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Effects of Spent Oyster Mushroom (Pleurotus ostreatus) Substrates (SOMS)
Supplementation in Broiler Diets on Apparent Nutrient Digestibility, Cecal Microbiota,
Small Intestinal Histomorphology, Productive Performance, Carcass Characteristic,
Quality and Fatty Acid Composition of Meat
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nsvaapsdisAnuinanisiadufouteifiaunssudaniiindeiis (spent oyster mushroom substrate: SOMS)
Tuenmsladlesonisdeslduuutnnguasinvus Rauv3sludiu tanieiniavesdldidn aussanmnisudn dnwagen
AunnuaresAUsznouvasnsaluiuluiile Tagldliwus Ross 308% $1uau 480 &2 (iweiE] 240 & waz wweidls 240 #7)
'vi’ﬂmm?ﬁymiﬂ'LﬁamU‘Lrﬁamwmé’ammmﬁmﬁuazammumiwmaaqejmugizﬂ (completely randomized design: CRD)
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fivavn 6 visnaus MImaus 4 §1 Saanun 24 Menaaes emsaaswlsEneusiedilnauasnndamaeadu
fiuguuar vn1siasu SOMS luamisszdu 0 (aauaw), 1, 2, 3, 4 uag 5 Wesidud TnelAidearldsuinuazomsidud
NANTVAGBY WUIT NSLETH SOMS danaronisgesldusinguesinguits lusfusan ndaus waslusiusuiianas
wUsundufusysu SOMS dutuluermsiaiile (P<0.05) udnsiasu soms Tuemsirlfeiinatieifiuuaz Wannaa
gewediala anudnveseiveenlaesquuesdldidndiuglofiiy (P<0.05) Bnudsdwmarianisifinduiuvesqdunis
1uﬂﬁjm lactic acid wag Enterococcus sp. (P<0.05) LLaxamﬁﬂmuﬂJawﬁuw%é Salmonella sp. Wag Escherichia colilu
suradliiie(P<0.05) uanarniinsisy SOMS luamslaifefinase nmaifiaUSinanisiuemsnasnnisnaassuay
Usnansiuldadesefudlold soms 3 wWedidudtuly wasUsunansiuldsemsiotu (P<0.05) usliifinaseaussann
ASWAREIUBY (P>0.05) minudnistasy SOMS luarmslatiedwasionn pH 7l 45 w1 waz pH 7t 24 2l 520
/1 trawling loss (P<0.05) uananinisiasy SOMS luemslaeannsananielififsyfuneiaamesoanifulsslovd
Hor$NauAM(P<0.05) n1sAnwiidlAiuitanunsaiaiy SOMS fisedu 13 Wodidud fdnsanluniaduundsingiu
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Abstract

This experiment was carried out to investigate the effects of spent oyster mushroom (Pleurotus ostreatus)
substrate (SOMS) supplementation in broiler chicken diets on apparent nutrient digestibility, cecal microbiota, small
intestinal morphology, productive performance, carcass quality and fatty acid composition in meat. Four hundred
and eighty (240 male and 240 female), day-old, Ross 308®. Chicks were raised under ambient temperature and
assigned to complete randomized design (CRD) with four dietary treatments and three replications per treatment.
Dietary treatment were, corn-soy basal diet supplemented with 0 (control), 1, 2, 3, 4 wag 5 % of SOMS. Experiment
diets and drinking water were offered ad libitum to the bird. Result show that the inclusion of the SOMS decrease
apparent digestibility of dry matter, ether extract, gross energy and crud protein (P<0.05). Dietary SOMS
supplementation decrease villous height, cryptal depth and villous height to crypt depth ratio in duodenum of
broiler (P>0.05). In addition, Experiment diet increase Lactic acid and Enterococcus sp. (P<0.05) and decreased
Salmonella sp. And Escherichia coli in cecum of broiler (P<0.05). Dietary supplementation of SOMS in broiler diets
may be a feasible means of producing meat with lower cholesterol contents for health conscious consumers. In
conclusion, the result of the present study showed that supplemented 1-3 % of SOMS can be used and has the

potential as feedstuff enhanced intestinal histomorphology and microbiology of broilers.

