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T EETRIE T S AT IR 12.39 kg vs. 14.35 kg vs. 20.87 kg o B [ AFE TR HTRY Y
SRR H s ?Eljelgr\f,‘u. ¥ B FIERA 1.0 kg rkgr* BT o SRl H o
F LR 05 kg VPRI B SRR H BV (3 2)(P<0.05)(#R< > 2002) = aphl[NEY
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Table 1. Diet composition and analyzed value

Ingredient Percentage
As fed %
Corn 44.4
Soybean meal 14.0
Wheat bran 7.0
Molasses 3.0
Limestone 1.0
Salt 0.5
Premix* 0.1
Pangolagrass hay 30.0
Analyzed value (DM basis) %
Dry matter 86.3
Crude protein 13.0
TDN 70.0
NDF 27.3
ADF 14.1
Ash 7.6
Calcium 0.7
Phosphorus 0.4

= : Each kg of premix contained Cu 10,000 mg, Co 100 mg, Zn 60,000 mg, Mn 60,000 mg, Se 100mg,
Vitamin A 6,000,000 I.U., Vitamin D 100,000 I.U., Vitamin E 4,000 I.U.

o R > S AR AR ANV | R ARER (3 1) o evRIRT > S AT [F TR TR AL
HIIES 1.162 kg ~ 1.242 kg ~ 1.375 kg » EAERHIZZ B 0 o[RS0 ETFR QR 7P 4 ,ﬁg&gg{
FIoibBsbo = 3555 5% 1.00 kg ~ 2.67% vs. 1.07 kg ~ 2.56% vs. 1.19 kg ~ 2.53% » = 7= ] #7722 i
o RE T RS AR - T (AR B R AV e iWIﬂ:JL‘[JCiJPI > 2R
¥ I ESE) P W PR Z PRI A S > ST [5% 0.134 kg ~ 7.49 vs 0.146 kg ~ 7.34 vs 0.139 kg ~ 8.54 (F
2) o B EEIT A E PR A 1.0 kg (RFTRIAIINS AV ST R SRR o 5RO EERT A TR A
WV TR SRR H - o B BEPT A IR A 0.5 kg [EPTRIAMING AV e SRR T EIETE
sTPIE s 5% 8.9% f! = AL LR & £ (P>0.05) H T RUNER ' o BEF 2 [ 1R 2 1.0 kg
PR ARSI PR o SR TR o NI R e R E R R B AR
H 2 SRR I 155 FURTED I BRI RS A S S8 PRy BB - Goetsch et al. (2001)
Pt 7 (IR S g TR | BT SRR i U Y AR BT L [ TR m‘;[%’j E
BIATELIE o U TR IE D IR HUs » F SIHT) F IR A bﬁ”%wﬂﬂeﬁ@ﬁ PR R
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2. BEPHR A [T BRI R S B A R
Table 2. Postweaning growth performances castrated male goats fed with different amount of milk replacer
before weaning and fed the same ration after weaning

Items 0.5 kg milk replacer 1.0 kg milk replacer Milk replacer SE
before weaning before weaning ad libitum
before weaning
Number of animal 8 8 8
Days of trial 188 188 188
Weaning weight, kg 12.39° 14.35° 20.87° 3.60
Final weight, kg 37.58" 41.80° 47.00° 5.60
Average daily gain, kg 0.134 0.146 0.139 0.02
Feed intake, kg as Fed 1.162 1.242 1.375
Feed intake, kg as DM 1.003 1.072 1.187 0.1
Feed efficiency, kg as Fed 8.67 8.51 9.89
Feed efficiency, kg as DM 7.49 7.34 8.54 0.7
Dry matter intake on body 2.67 2.56 2.53 0.1
weight, %
Cost of live weight gain, 54.6° 53.6° 62.3° 7.1
N.T.$/kg

b Means with different superscripts in the same row differ significantly (P<0.05).
*Pangolagrass hay: 4.0 N.T. dollars/ kg, Concentrate: 7.0 N.T. dollars/ kg, Feed cost: 6.3 N.T. dollars/ kg.
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Fi v e 2 T AR AR R SRR BRI IR A 05 kg PRETRS AT
P e R B R 2 B TE VAR D Y (R 2) o B R e R R R
BT o R ARV E B T ReE S
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milk before weaning
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Months after weaning
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Fig. 1. The growth curve of test goat.
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¥ AR EIRG AT SRR 0 A 0.296%F 16.5% » [F = AT B 2 BI(P > 0.05) -
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Fig. 2. The relationship of chest circumference and body weight 01j each treatment goats
and all test goats
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Table 3. The stomach characteristics of of castrated male goats fed the different milk replacer before
weaning and fed with same ration after weaning

Items 0.5 kg milk replacer 1.0 kg milk replacer  Milk replacer SE
before weaning before weaning ad libitum before
weaning

