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PERFORMANCE OF SHEEP FED UREA-TREATED OR UREA-MOLASSES
RICE STRAW WITH OR WITHOUT FRESH LEUCAENA SUPPLEMENT
AS COMPARED WITH FRESH GRASS

Boonlom Cheva-Isarakul

ABSTRACT : Twenty-five male sheeps of average LW 19.8+ 1.8 kg. were allocated in 5 treatements of ran-
domized block design, i.e. fresh para grass (ad lib), 4% urea-treated rice straw (UTS) , 2% urea + 10%
molases-mixed-straw (UMS) (ad 1ib),UTS + 1000 g fresh leucaena leaves (LL) and UMS + 1000 g LL. The
experimental period lasted 69 days during which digestibility and balance trial of animals fed 5 treatment
diets werealso carried out. Para grass used contained 23% DM, 15% CP and 66% NDF while LL contained
28,24 and 33% of these nutrients, respeactively. The nutrient content in UTS and UMS were similarly 50%
DM,9% CP AND 72% NDF. Sheep fed para grass (T,) gained significantly the highest weight (86g/d, P <
0.05) dueto higher digestibility of crude protein and consequently, N-retention. DMI was found to be 776.4
g/d(3.4% BWor74.2g/kg W07) There was no significant difference in sheep fed UTS or UMSregardless
of LL supplement. DMI of 688 and 744 g/d (3.3 and 3.7% Bw, or 70.1 and 78.6 g/kg W>”®) of T,and T,,
respectively, indicated the high palatability of both feed classes. Fair digestibility of nutrients and marginal
positive CP-retention of 10.6 g /d as well as 38 g ADG indicated that both UTSand UMS could only supply
nutrients justabove maintenance level. When LL was supplemented to UTS or UMS at 1000 g fresh matter
which was equal to 285 g DM (1.3% BW or 35-40% of total DMI), weight gain was significantly improved.

Total DMI (g/d) increased although substitution rate was found. No toxic effect at high supplementation
of fresh LL was noted.
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Table 1. Chemical composition of feed.

DM Cr OM NDF ADF ADL

Feed % DM
Grass 22.78 14.82 87.81 65.94 3741 4.57
+3.36 $2.22 +0).29 +2.59 +1.80 +0.57
(n=31) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3)
UTS 50.33 9.16 80.04 73.54 61.81 545
+6.76 +0.98 +0.59 +5.71 +2.62 +0.49
(n=31) (n=29) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3)
UMS 51.41 8.74 81.58 71.22 51.13 453
+2.79 +0.32 +1.18 +4.79 #1.51 +0.45
(n=10) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3)
LL 28.49 24.02 91.20 32.69 26.72 7.70
+2.69 +0.54 +).57 +1.51 +8.65 +3.24
(n=31) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3)
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Table 2. Digestibility coefficient of feed, N-retention and live weight gain of sheep fed fresh
grass or urea-treated straw (UTS) or urea-molasses-straw (UMS) supplemented
w/1000 g/d fresh leucaena leaves (LL) (n=5;experimental period 69 d).

Fresh grass UTS UMS UTS+LL  UMS+LL
Digestibility (%)

DM 51.1 457 50.4 59.5 49.2
+35 +2.6 +1.7 +1.3 +0.9
OM 55.2 54.7 56.1 64.6 55.2
138 23 +15 +14 106
cP 703 46.8 58.4 64.0 67.5
+1.6 +3.4 +2.3 +1.8 +1.3
N-retention 8.3 2.0 14 4.9 7.0
+15 +0.6 +0.4 +1.7 +2.0
Initial LW (kg) 199 19.7 19.7 19.7 19.8
+1.7 +1.8 +2.2 +2.0 +22
Final LW (kg) 25.9 223 226 24.2 24.0
+2.2 +2.7 +2.3 +2.2 +2.8

LW gain (kg) 6.0 2.64° 2.8° 4.4° a2°
+1.2 +1.0 +0.2 +1.3 +0.8

ADG (g) 86.0° 36.6° 39.7° 62.6° 60.0°
+16.6 +13.9 +3.4 +18.3 +9.7

Significant differences ( P < 0.05 ) between diet means are indicated by different superscripts

(a,b,0).

mrsumsEl N 30 ndu/nn. Buddingfidedls (o gN/Kg DOM) Twilu
Fuufiqfuriddnwniaianisdnaseltsiiu (ARC ,1080)

dassunsefuem 1 nn. (n3eAmdiuimquiy 285 n¥umin 1.3% uu.d
Wiawinfy 35-40% 1EvBIMT) unsesfnsamiidAuiugn 6 uey s.6% tBunguitlsl
Yunvinanansanavinameglieiunsefunussutwd i sefiuseinlaunsinn e
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Table 3. Nutrient intake by sheep (n=5, experimental period 69 d).

Grass UTS UMS UTS+LL  UMS+LL
Daily dry matter intake
(DMI)
- g 776.4 687.88 773.6 729.7* 801.6*
(54.4) (27.4) (86.4) (85.1) (57.1)
- % BW 34 33 3.7 3.3 3.7
0.75 0.2) 0.1) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3}
- g/kgW 74.2 70.1 78.6 72.1 792
(5.2) (2.8) (8.8) (8.4) (5.7)
- from roughage (g) 776.4 687.8 773.6 444.7 516.6
(54.4) (27.4) (86.4) (85.1) (57.2)
Digestible DMI 377.3 318.8 389.6 433.7 394.5
(DDM], g/d) (20.5) (17.1) (42.1) (50.5) (28.5)
Organic matter intake ~ 681.8 550.5 631.1 615.9* 681.3*
(OMI, g/d) (47.8) (22.0) (70.5) (68.1) (46.6)
- fromroughage 681.8 550.5 631.1 356.0 4214
(47.8) (22.0) (70.5) (68.1) (46.6)
Digestible OMI 375.3 376.1 353.8 397.6 376.1
(DOMI, g/d) (16.5) (15.0) (38.4) (45.5) (26.6)
N-intake (g/d) 18.4 10.1 10.7 17.5* 18.1*
(1.3) 0.4) (1.2) (1.2) 0.8)
- from roughage 18.4 10.1 10.7 6.5 7:1
(1.3) 0.4) (1.2) (1.2) (1.2)
- g N/kg DOM 49.0 26.8 30.2 44.0 48.1
Digestible crude protein  80.9 29.5 38.9 69.9 76.2
(6.2) (2.2) 4.2) (4.5) (3.9)

* Intake from LL (g/d) : DM 285.0, OM 259.9 , N 11.0
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