Keywords: broilers, spent mushroom substrate, Pleurotus ostreatus, prebiotics, performance, and fatty acid
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Hagtufinisdnamndeionisnisnuasuly
sgauninaeiiefuingovnsdailulsemamdaiamn
downddunuiuasiussmamnursnasuiifimamdens
mensinuasAnenngawazdilignlduselevidiuiuun
faiuifmfamssyiinsmzifaasvgiavatsin
WU inuaiunase Winyry waziianig Wudy Tned
nsUszananITiinIsania 1 Alanfuvzdedlduiuna
fagRowdofinuszuin 5 Alanfu (1] Feduniends
nMsmia Suiedymilinefouwdeinmdenisluiiuil
Busiurunn ansesuves [2 naninTanmded
NnszLINNISIBInvsiinuanTRduiandnandnly
wagladn (inocellulosic material) igauaudlunisilu
{@oloomns (dietary fiben) filiignegasneitgosluszuy
govoms wnusazgnoeslnsaunsudldlg Snvisd
wui1 fieqdunidvateuie uay Usznausie extra
cellular enzymes [3] 91n51891U284 [4] WUAINTTUVDY
wulwsiorluea wagiaa war leuauiua suviadiny
dudsznavveslenuaziawinuisdiulufeudoin
wiedts 1nnsAnwrfidiuuinuialassadiaidia
Usznause soluble fiber fio non starch glycan Uszanu
442-901 n¥u/Alan3u uaznguanlusuiuudu wu lady
waz nuantauuuwuy Wudu [5] 91nN11595189U4904 [6]
N81991 LauIesY (Pleurotus ostreatus ) Usznaunig
wé’mguﬂuﬁﬁimﬂa%ﬁuﬂu [3-1,3-D-glucopyranosyl
Falaseairsveaiinildnandedadunilulofnd
fifauaniifetngAvevnisdnifliaiuisadesls
(non digestible) [7] Tudruvesdldidnnouuu (upper
intestine) Falodlnuaanislsdnatsvin 19y nuaala
ledlnuwaaslsn wuuuuuladlnugaaislsd uazlala

Toalnuonanslsd WWudu feeillassadrefisimgiouls
Tuglddnladanansodosls [8] Tuisanunsalduselomd
Tun1sidennsgdunisasqivle [9] uwag N15M1ues
wuaviseunseiinluvien1aufue1ms wwu bifidobacterium
#i3ann bifidogenic effect (Gomes and Malcata, 1999)
Tngluilanuaiiisouazuuafiiionsauanfnmngg @mnsa
competitive exclusion fugaunsdnalsn Lazaiulsn
AoRuRaUN3IE (antimicrobial) [10] [11] [12] siadnula¥a
(antiviral) 938nszdun1sasagiiquiu uag Yrvan
AMILASENA [13] soudetigandSununaiadnaseoa [14]
Snvadatiensgduuiiamsiuld dignisdaedulvidnd
fnsasydulefifindy fidanauautfisuresfouds
Wim1a5uEanT3 (Pleurotus ostreatus) Wiaefsfind17un
AngfidoTaiuunfalunsidoudefiaurssusanii
waeisumaaesdszendldidutagAveimailaddu
(functional feedstuff) AfinuandAdudoloemisuaz
arslnvnduias (nutriceutical) dwiulriife Wewamn
sruumaiedliidelfiussavinm Uaonde way funush
sufafouaramuumnanisidusslevduagnisdnnig
denfdymieudefinmdeiwesiiufiogtadususssu
Suvndunisandymaninuindenesiadedu sauds
aavfaiwdnfausidolnildasfinuansidminiise
qunm (functional food) vesduilam
mannaesatsiyjsnisfnmnisliusslendldves
feudeifinuresusenid (Pleurotus ostreatus) wwd i
Tuemslaieroaussnnmmanan msgeslduuutang
wodlnvur 9an1einiavesdldiin dnwaren aunw
wazosfusenavvesnsnleduluiie suilunside
fduasudnenmiarnislininernsvesiuiiivelsin
Uszlewinnaasugia (Bio-economy)
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2.35msAiiunside

2.1 NMIBANLUUNITNARDS

nsnaassadadldfoudoifinunssuganig
wdefvnngud Fouiuazaoneamaluladnisinein
Uruanuiseu snnevuemg1Udaes Jminmesys lnedl
aaAnalarueAldannnisiiaseineviesl jURnas
Aauandly Table 1 TagaununIsNAaaLUUdNANY Tl
(completely randomized design: CRD) Us¥nauaae
6 VMG INUFaY 4 51 TuTavan 24 mevaans
il vi3nand 1 fe ewnsmuRu (control) Vv
2,3,4,5, 48z 6 Ao aWNIIETU SOMS 1, 2, 3, 4 uag 5 %,
gy vhnsdugnliideaesitugnisdn Ross 308% ang
131 91171 480 67 (e 240 A7 Uag inAldle 240 67)

dgninennaes Taousagmieneassiliile 20 fade
nigNaaes ﬁgaﬁqﬂlﬁL‘ﬁaﬁgwumhumiﬁﬁ’ﬂ%ummu
Tsanting Aululs vasnausniau uag Jararadaain
Tsailnlufudl 0 annduinfadusiunasnaudniduuay
fanarandalutudl 7 saudeiTadusululsluiuil 16
YBINSNABBIANSITU n15NAaDdilldszezinaass
Tndlelulsedeunuulanmun 35 Yu ulsoonidu 2 929
Ao Faesvevusn (1-21 Ju) Wermsnaassiidlusfiuneny
(crude protein) 23 Wasidud wavndsnulduselovila
(metabolizable energy) 3,200 Alaupasdrentansy uax
fraszavans (22-35 Ju) Memnsnaasfidlusiunenu
20 Weodduuazndenulduszlemils 3,200 Alaunass
sionlansuauALuzives [15]

