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Table 1. The formulation and nutrient composition of experiment diets for late pregnant dairy goats
Energy level (NEL®, Mcal/kg)

Items 1.52 1.62 1.68 Lactating diet

Ingredient, %
Corn silage 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Timothy hay 3.0 3.0 3.0 10.0
Napier grass 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0
Yellow corn 36.3 41.7 45.3 30.0
Soybean meal 8.1 7.0 0.8 8.0
Whole soybean (1397C) 1.2 3.7 11.2 10.0
Wheat bran 13.0 5.9 0.9 5.0
Molasses 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.3
Dicalcium Phosphate — 0.4 0.7 1.0
Limestone. pulverized 1.0 0.9 0.7 1.0
Salt 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5
Premix® 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Analysed compositon values, (% of DM o)
Crude protein 13.45 13.31 13.64 16.40
ADF® 21.21 20.78 21.43 21.35
NDE® 31.71 32.31 31.43 31.21
Calcium 0.78 0.76 0.81 0.94
Phosphorus 0.47 0.46 0.45 0.56

* Premix each kg contains:
Vitamin A 10,000,000 IU, Vitamin E 70,000 IU, Vitamin D5 1,600,000 IU, Fe 50 g, Cu 10 g, Zn 40 g, I
0.5g,Se0.1 g, Co0.1g.

® NEL : net energy for lactation; DM : dry matter; ADF : acid detergent fiber; NDF : neutral detergent fiber.
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Table 2. Effects of different dietary energy level on the production performance of late pregnant dairy goats
Energy level (NEL*, Mcal/kg)

SEM
[tems 1.52 1.62 1.68
Late pregnant 1.45 1.41 1.39 0.71
DMI*, kg/head/day
NELI*, Mcal/head/day 2.20 2.28 2.33 0.65
Lactation stage
DMI*, kg/head/day 2.34 2.30 2.17 0.65
NELI*, Mcal/head/day 3.97 3.91 3.68 0.47
Milk, kg/head/day 2.97%° 2.84° 2.64° 0.07
Milk composition, %
Milk fat 3.60 3.70 3.60 0.21
Milk protein 3.01 2.98 3.12 0.33
Milk lactose 4.49 4.39 4.49 0.37
Total solid 1.44 11.30 11.35 0.31
MUN*, mg/dL 13.82 14.96 13.67 1.43

“>¢Mean of the same row within the same performance with the different superscript were significantly
different (P < 0.05).
*DMI @ dry matter intake; MUN : urea nitrogen in milk; NEL : net energy of lactation; NELI : net energy
intake of lactation.

e 3. PO o WIERER T I B RS B BT g
Table 3. Effects of different dietary energy level on the body weight changes of late pregnant dairy goats
Energy level (NEL*, Mcal/kg)

SEM
Items 1.52 1.62 1.68
Late pregnant BW*, kg/head
4™ month 69.7 71.8 67.2 2.01
5™ month 71.2 73.4 69.8 1.90
Gain +1.5 +1.6 +2.6 0.70
Postpartum BW*, kg/head
Parturition 62.2 62.3 56.6 1.92
Gain —9.0° —11.1° —13.2° 1.00
2" month 63.1 63.7 56.8 1.90
Gain +0.9° +1.4° +0.2° 0.21
3" month 63.4 65.7 58.5 3.82
Gain —0.8° +2.4° +1.9° 0.40

20¢ Mean of the same row within the same performance with the different superscript were significantly

different (P < 0.05).
*BW ! body weight; NEL : net energy for lactation.
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Table 4. Effects of different dietary energy level on kid and reproductive performance of late pregnant

dairy goats
Energy level (NEL*, Mcal/kg)

SEM
Items 1.52 1.62 1.68
Livability, % 100 89 85 B
Death rate, % 6.9 12 0 B
Birth BW*, kg/head 3.6° 3.5° 4.6° 0.38
2" week BW*, kg/head 5.2 5.8 6.6 0.52
4™ week BW*, kg/head 8.5 8.0 8.6 0.68
8" week BW*, kg/head 13.6° 13.0° 15.5° 0.82

%> Mean of the same row within the same performance with the different superscript were significantly
different (P < 0.05).
*BW: body weight; NEL : net energy for lactation.

He 5. PO A IR A DIRAT T G R AR S [
Table 5. Effects of different dietary energy level on serum biochemical value of late pregnant and lactating

stage of dairy goats

Energy level (NEL*, Mcal/kg)

SEM
Ttems 1.52 1.62 1.68
Late Pregnant
SUN*, mg/dL 16.05 16.21 15.32 0.91
TP*, mg/dL 6.58 7.10 6.82 0.31
AST*, IU/L 95 78 77 11.59
Lactation stage
SUN*, mg/dL 15.52 15.39 14.71 1.21
TP*, mg/dL 7.61 7.49 7.51 0.43
AST*, TU/L 91 84 70 12.24

* SUN : serum urea nitrogen in blood; TP : total protein; AST : aspartate aminotransferase; NEL : net energy

for lactation.
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Abstract

The objectives of the study were to determine the effect of different dietary levels of energy on the
lactation performance of the dairy goats during dry period. Thirty dairy goats were selected and assigned to
the experimental diets. In equal crude protein content, diets were formulated into three different levels of
energy, including low energy (NEL 1.52 mcal/kg) and mid energy (NEL 1.62 mcal/kg) and high energy
(NEL 1.68 mcal/kg). All dairy goats were fed the same lactation diet (NEL 1.70 mcal/ kg, CP 16%) after
parturition until three months postpartum, respectively. The results showed that aspartate aminotransferase
in blood and serum urea nitrogen concentration were not significantly different among the treatments in the
dry period. The total protein and aspartate aminotransferase in blood and serum urea nitrogen concentration
also did not differ among the treatments in the three months postpartum. There was a tendency that the
weight gains from dairy goats fed on high energy level in dry period were higher (P < 0.1) than those fed
on the other treatment, but the weight gains of dairy goats fed on low energy level were lower (P < 0.05)
than those fed on high and mid energy level in the three months postpartum. The birth weight of kids from
dairy goats fed on high energy level were higher (P < 0.05) than those fed on mid and low energy level. The
average feed intakes were not different among treatments. The milk yields of the dairy goats fed on low and
mid energy levels were higher (P < 0.05) than those fed on high energy level. The milk composition, the
percentage of milk protein, milk fat, the content of lactose, total solids and the urea nitrogen content in milk
showed no difference among all the treatments. In conclusion, dairy goats fed on low or mid energy level

during the dry period performed better in reproduction and milk production.

Key words : Diet, Energy level, Dry period, Production performance, Dairy goats.
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