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ABSTRACT

Burke, J.L. 1997. Compudose, its effects on Hereford x Friesian heifers.
M. Appl. Sc. Thesis, Massey University, Palmerston North, New
Zealand. 96 pp.

Compudose is an oestrogenic growth promotant that improves liveweight gain and
feed conversion efficiency in steers. In the past it has not been recommended for
use in breeding heifers because of the adverse effects of oestrogen treatment on
reproductive performance. The effects of Compudose on liveweight gain, skeletal
development, lactational performance, carcass characteristics and offspring
performance in heifers at pasture are unknown. However, the expected increase in
liveweight gain from Compudose treatment may allow target growth rates to be
attained in heifers at critical times of the year, without lactational performance

being affected.

This study investigated the effect of treating Hereford x Friesian (H x F) once-bred
heifers (OBH) with Compudose 400 at 3 months (90 days) of age (Compudose 90)
and 7 months (210 days) of age (Compudose 210) compared to non-treated heifers
(Control). Compudose 90 heifers (n = 14) gained 0.63 kg/day compared with
Control heifers (n = 17) which gained 0.59 kg/day for 385 days from the time of
implantation (6.8% increase, P < 0.05). Subsequently Compudose 90 heifers
achieved greater liveweights than Control (P > 0.05) and Compudose 210 (n = 17)
heifers (P < 0.05) at pre-mating (by 17.7 kg and 16.9 kg, respectively), pre-calving
(by 13.7 kg and 25.3 kg, respectively), weaning (by 13.9 kg and 32.8 kg,
respectively) and slaughter (by 23.1 kg and 39.9 kg, respectively). Liveweight
gain between Control and Compudose 210 heifers did not differ over the 383 day
period of implantation. Carcasses of Compudose 90 heifers were 10.5 kg heavier
than carcasses of Control (P > 0.0.5) and 19.2 kg heavier than carcasses of

Compudose 210 heifers (P < 0.05).
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Wither height, girth, hip height, hip width, pelvic height and pelvic area did not
differ significantly between treatment groups, but pelvic width of Compudose-

treated heifers was significantly smaller than that of Control heifers (P < 0.01).

Compudose 90 and Compudose 210 heifers had an average calving date 8 days
(P <0.10) and 10 days (P < 0.05), respectively, later than the average calving date

of Control heifers, and more compact calving spreads.

There were no treatment differences in calf birthweight, however calves born to
Control heifers were 15.3 kg and 16.2 kg heavier at weaning than calves born to

Compudose 90 and Compudose 210 heifers (P < 0.05).

Compudose treatment and associated higher growth rates did not affect milk yield,
as determined by the weight-nurse-weigh (WNW) method, at 4 and 8 weeks of
lactation; udder volume at 4 weeks, 8 weeks and 12 weeks of lactation (weaning),

and at pre-slaughter; or udder weight at slaughter.

There were no significant differences in carcass quality characteristics between
treatment groups. However, carcasses of Compudose-treated heifers tended to be
shorter (P < 0.10) and have a greater rib-eye area. No significant differences in fat
content, as determined by the weight of kidney and pelvic fat and fat depth, were

detected between treatment groups.

Implanting heifers with Compudose at 3 months of age is more beneficial than
implanting heifers with Compudose at 7 months of age, but the small liveweight
gain advantage would not be economically advantageous. It is concluded that
Compudose is not a practical solution for improving the rearing of beef or dairy

heifers, despite lactational performance not being affected.
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