Table 1 Nutrient composition of spent oyster mushroom substrate (SOMS)

Nutrient content (% as fed basis) SOMS
Dry matter 96.320
Organic matter 76.038
Crude protein 1.619
Ether extract 1.681
Crude fiber 22.954
Calcium 3.779
Total phosphorus 0.352
Gross energy (kcal/kg) 211646.512

22 mteslduuunnguedaruzluewnslnide

nsTarinisgeslauuulsingueslagus
(apparent nutrient digestibility) Tua11151A enielu
a3 (in vivo) 138 nsvaaeunistesldlagldansusd
(indicator marker method) a1135v83 [16] laevinn3lu
psuanlasindeanlas (Cr0s) 0.3 LWosifurdnsu
Iiidelusewinetuil 14-21 vean1svaaes elusewined
Fnsuinsmageuosnilu 2 e feil daeil 1 fe Tuil
14-18 vesnsneaeadugiausudni (adjustment period)
$9ft 2 fe Juil 19-21 vesnsnaaeudurinfufiogng
(sampling period) A8 ﬁwmifjmﬁummimmaamas
dufuyaveslidefildsuommavnassnaslasindosnled
Toenfushagnayanadlugailil H,S0, msdiudu 3 wWedidud
maABves [17 [18] udthdegsemsuazyadilduney
flgungdl 60 ssmwaldealuiaudiuaiiiesedinss
n1eviealJURnIg Mndudegtemmaassuas
AregrayatnluiimsiginiArTnguiie TUsiuneny
Wolosau Tuffusan 11 uazndanu suddinsesin
Ysualasiindoonlas (Cr0s) a1u3sves [19] waatun
ArurunIAIN158oeldvesduwiiesau (apparent dry
matter digestibility) #1310 [{(% Cr.Os 1u;3a - % Cry03

Tue1m3) x 1001/(% Cr.05 luyal] uay AN1sdeslaves
Tawuy 513 (apparent nutrient digestibility) 11910 100-
[100x {(% Cr05 T1819115/% Cr05 Tuya) x (% Tnvuzluye/
% Lnwuzlue g}l maidves [20]
a oy & o &

2.3 anmeinmaalddnvesiniie

n1singaniednadildidnveclaiileldisnig
AATILRIINAIMNEY (image analysis) Ineriialiiiionns
21 Fu lnglienemisegratos 6 4alus uardulniile
4 fseviienaaes (nAglazineiile) livesduasuay

< Y 1 o Y 1 A a o @
n1siiuded1edldian 3 diu fie gleditu 199y wax
lowdsy muiSvea [21] Inenisiiudiegredlddnusas
Aru817UseNn 2 LuRuns walwdly 4 % buffered
formalin Wutan 48 Falue maiSuea [22] waziAusnwn
fagnaly 10 Wasidud formalin a1u35va4 [20] 91n1TuY
wisualandegne 10 alanfafiog1aiiensiednuis
199 [23] n15TnA1ngIvesialaniiudnueniun
ponlaluasqu (crypt of lieberkuhn) lngiAsgvinsmun
a 1 6 ¥ v '3 2 1

10 3aladealadlasldndesganssaiuuulduasgu
Olympus BX 50, (20 x optical magnification) hag 14
AFn1sAmsIziamansaielUsunsy image pro plus
version 3.1, media cybernetics Iﬂﬁﬁ]s’?ﬂm’mqwaﬁala
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(villous height) AaudnvesnsUvieenlaiuasau (cryptal

depth) wazAruIUNIdndIuveIladdanonsuioa

latuadau (villous height to crypt depth ratio) n1u738

99 [23] udidumituiiiivesiada (villus surface area)

M1UTBVe4 [24] IngnT flufiinvediada [villus surface

area)} = {(1) x (ANUNT9V0IAF) x AUEaIaaa))]
2.4 Aneiveqauidludfumediile

v
A

n153AsIERTIuIuaunidludiuvedlniie

A

14735 conventional microbiology techniques Lo &Ll
lriifoony 21 u Tnelenommsetetion 6 Falus uddu
lwide 4 dromirevaasstnaduazinaie) iesi
Fruvazudnfudogrsvennailudlddiudiu ey
Iuuqdunsdludiu neld selective agar media n1178
984 Giannenas et al,, 2010 1mg lactic acid bacteria
(Lactobacillus + Bifidobacterium spp.) 149 MRS agar +
0.02% NaHs + 0.05% L-Cystine hydrochloride mono-
hydrate, Enterococci T4 m Enterococci agar, E.coli 14
EMB agar, 4az Salmonella 1% Salmonella shigella agar
ndusuiulszsinsvesgaunisludsuildannis
Tas1gin1aiesUfiinisdesrinnisudasdeya
(transformed) ¢3¢ log argralithm §1u 10 Aeufiazin
JoyalUnseinsaifnuisnisves [25]