Number 3 3 4
Weight of stomach, kg 2.84 3.10 2.66 0.20
Weight of rumen, kg 1.87° 2.15° 1.65° 0.22
Weight of reticulum, kg 0.18° 0.16° 0.22° 0.04
Weight of omasum, kg 0.132 0.15° 0.10° 0.03
Weight of abomasum, kg 0.38° 0.45° 0.50° 0.1
Rumen percentage, % 65.9° 69.4° 62.0° 3.8
Abomasums percentage, % 13.4° 14.5° 18.8° 3.4
Thickness of rumen, cm 0.2 0.2 0.2
Color of rumen* 3.67° 4.33° 3.25° 0.5
Pillars numbers, cm? of rumen 27 31 26 5

b Means with different superscripts in the same row differ significantly (P < 0.05).
*5 point is black ~ 4 point is black with brown ~ 3 point is brown.
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% EF'J'%[H_}[ PR o - 2 A gfap@ﬁﬁ 7% 0.2 cm - F' AT B T o ,i;ng E '@?ﬁ}f
SR A STRES YD 3.67 433 3.25 o 32 gt HrJJEl# 2 1.0 kg |J~5“*;}F’?4chpp Jﬁ Y
FHER o EE 'Effﬁ?%c 1% (P<0.05)e v =11 4 Y5 E 'E 'Eﬁf SRR = AE ST HIIEY 27 vs. 31 vs.

26 - Church (1976) I 5?5P5?”@(?J'E'35§?] . EF'JIE[F.:JEJEI N ﬁrx%ﬁc R F E{F‘-s wh=E BIE TS AT
SRR I E > PR Bﬂgﬁf}*@ﬁ%?“mv[lﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁb‘r'?ﬁ}éﬂﬂﬁ?ﬁﬁﬂ P (P58 )
ST F[EERURT TR ~ R G B

Vo e flR L
UEL-Ed 3« R RS DG 4) 0 S AT HIFRET 60.9% - 56.7% - 9.3% vs. 61.7% -

58.0% ~ 9.7% vs. 62.5% ~ 61.6% ~ 9.5% » I = Frfir fx“&& o TEE DT HERIE RS A YR SR
Bl 158.1 7 ~ 149.8 7 & 161.8 7 o ¥ 7 *«fm“mr L 1.0 kg (RFRSETIRY AT b”yﬁ[ﬂ“”?ﬁ
BEH EEE Py pgRt {170 (P<0.05) © )= =F BEPTR = A PSSR NG VR SRR H 0 B Y RS
5 g el -

R4 BEFRIR AT ISR B I AR [ R
Table 4. The carcass characteristics of of castrated male goats fed with different milk replacer before
weaning and fed with same ration after weaning

Items 05kg 1.0kg ad libitum SE
Number 3 3 4
Slaughter weight, kg 40.5° 45.6% 49.0°
Dressing, % 60.9 61.7 62.5
Meat, % 56.7 58.0 61.6
Fat, % 9.3 9.7 9.5
Meat cost, N. T. / kg meat production 158.1°" 149.8"° 161.8° 1

a,b Means with different superscripts in the same row differ significantly (P < 0.05).
Dressing, % = carcass weight / slaughter weight.

Meat, % = meat weight/ carcass weight.

Fat, % = fat weight / carcass weight.
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Feeding model establishment for kid-11. Effect of
different feed replacement volumes before
weaning on growth performances after weaning™
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Abstract

Twenty-four dairy goat kids were randomly allocated into three groups fed 0.5 kg, 1.0 kg and limitless
replacement milk and creep feed before weaning. After weaning, goats were fed with concentrated feed and
Pangolagrass hay with 7:3 ratios for six months. Results showed that there was no differences on daily dry
matter intake, daily gain weight and feed efficiency among treatments. The regression formula between
goat chest circumference (x) and body weight (y) was calculated. They are Y;=1.26X; -61.98, R*=0.85;
Y,=2.0X, -122.73, R?*=0.95, and Y3=1.71X; -96.14 » R?*=0.95 for the respective treatment groups. Goats fed
with 1.0 kg replacement milk plus creep feed had a higher correlation coefficient than the other two
treatments. There were also no differences in dressing percentage and lean meat percentage,. There were
differences in cost of per kg meat production among treatments. There were significant differences in
rumen and abomasum weight percentage relative to the total stomach weight among treatments (P < 0.05).

Key words : Kid, Feeding system, Growth performance, Weaning.
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Fig. 1. The growth curve of test goat.
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Fig. 2. The relationship of chest circumference and body weight of each treatment goats and
all test goats
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Fig. 1. The growth curve of test goat.
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Fig. 2. The relationship of chest circumference and body weight of each treatment goats and
all test goats
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