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Abstract

This study aimed to evaluate the fermentation characteristics of six types of roughages, either alone
(100%) or in a 50:50 ratio with concentrate, using an in vitro technique. The parameters assessed were in vitro
dry matter digestibility (IVDMD), gas production kinetics, and fermentation end-products. The roughage sources
included sugarcane (SC), baby corn stover (BS), pineapple stalk (PS), leucaena (LO), rice straw (RS), and Napier
grass (NG). The experimental design followed a Completely Randomized Design (CRD). The results revealed that
when fermented alone, SC, BS, and PS exhibited significantly higher digestion rates and cumulative gas
production compared to RS and NG (P < 0.01). Furthermore, PS showed the highest values for IVDMD and short-
chain fatty acid (SCFA) concentrations at 24 hours of fermentation. The RS and NG groups exhibited the lowest
IVDMD and SCFA concentrations (p < 0.01). Regarding gas production per gram of dry matter digested, SC
recorded the highest value, whereas PS showed the lowest (P < 0.01). When fermented in combination with
concentrate, SC exhibited higher cumulative gas production than LC, RS, and NG (p < 0.01), although gas
production rates did not differ significantly (p > 0.05). Meanwhile, PS achieved the highest IVDMD and SCFA
concentrations (p < 0.01). However, SC recorded the highest total gas, methane, and carbon dioxide production
per gram of dry matter digested (p < 0.01). Ammonia nitrogen concentrations were not significantly different
across all treatment groups (p > 0.05). In conclusion, PS is a promising roughage, comparable to BS, for enhancing
digestibility and mitigating greenhouse gases, whereas SC exhibits lower digestibility and higher relative gas
emissions.
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Table 1 The chemical composition of roughage sources and concentrate diet

. . Roughage sources” Concentrate
Chemical composition (%DM)
SC BS PS LC RS NG

Crude protein 2.71 6.88 4.69 20.00 5.77 6.21 13.42
Ether extract 0.80 1.04 1.44 3.53 1.06 0.72 2.438
Ash 241 5.10 3.43 8.67 9.95 12.81 T7.17
Neutral detergent fiber 59.00 56.79 52.17 32.64 64.64 67.58 36.92
Acid detergent fiber 38.00 40.49 31.58 30.90 43.94 49.09 31.66
Acid detergent lignin 7.61 7.10 7.83 11.99 4.80 7.70 10.10
Non-fibrous carbohydrate” 3508 3019 3827 3516 1858  12.69 40.01

Y SC = Sugarcane, BS = Baby corn stalk, PS = Pineapple stem and leaves, LC = Leucaena, RS = Rice straw, NG = Napier grass
% Non-fibrous carbohydrate = 100 - (%Neutral detergent fiber + %Crude protein + %Fat + %Ash)

AMsHARLAdLazIaUAERINISHARLAE

f\]aumammiwamLLﬂamﬂmwuﬂaaammwmumeasmm'&n (100) uanslu Table 2 Wui19e8 AUdUULIA
Y mumﬂwmﬂﬂaaumﬂsmmmimammaa vauil 48 uay 72 mimmmmi you v tules uagniet (p<O 01)
Yaurflen ¢ vostudulzin (0.07 uaaam/‘uﬂm) awmm J098911AB mumﬂwwﬁmaauua”m“au (0.06 uaaam/m‘im
anmwaas (0.05 :,Jaaam/ﬁu’ﬂm newwdes (0.04 uaaam/ﬁj’ﬂm) wagn19t13 (0.02 maaam/ﬁjﬂm) (p<0.01) wanslu
mm’]ﬂ’]immﬂasmamt.amuaw ifﬂimmauwisﬂuﬂiuwam:uﬂmmimamﬂai’mmwam waglnalAssiuautlnadin
aau ﬂumv‘vmsvﬂu newles LLﬁ“’WN‘U’]’JmiﬁuﬂﬁJaEJR]‘”VI’ﬂmJﬂ’ﬁNaG]LLﬂﬂiﬁlllm’] Luawmscm A1 a NuNAuduUrsadl
mmwam LLG]EJEJEJLLa“ﬂiuamJﬂ”ImﬁG] (p<0.01) YueiiAn b way d %aﬂmmwmum 6 winlufinnuuana1slunada
(p>0.05) LLa@ﬂmummuawumLﬂua'lmwawmuﬂimm NFC adLLawL’LJummimaumstmmmﬂsa‘&ﬂ,mmLLa 157
119N INENUTISUS I NFC 1 1y Whedng LLa‘”VIﬂﬂL‘uL‘UEJi donAde9NUTI89UUDY Villalba et al. (2021) ey
Hanlon et al. (2023) vm'&Jmummmimﬂimmu{]aLLaummammmisaeﬂ,maaﬂ’nmmimmﬂimmuﬂﬂLLaummam

