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Estimation of Rumen Degradability of Soy Pass in
Comparison with Soybean Meal by Using Nylon Bag

(in situ) Technique

Tvn #inda" uax Peter Lebzien®
Choke Mikled"” and Peter Lebzien®

Abstract . The estimation of rumen degradability of Soy Pass (SP) in comparison with soybean meal (SBM) and
3 concentrate mixtures (KFA, KFB and KFC) by using Nylon Bag (in sifu) Technique was conducted with 3
fistulated Holstein Friesian cows. Dry matter (DM) degradation of all tested diets at 2, 4 and 48 h of incubation
times was not significant difference (p>0.05), but at 8, 16 and 24 h. of incubation times DM degradation of Soy Pass
was significant lower (p<0.05) than other tested diets. By protein degradation of SP followed the same trend at 16
and 24 h of incubation times (p<0.05). The estimated effective protein degradation rate of SP at the outflow rates

from 4 percent per h and over was clearly lower than that of SBM.
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Table 1 The composition of the milking cow

ration.

Ingredients Percent

32
10
15
15
24

Barley

Wheat

Oat

Sugar beet pulp
Soybean meal
Soybean oil
Mineral mixed
Total

100
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Table 2 Composition of the rations that being used in the experiment by nylon bag
technique.
Ingredients Component A Component B Component C
(KFA) (KFB) (KFC)
Wheat 26 - .
Barley 20 - -
Rye - 30 30
Tapioca chip 11 24 24
Citrus pulp 10 25 25
Sugar beet pulp 19 10 10
Soybean meal 12 - ]
Soy Pass - .
Soybean oil 2 2 2
Total 100 100 100
Calculated crude
protein, g / kg DM : 152 114 114
NEL, MJ / kg DM : 8.7 8.6 8.7
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Table 8 Incubation schedule for tested samples by nylon bag technique.

Period Incubation of bags Withdrawal of bags
(hr) (hrs) (hrs)
o - -
2 6:30 8:30
4 6:30 10 : 80
8 6:80 1430
18 16 :80 8:30%
24 6:30 8 :80%
48 6:30 8:30"

"The 0 hr bags were directly washed after weighing the samples

¥ Withdraw in the next day
¥ Withdraw in the next two days
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Table 4 Chemical composition of test feedstuffs.

Feedstuff DM % of dry matter
(%) OM CP EE CF NFE

Soy bean meal (SBM) 89.8 92.7 52.6 1.7 3.6 848
Soy Pass (SP) 89.8 92.1 49.6 - - -
Concentrates :

1. KF-A 89.8 95.4 15.8 3.8 8.8 67.2

2. KF-B 80.7 956.0 11.5 33 7.9 72.2

8. KF-C 89.7 049 11.8 4.4 75 7.2

0+ % + e e

Oh 2h 4h 8h I6h 24 h 48 h
incubation Times (hours)

Figure 1 DM degradation of feedstuffs.
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" Table 5 Measurements and estimated values of protein disappearance (percent) from nylon

bags at different incubation times.

Incubation Soy bean meal Soy Pass
time
(h) Measurements Estimated Measurements Estimated
values values
0 15.00 15.89 17.02 16.05
2 29.59 25.49 21.80 18.74
4 83.69 34.00 19.87 21.48
8 43.06 48.22 22.78 27.04
16 68.65 68.12 40.27 38.59
24 81.58 80.87 51.85 50.72
48 98.92 96.42 90.62 20.89

Table 6 Effective protein degradation (%) calculated at different outflow rates (in % per h).

Fractional outflow rate from the rumen in % per h

0.08 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08
Soybean meal 722 66.8 82.0 58.2 54.9 52.2
(SBM)
Soy Pass 72.2 55.8 46.6 40.9 87.0 84.2
(SP)

A18asImMIaaIeRIv0INING AN A0S
555091 (SBM) 719a51m3 nariuma q fiu
fim 1ndiRoat w03 drskov et al. (1980)
11@% Madsen and Hvelplund (1994)
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Figure 2 CP degradation of feedstuffs.
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