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Pakchong as roughage on feed intake, ruminal fermentation and nutrient digestibility

in beef cattle

ananwal [IuF', n39dnd $1126”, vilugn Tesinmuasal’
Suphaluk Khensi', Songsak Chumpawadee®, Khanitta Ruangwittayanusorn®
Received: 21 November 2018; Revised: 18 February 2019; Accepted: 27 March 2019

Q 1
1Nnaaaga

= & gdﬂ/ ¢ A = o A v o o a ° <1 o Ao 2
nsanluasififiaguezsditednmnazasszdudfandsdudidzndslugasonmnaudidagUuuuninndngh
wilgsthntaaduunasommeudadsunmnsiulanszuiunmmdnlunszimizndn uwaznmsdesladvaslnouslu

:q!' ¥ @ e a A’ 6 o 21' A vV o s ?; £ A a v
ladlalasldunummansuuy 4x4 3g5aanan Ilallegnuanuridunwdasneyd $1wam 4 6 dhminiadoSudu
180.25 + 16.25 AlanTulannédazldiuammonue 4 gas laur gasenisfifiszdufandraduiuzndad o, 15,
30, uaz 45 1Wosidud nmsnasaswuinySunansivldvaslauandenuaenalisuian (P<0.05) udatndlsiai
mstasldvaslnauzliuandrenu (P>0.05) wanantudanuin enanudunia-arslunszinne wenludialulasian

> Lil 1 g: s 1 ] aa dq’ U =1 v

waznIa lrdufisznsianmualunszmzndnliuandinsaia (P>0.05) anmmasasitaansnagdldindfanas
ﬁu@%'lﬂmﬁdmmsalﬂugmmmmauéwﬁfﬂgﬂLLUU%ﬁﬂ"l@Tﬁ'i:ﬁu 15-30 Wasidudlas laiganadarsunansinld ms

doglauaznizuiumninlunsziniznan
ardan: ladle USinmmstiuld nszpaummdnlunszimnznd nsdesldveslnou: emnsnandsagduounin

Abstract

The objective of this study was to determine the effect of cassava peel levels in fermented total mixed ration used
Napier Pakchong as roughage on feed intake, ruminal fermentation and nutrient digestibility in beef cattle. Four
Brahman-Thai native crossbred cattle with an average initial body weight of 180.25 + 16.25 kg were randomly assigned
in a 4x4 Latin Square Design. During each of four 21 day periods, the animals were fed four dietary treatments. The
treatments were fermented total mixed ration with different amounts of cassava peel 0, 15, 30, and45 %, respectively.
The results showed that feed intake was significant different among treatment (P<0.05). The digestibility, ruminal pH,
ammonia—nitrogen and total volatile fatty acid were not significantly different (P>0.05). Therefore, suitable levels of
cassava peels in fermented total mixed ration ranged from 15-30 %, and did not affect feed intake, nutrient digestibility

and ruminal fermentation.
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and nutrient digestibility in beef cattle
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Table 1 Fermented total mixed ration and nutrient composition

J Sci Technol MSU

Cassava peel levels

Ingredients 0% 15 % 30 % 45 %
%DM %as fed %DM %as fed %DM %as fed %DM %as fed

Cassava peel 0.00 0.00 15.00 17.47 30.00 31.05 45.00 41.89
Cassava chip 32.50 12.15 24.00 7.84 14.50 4.21 1.00 0.26
Napier Pakchong (60 day) 40.00 77.60 40.00 67.84 40.00 60.28 40.00 54.22
Rice bran 18.00 6.72 9.00 2.94 5.00 1.45 2.75 0.72
Soybean meal (44 % CP) 8.00 3.02 10.50 3.46 8.50 2.49 9.50 2.50
Mineral premixed 0.25 0.08 0.25 0.07 0.25 0.07 0.25 0.06
Monocalcium phosphate 0.50 0.17 0.50 0.15 0.50 0.13 0.25 0.06
Urea 0.50 0.17 0.50 0.15 1.00 0.26 1.00 0.24
Salt 0.25 0.08 0.25 0.07 0.25 0.07 0.25 0.06
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Price (baht’kg) 3.17 255 1.94 1.53
Nutrient composition
DM 29.56 25.75 23.19 22.81
CP 12.12 13.04 12.25 12.51
Ash 9.91 11.18 10.30 11.02
NDF 36.88 40.36 42.97 39.95
ADF 20.44 20.42 23.59 25.63
ADL 2.84 3.59 5.56 5.63
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Table 2 Effect of level of cassava peel in fermented total mixed ration used Napier Pakchong as roughage on feed

intakein beef cattle

Item Cassava peel levels
SEM
0% 15 % 30 % 45 %
Feed intake, kg/d (DM) 5.03° 4.11%* 3.98%° 3.49° 0.23
Feed intake, % BW 2.61° 2.09% 2.07% 1.84° 0.12
Feed intake, g/KgBW*™ 97.27° 78.27* 77.04° 68.28" 4.43
Organic matter intake (kg/d) 4.54° 3.67* 3.53" 3.06° 0.21
Crude protein intake (kg/d) 0.57 0.50 0.56 0.42 0.03
NDFI (kg/d) 1.86° 1.66% 1.71%*° 1.37° 0.08
ADFI (kg/d) 1.03 0.84 0.94 0.88 0.04

Note: SEM = Standard error of the means, NDFI = Neutral detergent fiber intake, ADFI = acid detergent fiber intake

" °mean within the same row were significant different (P<0.05)
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Table 3 Effect of level of cassava peel in fermented total mixed ration used Napier Pakchong as roughage on apparent

digestibility in beef cattle

Apparent digestibility, (%) Cassava peel levels SEM
0% 15 % 30 % 45 %
DM 71.78 71.36 65.49 64.32 1.67
oM 74.37 74.86 68.91 68.27 1.69
CP 69.58 7714 74.79 71.25 22
NDF 59.80 59.17 54.48 46.61 3.26
ADF 45.55 38.36 33..74 33.66 4.03

Note: SEM = Standard error of the means, DM = dry matter, OM = organic matter, CP = crude protein, NDF = Neutral detergent fiber,

ADF = acid detergent
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Table 4 Effect of level of cassava peel in fermented total mixed ration used Napier Pakchong as roughage on rumen

fermentation characteristics and body weight change in beef cattle

Item Cassava peel levels SEM
0% 15% 30% 45%

Ruminal pH 6.72 6.85 6.77 6.80 0.05

NH_-N, mg/dL 10.71 13.69 14.57 12.84 1.56

Total VFA, mmol/L 68.59 73.66 70.45 78.00 7.18

Body weight change, kg/d 0.78" 0.84° 1.06° 0.4° 0.1

Note: SEM = Standard error of the means

a, b, c

mean within the same row were significant different (P<0.05)
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