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Table 1. Effects of lysophospholipids on intake and nutrient digestibility in dairy cows

ltem Diet! SEM P-value?
CON MON LLPL HLPL M M-LPL  Lin
Intake, kg/d
DM 21.30 2080 21.60 2180 1.11 0.64 0.25 046
oM 19.80 1950 20.10 20.20 1.03 0.70 0.29 047
Ccp 3.54 3.51 3.59 3.70 0.19 0.84 0.24 022
NDF 6.74 6.88 7.08 7.11 0.36 0.79 0.33 048

Apparent digestibility, %

DM 62.20 6290 61.60 60.10 127 045 0.04 0.07
oM 63.10 6390 6250 61.00 126 040 0.03 0.07
Ccp 60.30 6190 6180 6030 179 034 057 0.84
NDF 45.00 4390 4350 40.70 228 066 041 0.12

'CON = control; MON = monensin (16 mg/kg of dietary DM); LLPL = 0.05% lysophospholipids;
HLPL= 0.075% lysophospholipids.?’M = CON versus MON; M-LPL = M versus LLPL + HLPL; Lin =
linear effect of LPL.

Source: Lee et al. (2019)
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Table 2. Effect of lysophospholipid levels on dry matter intake (DMI) and nutrient digestibility in

lactating dairy cows

ltem Rations! SEM P-value

CON LLPL HLPL

Intake, kg/day

DM 22.570 23.030 23.380 0.780 0.120
OM 20.830 21.620 21.900 1.020 0.320
cP 3.200 3.260 3.250 0.490 0.240
NDF 5.750 5.820 5.870 0.360 0.470
EE 2.060 2.130 2.180 0.430 0.150
Digestibility, %
DM 60.430 61.260 61.940 1.488 0.245
OM 63.250 64.720 65.630 0.926 0.268
cP 62.420 63.640 64.860 1.879 0.444
NDF 44.260 44.770 45.140 2.148 0.648
EE 78.370° 82.210°  84.390° 0.643 0.035

!CON: control; LLPL: Low LPL (0.1% lysophospholipids) and HLPL: high LPL (0.15%
lysophospholipids), DM: dry matter; OM: organic matter; CP: crude protein; NDF: neutral
detergent fiber and EE: ether extract. SEM: standard error of the means.

Source: Movagharnezhad et al. (2023)
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Table 3. Effects of lysophospholipids on intake and milk production and composition in dairy

ltem Diet! SEM P-value?
CON MON  LLPL  HLPL M M-LPL Lin

DMI, ke/day 21.10 2090 2190 21.30 1.07 0.80 0.14 0.45
BW, ke 639 636 641 637 21.60 0.65 0.64 0.81
Milk, keg/d 30.70 32,60 3270 3240 0.85 <0.01 094 <0.01
Milk/DMI, ke/kg 1.48 1.57 1.51 1.54 0.06 <0.01 0.03 0.03
4% FCM,? kg/d 29.70  30.70 32.00 31.60 0.98 0.29 0.15 0.02
49%FCM/DMI, kg/kg 1.43 1.47 1.48 1.50 0.05 0.23 0.53 0.04
ECM,* ke/d 28.00 29.00 30.10 29.80 0.73 0.15 0.18 <0.01
ECM/DMI, kg/kg 1.34 1.39 1.39 1.41  0.05 0.08 0.80 0.02
Fat, % 3.30 3.10 3.40 334  0.21 0.10 0.01 0.59
True protein,% 3.16 3.16 3.16 3.17  0.04 0.97 0.83 0.95
Lactose, % 4.95 4.98 4.97 496 0.04 0.02 0.22 0.27
Fat, ke/d 1.01 1.02 1.11 1.08 0.06 0.86 0.09 0.10
True protein, kg/d 0.97 1.03 1.04 1.03 0.03 <0.01 0.76 <0.01
Lactose, kg/d 1.52 1.62 1.62 1.61 0.04 <0.01 0.81 <0.01
Milk NE,,> Mcal/d 20.90 21.70 2250 2230 0.55 0.16 0.69 0.01
MUN, meg/dL 11.60 1140 1160 11.30 0.51 0.73 0.95 0.65

'CON = control; MON = monensin (16 mg/kg of dietary DM); LLPL = 0.05% lysophospholipids;

HLPL= 0.075% lysophospholipids.

