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Table 1 Chemical composition of roughage and concentrate
Roughage Concentrate
Items (%)
Nap Nap with Leu CP12% CP 14 %
DM 19.96 27.67 93.19 92.39
% DM basis

OM 90.29 92.90 87.43 87.49
Ash 9.71 7.10 12.57 12.51
CcpP 6.97 10.63 12.10 13.98
EE 244 2.09 3.76 4.71
NDF 65.54 7191 37.96 38.35
ADF 44.76 44.35 20.20 2591

Nap = Napier Pakchong 1 silage, Nap with Leu = Napier Pakchong 1 with leucaena silage (50:50)
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Table 2 Effects of protein levels in concentrate with roughage sources on feed intake of crossbred native goats
Crude protein 12 %, Crude protein 14 %, P-value
frems Nap Nap with Leu Nap Nap with Leu SEM PL RS PL*RS
Concentrate
DM (g/d) 394.44 402.39 399.02 402.39 2471 0.65 0.28 0.65
% of BW 1.60 1.48 1.50 1.46 0.036 0.43 0.27 0.55
g/kg BWO™ 35.65 33.73 34.09 33.49 0.583 0.46 0.30 0.58
Roughage
DM (g/d) 239.24 411.39 273.04 369.63 10.824 0.86 0.0001 0.11
% of BW 0.95 1.51 1.02 1.34 0.030 0.47 0.0001 0.08
g/kg BWOT 21.16 34.40 23.25 30.65 0.705 0.57 0.0001 0.06
Total
DM (g/d) 633.67 813.78 672.05 772.02 12.327 0.95 0.0001 0.13
% of BW 255 298 252 2.80 0.044 0.26 0.0019 0.39
o/kg BWO® 56.81 68.13 57.34 64.14 0.78 0.29 0.0001 0.17
Nap = Napier Pakchong 1 silage, Nap with Leu = Napier Pakchong 1 with leucaena silage, PL = protein levels, RS= roughage sources
Table 3 Effects of protein levels in concentrate with roughage sources on growth performance of crossbred native goats
Crude protein 12 % Crude protein 14 % P-value
frems Nap Nap with Leu Nap Nap with Leu SEM PL RS PL*RS
Initial weight (kg) 18.38 18.95 18.64 19.03 0.513 0.87 0.65 0.93
Final weight (kg) 24.98 27.40 26.61 27.64 0.654 0.50 0.21 0.61
Weight gain (kg) 6.60 8.45 797 8.61 0.320 0.21 0.047 0.31
Average daily gain (kg/d) 0.11 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.005 0.21 0.046 0.30
Nap = Napier Pakchong 1 silage, Nap with Leu = Napier Pakchong 1 with leucaena silage, PL = protein levels, RS= roughage sources
Table 4 Effects of protein levels in concentrate with roughage sources on nutrient digestibility of crossbred native goats
Crude protein 12 % Crude protein 14 % P-value
frems Nap Nap with Leu Nap Nap with Leu SEM PL RS PL*RS
Nutrient digestibility, %
Dry matter 66.09 65.87 66.97 65.74 0.78 0.81 0.65 0.75
Organic matter 70.09 69.83 69.07 68.17 0.93 0.49 0.76 0.87
Crude protein 69.98 67.93 70.83 68.90 0.50 0.38 0.07 0.95
Neutral detergent fiber 56.74 56.90 55.75 56.12 0.83 0.61 0.88 0.95
Acid detergent fiber 45.05 45.64 46.49 45.22 1.09 0.82 0.88 0.68
Nap = Napier Pakchong 1 silage, Nap with Leu = Napier Pakchong 1 with leucaena silage, PL = protein levels, RS= roughage sources
Table 5 Effects of protein levels in concentrate with roughage sources on ruminal pH, ammonia nitrogen and blood urea nitrogen of crossbred native goats
Crude protein 12 %, Crude protein 14 %, P-value
Items SEM
Nap Nap with Leu Nap Nap with Leu PL RS PL*RS
Ruminal pH
hour, 0 6.22 6.32 6.19 6.28 0.040 0.66 0.24 0.99
hour, 4 5.73 5.52 5.70 591 0.067 0.20 0.99 0.14
NH,—N, mg/dl
hour, 0 15.18 17.51 18.68 17.51 0.720 0.25 0.69 0.25
hour, 4 16.35 18.68 19.85 23.35 0.944 0.05 0.15 0.76
BUN, mg/dl
hour, 0 12.00 12.75 16.00 16.50 0.616 0.009 0.62 0.92
hour, 4 15.50 16.25 20.25 20.75 0.696 0.006 0.66 0.93

Nap = Napier Pakchong 1 silage, Nap with Leu = Napier Pakchong 1 with leucaena silage, PL = protein levels, RS= roughage sources
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The objective of this study was to investigate the effects of protein levels in concentrate and
roughage sources on feed intake, nutrient digestibility, rumen fermentation, blood urea nitrogen
and growth performance of crossbred native goats. Sixteen crossbred goats (8 males and 8
females), 12-15 months old, average body weight of 18.74+1.8 kg, were used in this
experiment. The experiment was arranged in a 2x2 factorial in a randomized complete block
design (RCBD). Factor A was assigned for 2 levels of protein in concentrate (12 and 14 %) and
factor B was assigned for 2 types of roughage sources (Napier Pakchong 1 silage and Napier
Pakchong 1 with leucaena silage at 50:50 with 4 replications in each treatment. All goats were
fed concentrate at 1.5 % of body weight and ad libitum of roughage for 60 days. The results
showed that levels of protein in concentrate and roughage sources had no interaction on feed
intake, ruminal fermentation, blood urea nitrogen and growth performance of crossbred native
goats (P>0.05). But the 14 % protein concentrate increased ruminal ammonianitrogen (P=0.05)
and blood urea nitrogen (P=0.006). Used of Napier Pakchong 1 with leucaena silage as
roughage sources increased feed intake (P=0.0001), weight gain (P=0.047) and average daily
gain (P=0.046). Therefore, it could be concluded that the use of Napier Pakchong 1 with
leucaenasilage (50:50) as roughage sources could increase feed intake and growth performance
of crossbred native goats and could reduce protein levels in concentrate without altering on

growth performance of crossbred native goats.
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