Table 2 Gas accumulation and kinetics of in vitro fermentation of roughage sources (100) and roughage:
concentrate ratio (50:50)

Rough Rough v

?autigosa * Parameter sC BS ougnge SourLcceS RS NG oM Pvalue

100 ﬁrairsgum“lat'on A48 10645 10358 10358° 81.09° 84.49° 79.12° 1006 <0.01
ﬁfigf?“mu{aﬁon T2 11200° 106.63° 11075 86.20° 86.73° 84.05° 941 <001
Kinetic gas productions”
a 2093  -265®°  512° 203 244 249 198 <0.01
b 111.98 10371 111.07 86.87 101.59 101.19 1495 0.51
C 0.05°  0.06% 0.07%  0.06® 0.02° 0.04° 0.013 <0.01
d 111.05 101.06 10595 84.84  99.15 9879 11.40 057

20:50 ﬁfi;i;umu{am” A48 3002 103855 90.86> 8459 8235 8163 069 <0.01
ﬁfi;gumu{at'on T2 14838 118.46° 96247 89.78°  86.20° 8630° 082 <001
Kinetic gas productions”
a -3.026°  -1.127° -0.717%™ -0.219® 0.802° -0.212®® 126 <0.01
b 130.81°  98.14°  85.05° 82.36° 83.16° 77.98° 1495 <0.01
c 0.08 0.09 009 0.11 008 010 81.89 031
d 127.79° 97.01° 84.32° 82.14° 83.96° 77.76° 14.11 <0.01

abe Significant difference at p<0.05, SEM = standard error of the mean
Y'SC = Sugarcane, BS = Baby corn stalk, PS = Pineapple stem and leaves, LC = Leucaena, RS = Rice straw, NG = Napier grass
% a = the intercept, which ideally reflects the fermentation of the soluble fraction, b = the fermentation of the insoluble fraction,

¢ = rate of gas production, d = potential extent of gas production
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JaumansmsuanLiaannsringeseaneIusmiue sty (50:50) uanslu Table 2 wuideeilensin
goudiuunanisanuiaavanil 48 uaz 72 mlm waz A1 b awam 589891A0 AuTlnaNneou Audulzsa nsxiu
W99 wazngLuesnuaau (0<0.01) Vg fien ciuuﬂmmmﬂmﬂumﬁaam (p>o 05) wandliuindeeiiionsi
SN sugauMISanInsananuay ﬂamﬂaammaaaﬂaam’mmaamlmmmm \iosandeysauivemnstdulla a
aumn‘wafﬂ auansliindlansevnsfigosaansldvioas a'lsfl,m']aaﬂm Tnewanzegnaddluduiiduinadailing
wuﬂ‘aaamﬁﬂ,mﬁ (Hanlon et al., 2023)
nsdesaatgldvasinguiis uazanududuvasianlaiie-lulnsiau