2M = CON versus MON; M-LPL = M versus LLPL + HLPL; Lin = linear effect of LPL.
4% FCM = [milk fat (kg/d) x 16.218] + [milk yield (kg/d) x 0.4324] (Tyrrell and Reid, 1965)

*ECM (kg/d) = kg of milk x [(38.3 x % fat x 10 + 24.2 x % true protein x 10 + 16.54 x %lactose x
10 + 20.7)/3,140] (Sjaunja et al., 1990) *Milk NE, (Mcal/d) = kg of milk x (0.929 x %fat + 0.0563 x

%true protein + 0.0395 x %lactose) (NRC,2001)

Source: Lee et al. (2019)



Table 4. Milk yield and compositions and feed conversion efficiency of dairy cow fed

experimental diets supplemented without (CON) or with (LPL) lysophospholipids.

Index Treatment SEM! P-value
CON LPL
Milk yield, keg/d 34.740 34.140 0.739 0.579
ECM2, kg/d 35.760 30.810 0.722 0.373
Milk fat, % 3.460 3.390 0.032 0.133
Milk fat, ke/d 1.200 1.150 0.025 0.267
Milk protein, % 3.240 3.220 0.059 0.840
Milk protein, kg/d 1.120 1.100 0.026 0.512
Milk SNF,> % 8.700 8.750 0.156 0.841
Milk SNF, kg/d 3.020 2.980 0.070 0.713
Milk lactose, % 4.790 4.810 0.083 0.847
Milk lactose, kg/d 1.660 1.640 0.037 0.699
Milk ash, % 0.700 0.710 0.012 0.526
Milk ash, keg/d 0.240 0.240 0.006 0.988
Milk yield/DMI4, kg/kg 1.340 1.280 0.028 0.161
ECM/DMI, kg/kg 1.380 1.300 0.027 0.080

'SEM = standard error of mean; °ECM = energy corrected milk and was calculated as: ECM (kg) =
0.3246 x milk yield (kg) + 13.86 x milk fat yield (kg) + 7.04 x milk protein yield (kg); *SNF = milk
solids not fat; “DMI = dry matter intake; LPL = 0.05% lysophospholipids.

Source: He et al. (2020)
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Table 5. Effects of lysophospholipids on milk production and composition in experimental dairy

cow
ltem Ration’ SEM P-value
CON LLPL HLPL

BW, kg 642 641 651 19.4 0.9347
Milk yield, ke/d 31.84 32.71 33.16 0.851 0.0673
Milk yield /DM, ke/kg 1.50 1.51 1.54 0.063 0.0641
3.5% FCM,? kg/d 29.27 30.62 31.37 0.764 0.0689
3.5%FCM/DMI, kg/kg 1.38 1.41 1.44 0.071 0.0699
ECM,? kg/d 28.84 30.67 29.93 0.816 0.0597
ECM/DMI, kg/kg 1.36 1.41 1.36 0.087 0.0686
Fat, % 3.32 3.36 3.32 0.231 0.4437
True protein, % 3.14 3.16 3.19 0.068 0.6715
Lactose, % 4.92 a.97 4.94 0.038 0.2283
Fat, ke/d 1.07 1.12 1.18 0.071 0.1384
True protein, kg/d 0.94 1.02 1.06 0.053 0.0661
Lactose, kg/d 1.54 1.63 1.66 0.052 0.1402
Milk NE,,* Mcal/d 20.39° 21.62% 22.30° 0.583 0.0249
MUN,”> mg/dL 11.84 11.62 11.39 0.394 0.1766

'CON = control; LLPL = 0.1% lysophospholipids; HLPL= 0.15% lysophospholipids.

249% FCM = [milk fat (kg/d) x 16.218] + [milk yield (kg/d) x 0.4324]

*ECM (kg/d) = kg of milk x [(38.3 x % fat x 10 + 24.2 x % true protein x 10 + 16.54 x %lactose x
10 + 20.7)/3,140] ,"Milk NE, (Mcal/d) = kg of milk x (0.929 x %fat + 0.0563 x %true protein +
0.0395 x %lactose) (NRC,2001), "MUN: = milk URE nitrogen.

Source: Movagharnezhad et al. (2023)
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