25 ammmwmimﬁmaﬂﬁLf':al,l,axmamammu
MAUATEFND

nsinaussannisuanvedliiderlnedes
Iilosftanun 35 Su wuadu 2 929 fe 0-21 Ju way 22-
35 u ngliomsaremesnadiudl anvuiinUsuaems
fauld dmineedldiie uavswaudninenaentiinis
NAADY WAIUIAIUINMIAIANTTONINNITNES AD USH0Y
nshuldiaderatu (average daily feed intake: ADFI)
Yt ueds (average body weight gain: BWG)
Sasnsiasaiulamiedetu (average daily gain: ADG)
uarUszansnmnsldeumns (feed conversion ratio: FCR
(feed : gain)) #1310 [ADFI/ADG] fﬁunumimémﬁald 1
Alansu (feed cost per gain: FCG) 11910 [FCR x 51A1
21115 1 Alansu] M1u3sues [26] [27] SaNHIAIUIUNI
Sns1nnsiapesen (viability) wagauiiuszansninnisuan
(productive index: PI)) a1u38989 [27] uanan i
ATUIUNINARDULNUNIGLATYFAT (economic benefit
retum) A8 AUNUAIDINTAOAT (feed cost per gain)
Yar19INNIIEsada (salable bird return AlsanSsiesa
(net profits retumn per bird) LaZENTINANDULNURDNT
au (return of investment)

2.6 Wosidudenuazamnimile

nsfadesidudernuazauaimio tneidle
lriifenmaeseny 35 u vinsenewnslniidostneden 6
2l whdaliidle a fademirenanes (Mfuassade)

g dunazuarfaussudiniio faauveiduduin
LLazﬂmmWLﬁa Toedadmdnein dvdndudiu uile
ArulraAUesiduiann (carcass percentage) hay
Adodidusannidu (chill carcass percentage) 52174
funamAnUesidudtuguinuss (cutting percentage)
aisves (28] ntufiuiegailenthenvesliiieiiie
3Lﬂswzﬁ@mnWWL§a Taemstaranudunsa-a veaie
wiienlufl 45 wadt (pH 45 min) wazdi 24 F2lua (pH
24h) TaelY pH meter U pH 211, Hanna, Padua, Italy
Au3sves [29] WiuSnuniloenliil 4 esanwaiTea
w24 FlunfieYadrdvenileld As Artuadig
(lightness: L*), ansluduag (redness: a*) wagaandu
Awdes (yellowness: b*) a13% [30] usnaniidarinnis
i@ﬁwmmmmmlumié’mﬁw (water holding capacity)
Usznaunag migiyl,ﬁaﬁwmmﬂmﬂﬁu (dip loss),
nsgadetnarnniseu (boiling loss), Nsgaydetinain
MUY (trawling loss) uag mizjauu?mfwmﬂmﬁyjqzm
(roasting loss) 111135V [30] [31] sruRafiusIuTI
wazdnwidiegaiolnililugungd - 20 sseneaidoa
Wiolnsevinelaanasoadies C45,994.10 [19] uaznis
Aasgesausnauvesnsaludy (Individual fatty acid
content) $78 GLC a335u93 [32]

2.7 MFATEteyan1Eia

ihdeyadlduiiiasizsiaiaiiuuysusou
(analysis of variance: ANOVA) AMULAUATTNARBILUY
Z‘ZiNﬂNUﬁﬂj (completely randomized Design: CRD) lng/l%f
WUUU Y= WL+ Ti + §; e Yy unu AIFANAIINNANNTT
wmaaqﬁ i= Lﬁa i=1,2,3 450886 %ﬁﬁj Lﬁaj =1, 2,
3 uax 4 Ty L Ao AaAssau (common mean) @ T
Ao BMSwavesnquN15NAaY (treatment effect) 7 |
o 1 = nsiasy SOMS luamsiiiie 0, 1, 2, 3, duay 5
Wasidusd uarg; fle AnuAaIAdou waviUSoudiou
AINLANAIIALRAsTENINanqudeyanie Tukey’ s
studentized range test (HSD) m1u35a04 [33] laald
TUsWA3Y Rversion 3.3.1 M1u359049 [34] A1UUAAI
Sodildlunisvageudi P<0.05 uay P<0.01

3. HANINARADY
a v dy =3 13 a = Qy

3.1 NaveIIEUApUWBInUITHE N R Tie
Tuemnslillerenisgeslawuulsnguedlavugdsing

lrllenlasueinisiasu SOMS Aszdu 0
Wosidud danisgesldvesinguiis ndausiu uaz
LUsAuTImEININGUN1INAGRIaU (P<0.01) BNV wuin
Inllefildsuanmsiaiu SOMS fiszau 0 uaz 1 Wasidus
= ' v o ' ' =
finnsteglavesluiusingeniingunisnaassdu (P<0.01)
ludrunisdeslaveudeleverulifinnuuandsiunnngy
Maneaes (P>0.05) Mnuanisvaaesdadlmiuldinszau
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nnsta3y SOMS itudulusnislifendsuniusie
nsgeglivesinquisfianandunuuiduldsidsany
ag19ided1deyBani9ad (Cubic, P<0.01) war sz iy
nsiase SOMS Mitudulusimislifeudsnnduse
USunuwesnisteslaveslutiusin wdwusiu TUshusiu
fananduuvuiduldaideauegrefitoddynisada
(Cubic, P<0.05) sauanslu Table 2