AM511A1 IVDMD ¥998191591enULfieaeg1aien A1nnudunsanng uaganududuees NH,-N ndanisuy 24
way 48 H2lus (Table 3) wuinduduUysaiian IVDMD ndanisus 24 mimmmam S89891A8 AUTIINATNgaU Doy
nsgiiu ng e LLawW’NEUTJG]’WlﬁG] (p<0.01) mmqﬂummummmmuﬂmmn wuhwudulzsaiiainnudunse
mqmwam mmm‘v\mmaLLammLuLﬂaimmmmLﬂuﬂmmqawam (p<0.01) 184910 M TN NFC g4 9auvisd
mﬂﬂmmﬂwiﬂwumﬂmmaLLauLLi’Mﬂm LLauLaimLmuim"Lmia ﬁ]aumaﬂawaaauﬂma mmamﬂwmuammaaa
mimmmmmlmamamaww aonsalnsilofn waznsauaniin vnlieanudunsaanas lunamsatud e g
nYIUNT NFC a1 mamadam R]au‘l/li‘c’J‘Vlm&ﬂiOmJﬂt‘JEJEJLEJEJIEJLR]‘EQJLWUIG]EJ‘EJ’IW’]S] waznannsnezdAniudanlvgyinlli
mmmuﬂsmmaamaaamamﬂ (Sawanon, 2018) Fruaiulginmsningesfudulysedaduemnswenuiid NFC a9
71 24 Flusaziia IVDMD GR leiuuVIW’N“UTJLLauWU’lL‘LJL’LJEJ'iiJﬂﬁEJE)EJﬁﬁWEJlWUEN’JG]ﬂLLMMWIEW] AMULTUTUVDT NH,-N
WwasunuLLquummwmmwmwumau (p=0.05) Hoeansedalsiusas NFC snnsdesaansTusiuiie
Wasuludunenluieyiafndulddos asJNlinmmﬂiva‘uLﬂummwuﬂimmiﬂimuawam (20.0%) NAUNUINAIY
Wuduves NHyN darlndifsaivenmsneueindu muwlmﬂﬂimuiumvauaﬂaasJLLavLUasJthL‘LJu NH,-N latioy
iadulusiuiiningenldtoslunssmsvsinuararsalvasiunssmisvsinlda Lummﬂiﬂimwa&mvaumﬂmmv
Hlassadreduiusaounudunuily (condensed tannins) (Stifkens et al., 2022)

A1 IVDMD 98491139810 #9n15Un 48 319 wuinduduussaiien IVOMD awam’[,ﬂal,ﬂmrmmwmﬂwmﬁﬂ
sauusigendIoey nszliu vafnudes uazviedn (p<0.01) fansefudnufuaamdunsasiig wuihdiudulzanden
ﬂMﬂJL‘UUﬂifﬂGIWIﬁﬂ vauzfisasiamanudunsasi sesamnde dudulzsn wasdutlnaiindou v w‘vxhwnuav
wm%mﬂmmmawam (p<0.01) MNHanITTAaBanslidiuIfudUUzsn fudilneiinsounazdes Wuemsneud
31 NFC ga aaumwLsuwnnmmaaammmuimvl,mm LLawmammamamammwwﬂmmmLﬂuﬂimamaﬂmm Tuangnis
WﬂiuﬁaaﬂmaawLﬂusvwﬂmwawamammwavauasf[,waammaaamamvl‘daummimmmuimamaumama
¥l Immawuasmmaaumaﬂaw EJasJL&JEfLEJmﬂmmwaaaawimmmameaww 24 mimlﬂumlmlmwmu
Yuzlomsue1uiisl NFC s aaumwmmumaaﬁwdaLﬁ]immuimamme] LLaumamammnmwmaaaﬂaa6]meu
vinlaaudunsnanasognedn fn IVDMD wdansusd 48 $rlusiafiududiofiouiunisuad 26 $alus ueiLilofisqn
mwaumaﬂawEJasJLaﬁﬂmammmmamaiumimmammLUuﬂimimuaaﬂmaaumaﬂawwnaaaLL‘ﬂQLLavmmam
mmmmﬁmmdmmum IVDMD 9@l (Sawanon, 2018) Setuagiilgmaningesd a8 mimmmmmwmwm
NFC g4 19U do8 Auduizin wazdudnlnaiinseuiidaudunsasnitnmsmingesemsneufial NFC @1 wu W
ﬁunLLaumgﬂLousJi

