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ABSTRACT

Jatropha curcas meal (JSM), a by-product from bio-diesel processing, had 92% DM. The
nutrient contents on dry matter basis were 27% CP, 21% CF and 27% EE. In addition it also
contained many toxic substances such phorbol esters (1.714 mg./g.). Among 10 detoxification
methods of untreated and heat treated plus rising with different solvents, 4 of them gained interest, i.e.
1) Boiling for 40 min then rinsed with 92% methanol and water (reduced 99%) 2) soaking in water
while autoclaving for 20 min then rinsed with water (reduced 98%) 3) soaking in 90% ethanol for 2 h
(reduced 87%) and 4) streaming for 40 min, then rinsed with 92% methanol and water (reduced 83%).
The chemical composition of JSM being detoxified by the 10 methods were not significantly different
(p>0.05). They contained on DM basis 16.95-28.71% CP with relatively high EE (13.08-23.80%) and
CF (21.10-23.80%), while ash and NFE were 4.63-6.30 and 22.39-40.50%.

Digestibility of CP and OM in untreated and heat treated (steaming and boiling) JSM
determined by force feeding were not significantly different (p>0.05; 81 vs. 80 and 73%; 72 vs. 69 and
66%). However the digestibility of DM and EE in heat treated JSM were lower than the untreated
sample (65 and 62 vs. 72%; 61 and 58 vs. 72%). Digestibility of untreated and streamed JSM being

estimated by Different method and Regression method were low 9.96 vs. 11.03% for CP, while those



of DM OM EE and CF was 19.50 vs. 16.76%, 26.50 vs. 25.08%, 67.77 vs. 76.04 and 22.92 vs.
16.92%, respectively.

True ME of untreated and streamed JSM determined by force feeding were 2.44 vs. 2.45
kcal/g DM, while the apparent ME predicted from regression equation was 2.26 vs. 2.33 kcal/g DM,
respectively.

In broiler feeding trial, a total of 1,400 heads of Abor Acre were allotted to 5 groups, each
with 4 replicates (70 head/rep). Streamed JSM was incorporated at 0, 5, 10, 15 and 20% of the diet.
The result revealed that performances (body weight gain, feed intake, FCR and mortality rate) of all
JSM groups were significantly lower (p<0.05) than the control 0.91-1.99 vs. 2.31 kg., 1.98-3.77 vs.
4.16 kg., 1.90-2.19 vs. 1.80 and 2.86-85.36 vs. 3.21%, respectively. Phorbol esters found in breast
meat of the 5, 10, 15 and 20%, JSM was 0.001, 0.004, 0.049 and 0.189 mg./g., respectively.

In laying hens, 240 heads of Isa Brown, 28 weeks of age were allotted to 5 groups in which
streamed JSM was incorporated at 0, 5, 10, 15 and 20% of the diet. The result revealed that egg
performances (egg production, feed efficiency and weight gain) and egg quality (egg weight and
shell thickness) were significantly lower than the control (p<0.05) 10.08-88.49 vs. 94.29%, 34.21-
97.71 vs. 108.69 g., -50.44-85.29 vs. 117.59 g. and 0.315-0.326 vs. 0.331 mm., respectively. Phorbol
esters was found at 0.004-0.035 mg./g. of egg yolk and 0.0002-0.0230 mg./g. of egg white in the JSM

groups.
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