3.2 navesmss Ui ouToiaunsuS i BEeii
Tuomnslnideseqaunidludsu

Iifedlasusmisiasy SOMS sz 3 8a 5
Wasidus f51u9u lactic acid bacteria Tudifiugeniing
msnaaetay (P<0.01) ua lrdlefldsuemstasy SOMS

fiszeu 2 89 5 Wedidud fsauau Escherichia coli way
Salmonella spp. ‘Lu%ﬁ’mﬁmi’m&jumswmaaﬁu (P<0.01)
Inuansnaassdadlddiuléinsydunisiasy SOMS 4
dnduluemnsiiienusdunsesesiuau lactic acd
bacteria Tudfutfunvuidulasfindedes (Quadratic,
P<0.01) uazsEFUNISIEsY SOMS Adfisduluomsiae
wUIHUN I8 1UIU Enterococcus sp. Tudfuiifindu
Juwuuidunss (Linear, P<0.01) winsifiuseiunisiasy
soms luermsirilewdsunifustesuan Escherichia coli
way Salmonella spp. ludfufianaadunuuidulfstds
@09 (Quadratic, P<0.05) fiauanslu Table 3

Table 2 Effect of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets on apparent nutrient digestibility and nitrogen retention

Apparent nutrient digestibility Level of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets (%) Trend
SEM P-value .

(%) 0 1 2 3 4 5 analysis
Dry matter 80.75" 71.50° 73.18° 70.75° 71395 60.74° 0.82 <0.01 C
Crude fiber 86.15 74.18 71.22 71.09 73.39 63.11 3.73 0.22 NS
Ether extract 98.22" 97.28" 95.08° 94.32° 9186°  94.29° 0.22 <0.01 C
Gross energy 90.75" 82.93° 84.15° 82.34° 83.80°  78.54° 0.47 <0.01 C
Nitrogen retention 86.15" 74.18° 74.59° 71.09° 7339°  63.11° 0.76 <0.01 C

SEM= Standard error of mean, NS= Not significantly (P>0.05), L = Linear

> Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.05

*® Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.01)

Table 3 Effect of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets on cecal microbiota
Cecal microbiota Level of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets (%) M P- Trend
(Log 10 CFU/mU) 0 1 2 3 4 5 value analysis
LAB* 11.63% 11475 1138% 1156 11.84° 1129 0.03 <0.01 Q2
Enterococci 6.26° 6.60° 7.29° 7.38" 7.65" 8.06" 0.13 <0.01 Q2
E. Coli. 10.06" 9.94 9.66° 9.37° 9.12° 8.70°F 0.09 0.20 NS
Samonella spp. 2.30" 2.40" 0.60° 0.00° 0.00° 0.00° 0.08 <0.01 Q2

*LAB = Lactic acid bacteria (Lactobacillus and Bifidobacteria)

SEM= Standard error of mean, NS= Not significantly (P>0.05), Q2 = Quadratic

> Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.05
*® Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.01)

33 navesnsiauieudaifinunssusin it
Tuomnslrideseqameiniavesdléian

n1sw3u soms Tuemnsliidesioganieinie
vosdldian wut Taidedllésuemaaiu SoMs fisedu
189 5 Wesidud fanuawesiadavesdrldidndiu
glodtuganiingunismeaassdu (P<0.01) drudrdsinn
msganieiniavesdldidnardulafinuunnsisiunn
nAuNINAGDY (P>0.05) InKaNTTIAABIS T liulHT
sedun1aaiy SOMS Aiituluensliideutsiunse
nsifinAugsresiadadiugledtu Junuuidulis

10

a

Adsarueg1eildodidgydanisaia (Cubic, P<0.01)
fauandlu Table 4

3.4 NavBINSIER IR BRI sUS N BLEeis
Tuomsliiereaussanmnisnan

Tugiso1e 0-21 Fu vaansianalaiile wuin
e ilésuemsiady SOMS fiszsiu 0 wag 5 Wodidus
Lifinadeaussanmnisandiusagianisasaivle
USuraunisnuls Usgdndainnisladens ensin1sane
wag fuliuszansannisnanlufinnuuananeiusening
NNNFUN1INAGBY (P>0.05) Aawandlu Table 5 daulugae
01y 22-35 Yu vesniaidedliide wudn lidedlasy
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5wy SoMs Tuemnslaefisydu 1 8e 5 wWesidud
fiUsinaevsTiiuT e wasUSinansiuldredsety
gandilrdefildsunisiedu soms luemsliidediszdu
0 wWaesiud (P<0.05) annranisnaasdedlmdiulein
sysfunstasy SOMS Afisduluemisladouusiunsede
VBinasemnsiunsmuauazUsinainsiuldnedase Suil
dududuuuudunse (Linear, P<0.05) @auAdanadu
ldfiauuananedu (P>0.05) aeuanslu Table 5 uay
Tugaseng 0-35 Ju vesnsidsdliile wut Tidefilasy

