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ABSTRACT

The study was conducted to determine the effects of roughage source on feed intake and
digestibility, milk yield and milk composition in lactating goat. Four female crossbred Saanen goat, 2 -3
years of age and average body weight of 43.25 + 2.35 kg, 15 days in milk were assigned to a 4 x 4 Latin
squares for 68 days study period. The study was 4 period, each period consist of 17 days, adaption of 10
days and 7 days of collection period. Animals were design to received diet different roughage source as
napier phakchong grass, para grass, pangola hay and peanut hay, respectively. Animals were fed with
commercial concentrate feed of 18 % CP. The results found that nutrient intake and digestibility, nitrogen
balance and milk components were not significant different among treatment (P>0.05). Milk yield in peanut
hay diet was increased by 19 % over another diet. It could be concluded that different roughage source
had no affected on nutrients intake and digestibility, and milk composition of early lactating goats. However,

peanut hay was improved milk yield of early lactating goats.
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Table 1 Chemical composition® of concentrate and roughage.

VANYAANSINENS

Parameters Para Napier  Pangola Peanut  Concentrate
grass grass hay hay
Dry matter (DM) 96.30 95.90 96.10 97.05 96.95
Crude protein (CP) 10.17 9.86 11.64 10.99 18.32
ASH 13.46 14.09 10.71 11.80 6.98
Neutral Detergent Fiber (NDF) 66.13 65.69 69.90 54.42 21.62
Acid Detergent Fiber (ADF) 40.39 33.46 34.62 20.14 12.71
Organic matter (OM) 86.53 85.90 88.86 88.19 93.01

based on dry matter basis

Table 2 Feed intake and nutrient intake of lactating goats fed different roughage source.

parameters Napier Pangola Para Peanut SEM p-value
grass hay grass hay A P T
Concentrate 709.8 728.0 560.6 634.6 59.92  0.279 0.449 0.278
Roughage 643.7 576.6 765.3 785.7 56.23  0.568 0.425 0.108
Total DMI, ¢/d 1353.6 1304.6 1326.0 1420.3 4761  0.082 0.063 0413
DMI, g/kg®" 85.22 81.21 8224 8688 2493 0035 0018 0416
DMI, %BW 3.39 3.22 3.26 3.42 0.094  0.020 0.012 0.403
Nutrient intake , ¢/d

Ccp 207.7 213.7 1925 220.2 8.93 0.147  0.166  0.255
oM 1196 1205 1171 1265 43.04  0.089 0.057 0.516
NDF 568.3 561.2 621.5 608.4 2879  0.263 0.191 0433
ADF 199.9¢ 298.6" 381.7° 202.0° 13.01 0343 0.024 0.001

Means within a row with different superscripts are different (p<0.05)

P ; Period, A ; Animal, T ; Treatments, DMI;: dry matter, CP; Crude protein, OM; Organic matter, NDF; Neutral

detergent fiber, ADF; Acid detergent fiber, SEM ; Standard error of the mean

Table 3 Total tract digestibility of lactating goats fed different roughage source.

parameters Napier Pangola Para Peanut SEM p-value

(%) grass hay grass hay A P T
DM 77.39 72.87 78.32 74.96 1.421 0.111 0.127  0.117
Ccp 80.72 78.47 79.97 78.71 1.666 0493 0.277 0.753
oM 78.87 7477 79.77 76.07 1365 0.106 0.183 0.121
NDF 67.47 66.17 74.25 69.84 2669 0382 0301 0.252
ADF 51.46° 60.52° 75.58° 37.86" 2046  0.026 0.015 0.001

Means within a row with different superscripts are different (p<0.05)

P ; Period, A ; Animal, T ; Treatments, CP; Crude protein, OM; Organic matter, NDF; Neutral detergent fiber,

ADF; Acid detergent fiber, SEM ; Standard error of the mean
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Table 4 Nitrogen balance of lactating goats fed different roughage source.

VANYAANSINENS

parameters Napier Pangola Para Peanut SEM p-value

(g/d) grass hay grass hay A P T
N intake 33.23 34.19 30.80 35.24 1.429 0.147 0.165 0.255
Feces 305 355 286 356 2252 0.818 0.034 0.155
Urine 1474 1240 1655 1494 2235 0.010 0.714 0.646
N feces 6.145 7.142 5.764 7.247 0.470 0.670 0.046 0.163
N urine 4.52 6.77 8.26 6.65 1.559 0.248 0.447 0.464
N excretion 10.66 1391 14.03 13.89 1.744 0382 0.242 0.500
N absorption 27.08 27.05 25.04 27.98 146 0.162 0541 0.571
N retention 22.56 20.28 16.77 21.34 1.747 0.670 0331 0.211

P; Period, A; Animal, T; Treatments, SEM; Standard error of the mean

Table 5 Milk yield and milk composition of lactating goats fed different roughage source.

parameters Napier Pangola Para Peanut SEM p-value
grass hay grass hay A P T

Milk yield (g/d) ~ 1657°  1703°  1589° 2031 7830 0.010 0.340 0.028
Fat, % 3.93 3.83 3.67 3.56 0.294 0414 0.696 0.809
Protein,% 3.69 3.23 3.29 3.56 0.242 0.090 0.084 0.525
Lactose,% 4.50 4.38 a.47 4.14 0.157 0.097 0.235 0.416
Total solid,% 12.97 1225 1236 12.13  0.794 0.785 0.270 0.878
SFN, % 8.91 8.32 8.51 8.41 0.441 0.845 0.116 0.787
FCM 4% (g/d) 1685 1833 1811 2271 1523 0.052 0989 0.129
Fat yield (g/d)  65.51 6491 5716 7324 5458 0.111 0.339 0.319
Protein vyield 61.24 53.85 51.69 72.82 4752 0.184 0.061 0.069
(g/d)

Lactose vyield 74.75 74.56 70.89 85.34 394 0.006 0.133 0.157

(g/d)

Means within a row with different superscripts are different (p<0.05)

P, Period, A; Animal, T ; Treatment ; SEM ; Standard error of the mean ; SNF ; Solid-not-fat, TS ; Total

solid, FCM ; Fat corrected milk
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