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ABSTRACT

Atayde, Jerwin Querijero, Cavite State University, Indang, Cavite, April 1999.
“Effect of Treating Rice Straw With Urea and Molasses on Growth Performance and
Carcass and Meat Quality Traits of Goat”. Dr. Andrew T. Bunan, Adviser.

A study was conducted to determine the effect of treating rice straw with urea and
molasses on the growth performance and carcass and meat quality traits of goat and the
sensory properties of “Mara” .

The following treatments were used: Treatment 1, rice straw with molasses
(control) and Treatment 1, rice straw with urea and molasses (experimental).

Results revealed that body weight of goats had no significant differences (P>0.05)
throughout the study. However, those fed the experimental diet were relatively heavier
than the control.

Feed consumption of the treated goats was significantly lower (P>0.05) in the last
week of the experiment. However, total feed consumption did not vary (P>0.05) between
the two groups.

Although not significant, the total feed consumption appeared to be inversely
related to the final body weight of the two groups. It is worth nothing that the treated
group which had higher body weight had lower feed consumption than the untreated)
group.

The two treatments had no significant differences ((P>0.05) on average feed

conversion efficiency, although that of thetreated group was 19.36 kg lower than that of
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the untreated group. On the other hand, dressing percentage, gain in weight and

fabrication of the two treatments had no significant differences.

Treatment 2 had higher marbling content than Treatment 1.Sensory evaluation
showed that the two treatments did not significantly differ (P>0.05) in terms of color,
odor, tenderness, off-flavor, juiciness and gemeral acceptability. In terms of chevon

flavor, Treatment 1 is significantly (P<0.05) different from Treatment 2.
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INTRODUCTION

Among the domestic ruminants, goats (Capra hircus) have the optimum potential
as one of the main sources of milk and meat which has not been fully tapped in the
Philippines. The goat is popularly known as the poor man's cow because children and old
folks who cannot afford cow's milk prefer drinking goat's milk.

Goat raising is undertaken mostly by small farmers or backyard raisers. An
average of one or two heads are raised by every farmer. Only a handful of commercial-
scale goat farms can be found in the country.

In the Philippines, the goat population is estimated by Livestock Development
Council at 2,120,110 as of 1988. This figure shows a minimal increase of 5.19 percent as

compared to the previous year.