51y SOMS Tuemnslaefisesdu 1 81 5 Wedidus
fiUsinmensTiuT e LarUSinansiuldredseiy
andliidefildsunsetutoudefaunsuginiviedi
Tuamsliifofisziu 0 Wedidud (P<0.05) arnnanis
nnaodatliiiuldinsedunisiasy SOMs Aiuduly
ansliileudsiunseteUsinasiuiuemsinuama
wazUsunanisiuldresisdouifitudunuudunse
(Linear, P<0.05) flauansly Table 5

Table 4 Effect of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets on small intestinal histomorphology

Small intestinal Level of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets (%) Trend
) SEM P-value )
histomorphology 0 1 2 3 4 5 analysis

Duodenum
Villous height: (mm) 1.34° 1.69® 179" 165"  150°  1.65° 0.26 0.01 C
Villous wide: (mm) 0.20 0.19 0.20 0.16 0.17 0.21 0.01 0.51 NS
Surface area (mm?) 0.86 0.92 1.14 0.83 0.81 1.08 0.05 0.48 NS
Cryptal depth: (mm) 0.19 0.27 0.27 0.23 0.20 0.13 0.01 0.19 NS
VH: CD 7.07 7.10 7.80 7.52 7.65 6.64 0.47 0.99 NS
Jejunum
Villous height: (mm) 1.30 1.34 1.53 1.44 1.55 1.66 0.07 0.63 NS
Villous wide: (mm) 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.01 0.98 NS
Surface area (mm?) 0.55 0.60 0.77 0.60 0.71 0.68 0.03 0.45 NS
Cryptal depth: (mm) 0.15 0.20 0.18 0.26 0.22 0.20 0.01 0.25 NS
VH: CD 7.43 6.55 8.49 5.96 7.05 7.03 0.33 0.52 NS
Ileum
Villous height: (mm) 1.02 1.27 1.12 1.18 1.03 1.12 0.04 0.59 NS
Villous wide: (mm) 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.14 0.00 0.93 NS
Surface area (mm?) 0.50 0.56 0.52 0.50 0.48 0.50 0.03 0.96 NS
Cryptal depth: (mm) 0.17 0.27 0.21 0.22 0.18 0.20 0.01 0.27 NS
VH: CD 5.80 4.72 5.39 6.50 5.72 4.96 0.16 0.18 NS

SEM= Standard error of mean, NS= Not significantly (P>0.05), L = Linear

P Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.05

*® Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.01)

3.5 navaInsiE IR puTaimnesus i Bdeis
Tummﬂﬂ'ijaﬁiaé’ﬂwmwmmLLaz@mmWLﬁa

nnstasy SoMs luermislaiefisedu 0de 5
Woddud wui wWedudenuavivedduddudiues
Iidelsifinauunndsfusganitaandunisnnaes
(P>0.05) fauanslu Table 6 @un15An®INISIESL SOMS
Tuonsliidefiszduo fs 5 Wesiduddequnimioves
Iale nudn eldvesliifedldsusimsiasy SOMS
fiszsu 189 5 wWesidud Sannudunsaaiedl 45 uni
uag 24 Falusganinilolivedlrideldsunisiedu soms
Tuewmnsladlefiszsu 0 Weddud (P<0.01) Snviaifolives
Irifofilasueimisiasy SOMS fiszdu 1 8 5 Wodifud
flein trawling loss sndnilalrvesliiledilgzunisiasy
soMs Tuensliideftsesu 0 Weddud (P<0.01) dauen

Funanisaiadulifinnnuuensrsfunnngunismeasa
(P>0.05) 91nran1sMaaef g liiduldinsefunisiasy
soms Fiudiluomstadeudstunsamaudunse
Aravauielnit 45 wiidhiAuTwdunuuiduldeingea
(Quartic, P<0.01) LAz 5¥FHUAT5LES Y SOMS MLt udulu
ownslaouusiunsiredanudunsaisvendelid
26 Falusihiindwdunvuduldeindeaes (Quadratic,
P<0.01) udisEAUN1SIETH SOMS Aiuduluemsiie
WUSNNRURDAT trawling Loss voudlolifiananduuuy
@umsa (Linear, P<0.05) Aakandlu Table 7
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WUULEUATS (Linear, P<0.01) WUSHARUAILSEAUNIS LA
soms Adiuduluemslae sntidmasossdussney
voansaludiy fe nsnluiulidusudafen nnladulidu
Fadou nsnluiududs nenlodiulowd 6 way nsaluty
Teiu 9 Aupnsafulussninsngunisaass fauandly
Table 8