fin IVDMD 830159 usamiueomsdu Ardunsaang taganudutureaweulaie-lulnsaundanig
Unduan 24 uaz 48 Falus (Table 3) wuindudulssa v wudes dudnlnafindou wagnsziu dA1 IVDMD wdenis
Uy 24 #'faimqaﬂ’iwé’aaasmﬁﬁ’aﬁﬁzgé‘iawmaﬁﬁ (p<0.01) vueiiranudunse waranududuves NHoN uansig
g slitldAgmsada (0>0.05) ievihmsununu 48 Faluanuindududesn visdn dudnlneiingou uagnsziu i
A1 IVDMD gandndee uazvajiules (p<0 01) mﬂmamsmamLLamﬂmmulmwmmiﬁuumﬂimm NFC g9 o
wingeusauivemsneruiid NFC A7 1 v9d wagvg e Lu’JﬂLLaummawaalummwumlﬂauaiﬂm
ﬂﬁu%i&ﬂamwiﬁjﬁiuiﬂsdu%’mLL‘fjﬂLLau‘LJ’WHaL‘i]iEULG]UIG]lﬂLﬂ Savilskan IVDMD 71 24 mimlmammﬂ‘ummwm‘umu
NFC g9 uaﬂmﬂumwmmﬁmﬂaasﬂ,uiva vy (48 mIm onsfudsdaaiuliien VOMD YOIDIISHENUTIE NFC a9
(Fudulzan wasdudlnafingow) immmmwmwu NFC o1 (11139712) L‘Wﬁ,Jiﬂﬂ‘U‘u A0AAADINUNITTILIIUVDY
Padlom et al. (2018) Whednuazngudssazdosldunntudiornsuiuuiu wasdleldermsuneusmiuomsiu
TugduuueImnauAsudIueAl IVDMD dWinannninnslidemstuniosmsneuiiisseg1aien Luaamﬂiummsmu
ueNINAE NFC et mmsmummmimmimmLﬂumamiwmmdmawaumaamamumu mmmuu,aummm
g 9 SadumisliomstusutuamsenuIaiilie VDMD suaqmmimmwmﬂmmmwmumeasmmm

aaumsﬂumuwammmmimﬂEJasrm5mmﬁmﬂuiatmﬂuﬂauLLi’]QLLa dhanaldignindels Tnoanzlu
mmimu%mLLi’Jammwmmwmu ﬂﬂuuﬂ’]iﬂuﬂEJE]EJE]’MWiMEJ’]Ui’J@JﬂU@’]W]i‘UUR]\mﬂ’l IVDMD geninnisusinges
mmwmmwmasmmm (LJJE)’JWV] 24 %30 48 mim mmmmmwa’mmm NFC awyMmaaaimmﬂmmmwmwm
NFC 6 IﬂaLawwvasmmmuﬁmﬂwmWﬂaauLLavmuauﬂvimaumammi‘mmaasﬂmmwam nsungesansenusisl
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iuimwumuamﬂimauL‘WEﬂ,ﬁlmwamamammmﬂuuau‘[muw Ima‘dﬂmaaummvmmmmaaaaLiwuaﬂ{ﬂuam
mm‘muimmmﬂﬂmﬂmmmummiﬂm dlUshuiinlassadeduiusrounudunuiuasyhmandndeslddnni
TWsRumly (Stifkens et al,, 2022) muumammimﬂsJaammssuuiamummmmmUW‘UmmLﬂumuﬂuaa NH-N g
NINTUNNYRE SN TULNEI0EN9LAY LAy mﬂmaﬂ’liﬂm%ua’mwwmwuﬂimm‘wmum (NF2U) AMUTNTUVDS
NH,-N mﬂ,mLmﬂmmmmwmwumau 'u"LJLLaG]ﬂﬂmumﬂ’]iﬁuﬂEJEJEJIﬂiGlHiUﬂi”OUl@JI@ﬁGWDJﬁﬂﬁﬁu%@ﬁiﬂim‘uwu
agiummwmwu

