.00
Corn 26.50 26.50
Soybean meal 6.50 6.50
Fish meal 1.80 1.80
Molasses 1.50 1.50
Tallow 0.80 0.80
Salt 0.20 0.20
Limestone 0.65 0.65
Mineral and vitamin premix* 0.05 0.05
Dicalcium phosphate 0.50 0.50
Analyzed value (%; DM)
Dry matter 60.90 60.40
Crude protein 13.90 13.90
TDN 67.40 67.90
NDF 29.70 30.00
ADF 20.40 20.20
Ash 6.80 6.90
Ca 0.94 0.94
P 0.51 0.51

* : Each kg of premix contained Cu, 10000 mg; Co, 100 mg; Zn, 60,000 mg; Mn, 60,000 mg; Fe, 30,000
mg; Se, 100 mg ; Vitamin A, 6,000,000 I.U.; Vitamin D, 100,000 I.U.; Vitamin E, 4,000 I.U.

CFS : computerized feeding concentrate and forage fed separately.

TMR : total mixed ration.
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Table 2. Diet intake and the ratio of DM intake to body weight in lactating goat fed CFS or TMR
respectively

Treatment

Item CFS TMR SE
Diet intake (kg / day) 3.75 3.85 0.27
DM intake (kg / day) 2.00 2.08 0.21
DM intake / Body weight (%) 3.33 3.46 0.42

CFS : computerized feeding concentrate and forage fed separately.
TMR : total mixed ration.
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Table 3. Contents and somatic cell count in milk of test goats fed CFS or TMR

Treatment

Item CFS TMR SE
Average daily milk (kg / head) 2.53 2.71 0.32
Average milk fat (%) 2.69 2.72 0.22
Average milk protein (%) 2.77 2.91 0.19
Average milk lactose (%) 4.58 4.67 0.13
Average milk solid (%) 9.52 10.53 1.20
Somatic cell count (10%/ml milk) 158.9° 73.6° 56.40

b Means with the different superscript differ significantly (P<0.05).
CFS : computerized feeding concentrate and forage fed separately.
TMR : total mixed ration.
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Table 4. Total milk and milk contents of goat fed CFS or TMR during 5 months of lactating periods

ltem e Treatment T SE
Total milk production (kg) 379.5 406.5 46.7
Total milk fat production (kg) 10.3 10.9 1.1
Total protein production (kg) 11.0 11.3 0.9

CFS : computer feeding concentrate and forage fed separately.
TMR : total mixed ration.
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Fig. 1. Lactation curves of dairy goats in TMR or CFS group.
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Fig. 3. Milk protein curves of dairy goats in TMR or CFS group.
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Table 5. Plasma biochemical parameters of goat fed CFS or TMR

Treatment
Item CFS TMR SE
GOT (U/L) 118.4° 98.2° 17.7
BUN (mg/dL) 19.8° 16.9° 2.9
Protein (g/dL) 7.9° 7.4 0.3
Ca (mg/dL) 10.1 9.7 0.5
P (mg/dL) 6.8 6.4 0.7

&b Means with the different superscripts differ significantly (P<0.05).
CFS : computer feeding concentrate and forage fed separately.
TMR : total mixed ration.
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Abstract

A total of thirty Saanen and Alpine dairy goats were randomly allocated into two groups and fed
either with automatic concentrate feeding system and forage separately (CFS) or total mixed ration (TMR).
Results showed that there were no differences on daily dry matter (DM) intake and DM intake/body
weight ratio between two treatments. However, the milk production, the percentage of milk fat and milk
protein of goat fed TMR tended to be higher than those goat fed with CFS (2.53 kg, 2.69%, 2.77% vs 2.71
kg, 2.72%, 2.91%). The somatic cell count in the milk of goat fed with CFS was higher than that goat fed
with TMR (158.9 X 10%/ml milk vs 73.6 X 10%/ml milk, P < 0.05). During the five months of lactating
period, goats fed with automatic concentrate feeding system and forage separated tended to produced less
milk, milk fat and milk protein than those fed with TMR (379.5 kg, 10.3 kg, 11.0 kg vs 406.5 kg, 10.9 kg,
11.3 kg) (P > 0.05). There were also significant differences on the values of glutamic-oxaloacetic
transaminase (GOT), blood urea nitrogen (BUN) and total plasma protein of goats between the two groups
(P < 0.05). Nevertheless, there were no differences on the plasma concentrations of calcium and
phosphorus between two treatments. It was concluded that the TMR feeding might be better than
computerized concentrate feeding model when feeding dairy goats.

Key words: Dairy goat, Computerized concentrate feeding system, Total mixed ration.
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