3.7 navesmsiEsuioudiaiinunssudenBimdeis
Tuewnsvedlniiledenaneuunumaasugia

n1stasy SoMs lusmislaiilesesu 089 5

§ @ & 1 a ' a

WesldudsonanauunumnuATEERa nudl N1siEsa SOMS
TuemsynseaulifinasiorduyuateImsiedm yar1an
n1svigsiefa Mlsandseds wagdnsdiunanauwnuse
NN389U(P>0.05) Aawansly Table 9

Table 5 Effect of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets on productive performance

) Level of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets (%) Trend
Productive performance SEM P-value )
0 1 2 3 4 5 analysis
0-21 day
BWG (kg/bird) 0.74 0.74 0.73 0.75 0.73 0.72 0.04 0.59 NS
FI (kg/bird) 1.07 1.69 1.11 1.12 1.13 1.13 0.14 0.09 NS
ADFI (g/bird/day) 51.13 50.92 53.05 53.64 53.76 53.68 0.34 0.09 NS
ADG (g/bird/day) 35.02 35.33 35.04 35.71 34.58 34.41 0.25 0.69 NS
FCR (Feed:Gain) 1.46 144 1.51 1.50 1.55 1.56 0.01 0.07 NS
Viability (%) 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 - - NS
Productive index 239.85 24555 231.68 237.80 22.48 220.68 2.77 0.13 NS
22-35 day
BWG (kg/bird) 0.87 1.05 0.96 1.04 0.99 1.03 0.02 0.18 NS
FI (kg/bird) 1.64 1.80 1.80 1.93 1.84 1.90 0.02 0.02 Q2
ADFI (g/bird/day) 116.86° 128.89° 128.24° 136.30° 130.01°  134.43° 1.41 0.03 Q2
ADG (g/bird/day) 62.01 74.89 68.47 74.00 70.55 73.36 1.41 0.16 NS
FCR (Feed:Gain) 1.89 1.72 1.91 1.84 1.84 1.83 0.04 0.80 NS
Viability (%) 91.11 100.00 100.00 98.04 94.12 96.08 0.99 0.14 NS
Productive index 300.42 43587 37233 393.80 360.33 385.34 13.73 0.20 NS
0-35 day
BWG (kg/bird) 1.60 1.79 1.69 178 1.71 175 0.02 0.19 NS
FI (kg/bird) 2.71° 287" 2.91% 3.03° 2.30° 3.01° 0.03 0.04 L
ADFI (g/bird/day) 77.42° 82.11%° 83.13%° 86.70° 84.26° 85.98° 0.74 0.04 L
ADG (g/bird/day) 45.82 51.16 48.39 51.03 48.97 50.00 0.62 0.19 NS
FCR (Feed:Gain) 1.69 1.61 1.73 1.70 1.72 1.72 0.02 0.48 NS
Viability (%) 91.11 100 100 98.04 94.12 96.08 1.00 0.14 NS
Productive index 246.93 318.87 283.35 293.30 267.79 279.67 11.94 0.10 NS

SEM= Standard error of mean, NS= Not significantly (P>0.05), L = Linear, Q2 = Quadratic

25 Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.05

*® Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.01)

4. 3150l

nswasa SOMS Tuemnsiaedldfiuingnns
goslsvaslnvuziauariinisgesldvendelslunnngy
nsneasdlifiauuandnetunieada Janansdenisi
SOMS fiusunveadelotiosainuszneudie cellulose,
hemicellulose wa lignin 91n¥anildlunisvhieudoldia
fie Aidos Wudu Fsnsiin SOMS lusmnsiiiedwasi
WlAieliannsadesdeleluiemaiueims 3oili
olglugruiinanefiuensiilawue (anti nutritive factors
AANFs) uazdanalaenssrarnistesldvedasusduiianas
e SOMSUsgnauslgTandwinanlulgagladn
(linocellulosic material) faauastRdoloatms Snvalu
Foudaifiaunssudiniadszneudelavhuaziavuoin
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5] lnelassasnensnaniagladanunsadeslaluenianu
gnsvesdninsyinziien Svdwmalnenswennistesls
YOIRWTTIANaT dIUNANITNIAABLETU SOMS LARNARD
nsgeslduuuuingueadeleifldlndidsstunnngs
msnaaestiuuansiuidoleannisiia SOMS figatulu
gn591M13 Mnus SOMS Saildeflunisiiuyszansam
vasmsdeldvaaioly Fwmantsmaassadsillinadenndas
U [35] e niendninssmnziiedliawsonde
eulwidendelold dufuiwndudeufueuleiann
wiawnen adluemsiieinyussansnnuaselidn iy
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Uselemdlfanlnaugiiiuanniy e agmzdiadusn
wasveseulesidosidolofiannsathunlduselovdlely
& fo iloifiunuamalasuinisvesingauensdnd
wazordaensdnudlnaurluingivensdnd fadan
51891UY04 [37] Anwdnwagn1an18nINUeIsINeIu
s mieeuleieunnfowinni nenudl
foudaifinunssudininueuleisagiad iuuuuiua
warlguauiuanawndoaguardvsednsamlunisgae
delelusmenugerignisnininazanunsayszgndlfieules]
Tumsusudgsnunmvssingivemsdnifiidelogals
wananifansesu (361 leAnwnisiaiufanivdold
31NN1IMIZTAUITY (Pleurotus ostreats) Tue1mssie
nsgeslivedlnvuglunasanaast 1891U31 1INSLERY
Frefanmgiiia i 3 spdy SAnnsdeslduasinguis
TsAusw elesan 181 wazwdsaugendtenmsiasy
wullBainsfuaznguaIuAy (P<0.05)