Table 3 In vitro dry matter digestibility (IVDMD), NH5-N and pH of in vitro fermentation of roughage sources
(100) and roughage: concentrate ratio (50:50) incubation for 24 and 48 hr

Roughage Roughage sources”
. Parameter SEM  P-value

ratios SC BS PS LC RS NG

100 Incubation for 24 hr
pH 6.60°° 657" 6.48° 657" 663 665 004 <001
IVDMD (%DM) 13.43%  1895° 2153 12779 11.01° 14.61° 040 <0.01
NH;-N (mgN/L) 17.8 196  19.1 166 150 174 001 005
Incubation for 48 hr
pH 6.46° 653 652  656° 661 668 004 0.65
IVDMD (%DM) 14.29°  20.30° 21.60° 14.01° 1598° 1591° 114 <0.01

50:50 Incubation for 24 hr
pH 6.57 653  6.49 6.48 656 6.48 0.04 0.08
IVDMD (%DM) 16.20°  19.84° 21.82°  19.72% 1828 20.81° 1.16 <0.01
NH;-N (mgN/L) 30.67  31.81 3651 2834 3618 4134 772  0.13
Incubation for 48 hr
pH 6.51 650  6.47 6.43  6.47 653 0.08 0.65
IVDMD (%DM) 20.16°  23.51° 24.62° 21.84°° 24.09° 19.48° 1.14 <0.01

abcde Significant difference at P<0.05, SEM = standard error of the mean

Y SC = Sugarcane, BS = Baby corn stalk, PS = Pineapple stem and leaves, LC = Leucaena, RS = Rice straw, NG = Napier grass

anudutuvesnsalusiussiedne

mmLﬂu%wumﬂimlwﬁuismm'ﬂ&Jﬁwﬁmié’ué’qmﬂmwﬁﬂsjaaawmwmmﬂmaémﬁm MINANTINAUDINS
Judunan 24 Falus (Table 4) nuinnsuingdesfudulysa wazduinnaiingouiivsedadeilsnsnlutuszimedineg
53 NIALARN nsalwsilelin waznsatniisngendndes nsvdu e ules wagnet1l (p<0.01) WeRinsandnaiures
ﬂsmawmﬂmaiwswiauﬂwwmwmaaammwmwm NFC awﬂmmmuﬂmawﬂmﬂmaIW'ﬁwIauﬂmﬂmmi‘vmnaaa
9IRS NFC i i vheisazng e’ mwmivauawmumwmw NFC Aautndgs (p<0.01) Tunansls
Wuemsnenuiia NFC geydunidanunsaningesldiiouaz aaumanauumﬂﬁmm wAnnsalnsilefinoons
ﬂaummnﬂLmamEmﬂmaumsmawwmaaaLEJEfLEJ (Sawanon, 2018) Sedemalidndunsnesdnnselnsfilodnsingy
g mnsneIuiisl NFC a1 wWethemsneuiisl NFC mmmm‘mmﬂaaaiamummwmumulmwmmiﬂ
LWQJﬂ’J”I@JL‘UiJ‘UUﬂi@VL‘UiJUiULﬁ&Jﬂ’]EJi’JiJ nsRaLdRn nsalnshiladn LLavﬂimmmﬂlmwmwﬂﬁﬂammﬂumwmaaa
gstusanuesuenuiisl NFC a9 s iU e ST Ue M SNEIUTE NFC gauazilusiugs (nsediv)
asnAansalusiussnedts (nsaozdn naalnsiledn uaznandafisn) lEmninomane usingy (p<0. 01) o1auily
wmvmwmaaamvaumaumwLﬁumﬂsuﬂiviaﬁnﬂlmLmﬂm'mmmaumwmﬂaaammwmumammwum NFC
g9 (Villalba et al,, 2021)y LLavaaumwmmmﬂEJaammummsamammamammmEﬂ,mLL@ﬂmqmﬂaaumawmaaa
LL{]JLLau‘UWﬂa u@ﬂﬁ]’]ﬂ‘uENWUT]ﬂ’]imJﬂEJE]EJE)”IWﬁVl&J NFC @1 1uni1sundngesemstusiuduenmsneny mmvm
WeUTET NFC aau,avm awvlsdadiunsnezdnnaelnsilofinanas maumimamﬂsmimwiauﬂiuammuwmeuma
Tuynendufumsnannsnesaanidnaiuanas Luaammaumaﬂauwmaaausfjamammawmmuimimeuu
nandnudadimunazatsueulaeanlen

