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FMAARNERESH (5050 M 8515 ) Z8RPAATRATFHZRE (0%, 1%,2%) A
RAMGEESRSEAHAERS 28R - 20 HEAMTIGTZ BB REMUFRE—R
B4% ASBREAR 1200 SFEE LN EAR - SO8BRAE - AFHFEAERR
ARRBAGEFEARNSLESBMEANNALSZEE - RABAFTLERAHARER
ey » RESERGAREARE S HRMKRKS © 0136 ke, 0139 kg, 0137 kg ; BRRAR
A : 0778 ke, 0.821 kg, 0866 kg ; FHMHAFIHZBMEKS : 578 ke, 596 kg 6.36 kg * HE
EHEH LUEERER (P>005) « XRASHRMN-AFREFREEHNEKRB 13797
3715 ¢ 374 o BILEEAMEASE B 68y + L7995 QB MRS 0130 kg, 0.133 kg,
0113 kg 3 MEHRRRHRKS 1 0.746 kg, 0.781 kg, 0.700 kg ¢ FHRFFIMURRKS 1574
kg, 587 kg, 621 kg * ettt ERESIFER (P>005) « RASRE—-AFENGHTAR
THRARB 3637+ 35.27L 351 T °
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Table 1. Composition of experimental diets.
[=Rink:: 1A HEAFHLE 50/50 HEHE 85/15
Ingrdient Concentrate/forage 50/50 Concentrate/forage 85/15
RESHH(%) REESL (%)
Urea percentage (% ) Urea percentage (%)

0 1 2 0 1 2
1] 50 50 50 15 15 15
( Alfalfa )
Xk 32 395 47 59 66.5 74
(Com)
KEH 17 85 0 25 165 8
( Soybean meal )
R 0 1 2 0 1 2
( Urea )
5.4 04 04 04 04 04 04
( Sait )
[rd it 05 05 05 05 05 05
(Dicalcium phosphate)
ik MIRIEW 0.1 01 0.1 01 0.1 01
( Vitamim premix )
it 100 100 100 100 100 100

{ Total )
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Table 2. Analysis datas of experimental dicts®
ARARER ST 50/50 MEFHE 85715
Chemical ingrdi C /forage 50/50 Concentrate/forage 85/15
RRETH (%) REESH (%)
Urea percentage ( % ) Urea percentage ( % )
0 i 2 0 i 2
%
EHR 124 129 125 122 127 120
( Dry matter )
RAEaf 186 187 182 186 187 190
( Crude protein )
Eiil =104 28 27 25 29 28 30
( Crude fat )
HRKE 127 126 127 82 80 80
( Crude fiber }
&% 47 51 5.1 46 53 42
( Ash )

*TDN RBEIE « LABMEZ TON H18 072 AF /BAF BMESE -
*TDN was an estimatel value, Rotions contain 0.72 kg TDN per kg ration on dry matter basis.

RRENE

HRBRSR (R=) RS TSR FNHE REFESRTF ek 0% 8 15F5THRM
CHEEARMERRSRE 2% R TR - E_EFRAMERRS B s BASKNEAMAN
ZHEHBANZEE - BSLFFSRARBFSE DIGH2Z HENGT  SESRMAURTZM
BIEHIRTEENS « AMAWPRAGEE (50% ) RERR (2% ) B » $E LN AWM
RERENMEERIND (R=) ETERERRZMETRT « BEEHS 2% RECREMMES
R EREREHELNMAREHARENRESTRS AR EHES » BUMHERETR2
AR AMARERRFEERZDE - EMPERERE (11, 16) o EEBTTHHEHRE
AHAH  HERPHERRZEFEMNUF BRMZBEESH LHEEMFLR (P>005)
c AARAGFERARFH2HENT - LONARPEERS 2% RREHTED » ZHER
ZBR#ES  FRHFERARTIRASHENHREE - RMEEEHZ 0 R+ SRESR
MINE 2% 63 « FRRATAABRY  HECS EERTIFLR (P>005) - BHBBRIER
P BHRERBRPSHRGEFILRT6Y  ERMNPHRE - ARAFZANEFHL Bl
2RABE

BE=FRAET  AHFIALE - BB RPRESROGIMMHREZ NS E R EHIER
(P>005) - KB ARFZRAEEBATMEDRA 2 LB TR -REHPRABAR (
3,19) « AR—-RENPEARMNE - BRADHLANFAEDIRPRIRER - HOHNE
BAREDMZAERER - MERY » BRGAERA ( Escape protein ) + BMHFEHFIS%H

- -
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Mg« BEPHHEMYEARLRHHRESZRAE KRB FER (12,14) - MMLE
FENNT « REZAXDEESENPHRYES  BRRERRERGRHEESZEER T
EREFFESFTE - MAFSREESP LOBARTREDT 22 HMWO)

Table 3. Effect of concentrate/forage ratio and urea percentage in diets on daily gain, feed in
take and feed efficiency of growing goat.

M#ETA FEF L 50/50 e 85715
itemns Concentrate/forage 50/50 Concentrate/{forage 85/15
FERETH (%) RE|ESTH (%)
Urea percentage (% ) Urep percentage (% )

0% 1% 2% SE 0% 1% 2% SE
BHH 013" 0139° 0137 0031 030" 0133" 0113" 0025
|M(AF/8)
Average daily gain
(kg/head)
#1558 0778 0821* 0866° 0032 0746 0781" 0700 0030
SR (2AF/3)
Average intake
(ka/head)
THE/FIPEE 578° 596" 636" 063 574" 587 621" 040
(AF Bt/ BAarfT)
Feed efficlency
(kg ration/kg gain)
THEASRE 379 31 74 63 352 351
( R/ BARERE)
Average feed cost (NT.
dollars/kg live weight)

The same superscriptsla)in the same raw indi iscally ignificant diff; (P>005)
ES H 1,

RIS A 5 Vi BN ER T S BB AL
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Effect of Concentrate/Forage Ratio and Percentage of Urea on Daily
Gain and Feed Efficiency of Goat”

Su, An-Kuo™

Summary

This experi was conducted to eval the effects of concentrate/forage ratio and per-
centage of urea an daily gain weight and feed efficiency of goat. Tweaty-four kid(F1) of Nu-
bian cross Taiwan Native with similar body weight were allocated into twelve pens randomly.
They were fed six rations composed of two ratios of concentrate and forage (50:50 and 85:15)
and three percentages of urea (0%, 1%, 2%) with two duplicates for cach ration. The resulis
showed that the daily gain weight, feed intake and feed efficiency of goats fed high forage ra-
tions (50:50) contained 0%, 1% and 2% urea, were 0.136 kg, 0.139 kg, 0.137kg; 0.778kg, 0.821kg,
0.866kg; 5.78kg, 5.96kg, 6.36kg respectively. But there are no significant difference (P >005).
Morcover, the cost of feedstuffs for goats gaining per kg live weight were 379NT, 37.INT and
37ANT respectively. Meanwhile, When goats fed low forage ration (85:15) contained 0%, 1%
and 2% urea, the results were 0.130kg, 0.133kg, 0.113kg; 0.746kg, 0.781kg, 0.700kg; 5.74kg,
5.87kg, 6.2kg respectively. Nevertheless, there are no sigaificant difference (P>0.05). Moreover,
the cost of feedstuffs for goats gaining per kg live weight were 36.3NT, 352NT and 35.INT
respectively,

Key words: Ratio of Cancentrate and Forage, Urea, Daily Gain Weight, Feed Efficiency.
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