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Abstract

This study was conducted to evaluate the effects of urea- molasses (UMB) or urea-minerals (ULB)
feed blocks on Lambs performance.

Fifteen Libyan Barbary lambs with an average weight of 30.96+1.1 Kg and 7-9 months of age were
used in a feeding trail lasts 70 days. The lambs were randomly allocated to three treatments: UMB
blocks or ULB blocks and without blocks (control). Daily, all lambs fed wheat straw (ad libitum)
as basal ration + 500g concentrate (as fed).The overall averages daily intake were 474.84 + 29.77
; 442.11 + 10.63 and 437.64 + 14.49 g /h /d for control; ULB and UMB respectively, with no sig-
nificant differences (P>0.05) between treatments. Lambs average final weight were 36.4+0.278 ;
39.84+0.392 and 41.5+0.731 Kg for control; ULB and UMB respectively with significance differences
(P<0.05) between treatments. Average total weight gain (Kg/ 70 days) for the control (5.84 + 0.495)
was significantly (P<0.05) the lowest as compared with ULB (8.7+0.223) and UMB (10.3 + 0.773)
treatments, which did not differ significantly (P>0.05). Average daily weight gain (g/ h/ d) were
significantly (P<0.05) the highest for UMB (147.14+11.038) and ULB (123.72 + 3.181) treatments
as compared with the control (83.43 + 7.080). Feed conversion rate (Kg feed/ Kg weight gain) for
control (11.77+ 0.977) was significantly (P<0.05) the least efficient as compared with ULB (7.45 +
0.198) and UMB (6.35 + 0.451) treatments which did not differ significantly (P>0.05).

In conclusion feed blocks (UMB and ULB) can improve the efficiency of utilization of poor quali-
ty roughages. and improve animal performance. that otherwise could only be obtained by using

greater qualities of conventional energy and protein supplements.
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