nanAnwAaTI wiatiny wasuianisuaulneonlusfindnldndiannisuingesomsmeuiiosetaiior wse
wifnsaufuemnstudunan 24 4lus (Table 5) nudinisudngesdudulssafissagrainfinsnanuiasy (88.59
fladdns/nfuinguite) uialiinu (14.46 Jaddns/nTuinguiis) uazansueulaeenles (72.13 faddns/niuinguis) ge
ﬁqm ﬁaaaqmmummmmwu NFC g3 EudnTnaiingou wazdes) dauemsnenuiisl NFC #1 (e TGEAZTAIO!
Wus) LLauﬂiuaummiwammamwam (p<O 01) LmLa,Jawmsmﬂmmnmamaﬂmmaﬂimmmmmwaaaimﬂauwmw
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AMsuLnNYpYesdn1SHARLAATIN WAdTWY LLauﬂﬂﬁuaulﬂaaﬂisumadwam s09a3AD W19U12 nTedu g des du
EUW’ﬂwmﬁﬂaau uarAuduly ifﬂumimammamaﬂimmamLmd‘waaﬂamavl,mmwam (p<0.01) Junansliduinemis
‘WEJ'TU'W&I NFC ﬁ\? (mu‘mﬂWﬂWﬂaau LLeY muauﬂuiﬂ) Lllallﬂ'ﬁMlIﬂEJaEJLLa'Jﬁ] UﬁﬂUaQEJLLﬂﬁlIL'WU Ly ﬂWanu‘lﬂ@@ﬂ‘l"Uﬂ
aanmuaamwmmwmumu NFC G’Y] (‘V\|'N°ZJ'TJ LLawWEU']LUL'IJE’Ji SLulefuu‘Wfﬂﬂqﬁﬁfﬂ‘U‘Wll NFC E‘N (EJEJEJ LLauﬂﬁ‘”ﬂ'U) llﬂ’]ﬁ
ﬂamﬂaammammu LLa”ﬂ']ﬁUEJUifﬂ@@ﬂl“ﬁfﬂ@@ﬂuqﬁﬁsﬂﬁu’ﬁ]”Lﬂ(ﬂﬁnﬂiﬂiﬁﬁﬁqﬁmaﬁwﬂiﬂﬂiaﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁuﬂ@Usﬁu@@uu@ﬂ"\]r]ﬂ
NFC mumamamaﬂamﬂaamma Lua\‘i‘ﬂ']ﬂﬁ]au‘l’liEJVIﬂQJﬂEJEJEJLEJE]IEJﬁ] Namﬂiﬂl”llllu3 LWEN']EJWQﬂﬁﬂE]“"U(ﬂﬂ AsAUISH Lay
ﬂ'ﬁU@Lﬂ:ﬂ@@ﬂl%@@@ﬂll'ﬂ@iﬂﬂﬂ'ﬂ‘\]ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁllﬂﬂ@E’JLL{]Q “Nﬂ']'ﬁUEJuvaﬂ@@ﬂVL‘U@Uqﬂﬁ'ﬂu@] aﬂﬁ]aum'&mamuwﬂuwuuﬂﬂ
admi’l shfuuiasimunoly (Sawanon, 2018) Fwilwniswingese1msiia NFC ﬂmmiwamLLﬂaumuaﬁm’lmmiwu
NFC 61 (Li et al., 2021)

