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This study aimed to develop an intensive native goat farming model and to enhance rearing
capabilities for vulnerable (unemployed) youth in Thailand's southern border provinces. Using a
completely randomized design (CRD), twenty 6-7-month-old native goats were divided into four groups
(5 goats/group): Group 1 received only Napier grass; Group 2 received Napier grass supplemented with
2% BW commercial feed; Group 3 received Napier grass plus 2% BW concentrated feed Formula A
(yeast-fermented corn); Group 4 received Napier grass plus 2% BW concentrated feed Formula B (rice
bran + fish meal). (After a 120-day trial (concluding at week 16), initial weights were 7.73+1.00, 7.60+1.07,
7.73+0.81, and 7.66+1.10 kg/animal for Groups 1-4, respectively, with weight gain percentages of 19.81,
29.50, 31.59, and 36.17%, respectively). Nutritional analysis revealed that Formula A contained 13.8%
crude protein, 8.1% fat, 10.2% crude fiber (CF), and 40-50% moisture; whereas Formula B contained
15.20% protein, 4.5% fat, 9.4% crude fiber (CF), and 40-50% moisture. Fresh Napier grass contained
9.8% protein, 0.6% fat, 33.2% crude fiber (CF), and 9.3% moisture, while fermented Napier grass
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contained 10.2% protein, 10.2% fat, 32.1% crude fiber (CF), and 9.9% moisture. Production costs

averaged at 5.80 THB/kg (dry) and 3.49 THB/kg (fresh) for Formula A, and 10.54 THB/kg (dry) and 6.33

THB/kg (fresh) for Formula B, enabling farmers to reduce feed costs by over 50%.
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Table 1 Nutritional values of various goat feed formulations

Nutrition FormulaA  Formula B Fresh Napier grass = Fermented Napier grass
Crude Protein, CP (%) 13.8 15.2 9.8 10.2
Ether Extract, EE (%) 8.1 4.5 0.6 0.7
Crude Fiber, CF (%) 10.2 9.4 33.2 32.1
Moisture (%) 40-50 40-50 9.3 9.9

INNTIATIEAUAIMN LN YUL DI TR
(Table 1) TUs@unenu (Crude Protein, CP) WuU31
an301m157u B flUsAuneugeiian (15.2%)
s99a331AD g3 A (13.8%) lusausdingiudesan
wagmfndlusAusinga (9.8 wag 10.2% suddiv)
Feaenndosiuauideves Urosevie et al. (2020)
Aszyinemstui dlUsAugaztieduasunis
wigdulauazifiuusedvsamnssanluungyuiay
unzus TneseRulusAuivanzaunisegdl 12-16%
dmuungieglurranadydulavdelviuy diwlvsiu
(Ether Extract, EE) g5 A JUTuaulviugenin
(8.19%) 1 o1l suiUgs B (4.5%) wazngfnuides

yeaeeg Uuuy (06-0.7%) 4 sluuluoivisi
anudRysonslindsnulasyregaduindud
azangluludu msdleduaddugns A Jumungdmsu
ungAifosnTndaanugs wu wiuwglruuveunsyu
7 #03n151591m Teney (Crude Fiber, CF) wui
nenulesanuazviinidleveiugaun (33.2 way
32.1% muddu) vaurfignsennstuiilonenudiina
(10.2 Uz 9.4% muaau) leneugaiinudifgyse
130526 UN19LA 8248 BB TITUTBITEUY
MaAuemsluwne uwivnuniiuluesnaannisiu
91115UaaNNTIN1TLRTYLAULA (Gomez-Limon

and Riesgo, 2012) d@uANUYU (Moisture) 875819113
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WBINeRDAUADINITIUATRSYLAULALAE N THER

Figure 2 The physical characteristics of concentrate feeds Formula A and Formula B
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Table 2 Example goat feed formulation with average crude protein 13-16%

Types of expenses / Material costs Quantity Unit cost Total cost
(kg) (THB/kg) (THB)
Formula A (100 kg)
50% Corn gluten meal 50 0.89 44.50
40% Cassava pulp 40 0.50 20.00
7% Rice bran 7 8.50 59.50
3% Yeast 3 75.00 225.00
Subtotal 100 - 349.00
Formula B (100 kg)
75% Fine rice bran 75 8.00 140
10% Fish meal 10 39.00 390
12% Soybean meal 12 2.90 35
2.5% Molasses 25 15.00 37.50
0.5% EM (Effective Microorganisms) 0.5 20.00 10
Subtotal 100 - 632.50

> Total wet weight
> Total dry weight
» Cost per kg (dry weight)

100 kg (both formulas)
~60 kg (both formulas)
Formula A: 5.80 THB/kg

Formula B: 10.54 THB/kg

» Cost per kg (wet weight)

Formula A: 3.49 THB/kg

Formula B: 6.33 THB/kg

The rice bran cost in Formula B appears miscalculated (75 kg x 8 THB/kg = 600 THB, but listed as 140 THB).

Adjusted to reflect actual unit price.

anse s A fiffunusnningas 8 (Table 2)
Tnoufuingaviimldirsuazsinign 1wy nnuda
F1lwa Mndfudiuends waguaredna damngiu
nsandununnAsunslussfuiiugiu gestitady
n1adenfifdmiuinunsnsiidesnisaruauiuyy

a8 190Usa@N5 a1 (Polviset and Prakobsaeng,

2019) gmso1mns B M imgauiidlusiugs 1wy Yandy
waznndundes vivlvdunuganiualinafinenis
wiggAulnveswney egnelsiny madenldgnslanas
firsanitadumu eundeuesingiu uazdhmine

N131ae9 e lilaaunasenI Ry LLasNaNE:
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Figure 3 Compares goat weight in relation to rearing period among experimental groups
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hwiinungluusagngunimmaaes (Figure 3) uansls
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Wied 9.70% LeduganisnaaesludUnna 16 ngu

v '
v a

7l o fubwiinutugean 36.17% mudenguil 3, 2
waz 1 muddu Jauandlsiiiuiusasnguilsnsins
Wi fuandneiu lnendudl 4 d8nsnady
ﬁwmﬂ’ﬂﬁﬁqmiuﬁhami‘mmaaqﬁgwm dhminung

dl 1 o v
WRAYNDULATNAINITNAADILANIAY Tabel 3

Tabel 3 Summarizes the initial and final weights of native goats, along with the weight gain observed

during the experiment

Observation Treatment 1

Treatment 2

Treatment 3 Treatment 4

Initial weight [kg.bw] 7.73+1.00° 7.60+1.07° 7.73+0.81° 7.66+1.10°
Final weight [kg.bw] 9.64+0.89° 10.78+0.80" 11.3+1.12° 12.06+1.21°
Increase weight [kg.bw] 1.91+0.94° 3.18+0.93" 3.57+0.96° 4.304+1.15°

a,b = Means in the same row with different superscript letters are significantly different at P<0.05.
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Figure 4 The biweekly weighing (8:00-9:00 AM) helped minimize variations due to feeding schedules,

ensuring reliable growth trend analysis
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