Table 4 The short-chain fatty acid (SCFA) concentration of in vitro fermentation of roughage sources (100) and
roughage: concentrate ratio (50:50) incubation for 24 hr

Roughage Parameters Roughage sources”
. SEM P-value
ratios (mmol/L) SC BS PS LC RS NG
100 Total VFA 328.64° 346.79%° 38516  328.12° 250.14° 258.29° 20.94 <0.01
Acetic acid 236.24%° 251,06 281.06° 239.34°°° 208.76™  194.0° 26.57 <0.01
Propionic acid 52.46%  57.33  58.71° 43.37°  26.18° 38.20° 3.82 <0.01
Butyric acid 2011 23.72°  2676°  18.08™ 16.41° 14.44° 161 <001
lso-butyric acid 1.64° 195  212° 195  1.72%® 1.65° 0.24 <0.05
Isovaleric acid 8.14°  9.96®  13.40° 10.10%° 8.16° 8.10° 024 <0.05
Valeric acid 1.99%  2.75%® 3.12° 2.64%° 1.81° 1.88° 0.60 <0.05

Acetate/Propionat
COLATE/IIOPIONAte 459 q38c 479 5520 575 507" 047 <0.01

ratio

50:50 Total VFA 301.97°  327.03* 339.59°  250.14° 327.03% 298.40"° 25.43 <0.01
Acetic acid 19630 217.30° 218.15°  162.74° 211.73* 205.09° 17.10 <0.01
Propionic acid 51.68" 58.46™  66.06° 46.40°  47.58° 49.69 452 <0.01
Butyric acid 3371 37.12®  40.45°  31.69° 3290  30.49° 3.18 <0.01
lso-butyric acid 0.43° 244  269° 2.03° 247 243" 084 <0.01
lso-valeric acid 6.98°  7.99% 8.21° 6.89°  7.35% 743" 042 <0.05
Valeric acid 340"  3.68% 4.00° 354 319° 325 039 <0.05

Acetate/Propionate
o P 380  3.71® 3.31° 3.81% 387 4.14° 033 <0.05
|

abc Significant difference at p<0.05, SEM = standard error of the mean

V' SC = Sugarcane, BS = Baby corn stalk, PS = Pineapple stem and leaves, LC = Leucaena, RS = Rice straw, NG = Napier grass

Weavhnismingegemsverusiutvemstwduial 24 §2lus nudrdesfinisndauiasiy wazuia
msuaulmaﬂlwmaﬂimmmmeaammwm‘uawam (p<0 01) 509091 Ao Audlnafinseu Audulysa nsviiy
W9t wazngudes suaau SefinsanUsinasuias iy LLavmsuaulmaaﬂlmmmamlmmaﬂsmmmame
goele WU’JWﬂ’]‘imJﬂfJE]EJEJE]EJS’J&JﬂUEJ’]W]i‘UmeanWUaE]EJLLﬂa?N‘Vlﬁﬂ (p<0.01) 509893 A Audnlneflngou waiu
Fu$ nazdu vhatm wazduduiyan audiy wandiidiuindos (ewnsmeuiia NFC a9 dlenindesfisdianse
MINTINAVIWNSVUILHANUAE ImmawwvLmaumuLLavLmamsuaulmaaﬂlem%mwam ‘Lummvwmmwmum NFC g4
(Aududzsn) naulinalumanssdnuny ﬂaLﬂummwm‘uwmﬂaaaLLaam'ﬁUamUaaaLmaaaﬂmmmammmaummmﬂ
IﬂiaaiwﬁuaaLsJaistamimmﬁmwummmamammmmmﬂaasjsuawaumammm"mu (Sawanon, 2018) Iwumum
nsudngesnseiuazdnisnanuiadinuiay LLﬂamﬁuau"Lmaaﬂiqmaaﬁumwmmwmum NFC gauay #1 ilos91n
ﬂ'ﬁwﬂmiﬁ’]'ﬁUiUﬂEJULLVquuﬂE]u‘U’NﬁQ #OAAADINU Pineiro- -Vazquez et al. (2018); Montoya-Flores et al. (2020) uay
Stifkens et al. (2022) lmwmubmﬂsumumﬂaumuaLmuuumLmaumﬂs{ﬂummiammmwmmmaammimamma
fuannsindeslunszimeninld drunnedn (0N VENUTE NFC a9 Slensngeaifiosdieay UanUasoufia
gonuanImegules LLG]LM@uWWN‘UﬂWJﬂi’mﬂUm%ﬁ‘IJuﬂaU‘WU’J’]‘Uaﬂ‘UaaﬂLLﬂﬁE]E)ﬂiJ’]U@EJﬂ’J’]WU’]LuLUEJi u
LLamﬂmmummmwmmmmwm (W19t17) LmammaaamemwwaummummiﬂamJaammamauﬂiuaﬂaaﬂmm
uidoningessufuomatuasrlisansmmlunsdesisuuazannisanddesuiadounszan
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Table 5 The methane and carbon dioxide productions of in vitro fermentation of roughage sources (100) and
roughage: concentrate ratio (50:50) incubation for 24 hr

Roughage Roughage sources”
. Parameters SEM p-value
ratios SC BS PS LC RS NG

100 Total gas (mL/g DM) 79.33°  7861° 88597 6356 64.93° 6296° 844 <0.05
Total CO, (mL/g DM) 66.09° 66.01° 7413 5511 5322° 5171° 029 <0.01
Total CH, (mL/g DM) 13.24° 1259 1446 845 11.71 11.25% 030 <0.01
Total gas (mL/g IVDMD) 590.69° 414.82° 411.47° 497.72° 589.73° 430.94° 0.00 <0.01
Total CO,(mL/g IVDMD) 492.10° 348.35° 34433  43156° 483.37° 35395 1.70 <0.01
Total CH, (mL/g IVDMD) ~ 98.59°  66.47¢  67.15°  66.17° 106.37° 7698 170 <0.01
50:50 Total gas (mL/g DM) 107.35°  81.54° 71.86™ 72.16™ 68.28™ 66.73° 9.49 <0.01
Total CO, (mL/g DM) 68.82°  52.54°  46.03° 48.64° 4246° 4205 094 <0.01
Total CHy (mL/g DM) 38.53°  29.00° 2583 2352 2581° 24.67¢ 147 <0.01
Total gas (mL/g IVDMD) 532.49° 346.83° 291.88° 330.43" 283.44" 34256° 0.00 <0.01
Total CO,(mL/g IVDMD) 341.37° 223.47° 186.96° 222.69° 176.26° 21588° 4.42 <0.01
Total CH,(mL/g IVDMD) 191.12° 12336 104.92° 107.71° 107.17° 126.67° 4.41 <0.01

abc Significant difference at p<0.05, SEM = standard error of the mean

Y SC = Sugarcane, BS = Baby corn stalk, PS = Pineapple stem and leaves, LC = Leucaena, RS = Rice straw, NG = Napier grass
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