sy Soms luamnslaidedlfifiui

N ¢

X
naLiint uesdunasfiisslowd Wosangdunidid
Usglewl laun lactic acid bacteria (Bjfidobacterium sp.
way Lactobacillus sp.) Wag Enterococcus sp. L3 UANT
wiluledndamaliAnnmsisquivluasiiusiuuvesngy
Tslulefndluieniniuvemsdadunguuuaiiiie
Aldoandiauduauninlunisduiugansluiemaiu
awnsdeildanududureseandiauneluanasdwase
nsrvunseandinduuaridnduludléfianasdedmatise
N33 LALTALAZdUATUNTTUIUNINTNVRIAUNTE
Bifidobacteria sp. i38nn bifidogenic effect dualnensa
Aon1snsrdunisasgiivlnvesuuailiieludld
fifiuselowd wu Bifidobacteria sp. Wag Lactobacillus sp.
Wudu lnenszuaruntsnidndeanarnildifianisudn
nsnuanRnuazrandaeidunsalusiuaedu (short chain
fatty acid) Ao nsnezd@fn nalnsilella wagnsndarisn

wazuia (gases) dswaronisasrsaninanudunsa
Tuienaiuemns [38] vakanndananaldinungse
msSuiulauaznisulivesuaiiSefling dwal
’«gﬁu%‘%ﬁmﬁﬂww laun Escherichia coli. wag Salmonella
spp. anas [39] wenami Lactobacillus sp. S9a1U150NER
Bacteriocin lumsiiedanisia3aiivisvesidonalsn [39]
Fawansvaaesiananfimuaenndesiunanuiseves
[40] #lsvinnsAnwinisiadumsninledlnuenailsdly
9 MISLAsTe WUl wuaiFeiifiuselovidlungy
Pediococus W&y Enterococcus faeci tasgytAulaleadlu
omadsauteiaiungnialedlnuenailsd (12) 18dnw
Snwarlnsiadvesdlduarsnuwuaiidelulidle
lgsuemnsiisivia Agaricus biporus sz 0, 10 uaz 20
n¥u/Alansuenns wuin fvSunanie Lactobacillus sp.
s uaugatlunduvedlifiFudenisauiniissdu 20
n$w/Alaniu WewFsuiisuiunguamuni wagaInsa
994 [11] Anwdnenmaesiauasayulnsainiiviinan
Aslulalnse (prebiotic) s1891U31 nstdarsanatae
mw’jufﬁmaumamauw%'éﬁﬁﬂiﬂwﬂ (Bifidobacterium sp
and Lactobacillus sp.) WazA1umun1siingauni sl
Inw (Bacteroides spp. wag Escherichia coli) 1oy [41]
ﬂdniﬂﬂﬁﬁmiﬁiﬁ% non digestible oligosaccharide Azl
AU ANATULATN AU ANTTONINNTHAALBZAANITLAR
Tiouds nNn1IMAaesiHILN T89u Winusznaude
soluble fiber fi® non starch glycan Uszanad 442-901 nsu
soflansu wazngualuzuuuudy Wy lafiu way nuanls
wiwuy Wudy [5] Sadiedadunslulefndfinuanfidy
p1nsvesAuvEsMIuUsslend siliAnnszuunvsin
(bifidogenic effect) ¥l ldnansausiJunsalosuasdu
(short chain fatty acid) wfia (gases) Tunissafugause
¥8n7199 (antimicrobial) [12] fiof1ula5a (antiviral)
PrensrAunTaTniiAuiy uazannaIen [13]

Table 6 Effect of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets on carcass and cutting percentage

Carcass and cutting Level of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets (%) SEM P- Trend
percentage (%) 0 1 2 3 4 5 value analysis
Carcass percentage 75.82 73.52 73.79 73.88 73.30 73.14 0.36 0.27 NS
Chill carcass percentage 73.61 71.31 71.58 71.66 71.10 70.94 0.34 0.24 NS
Breast 19.85 19.84 20.17 20.13 19.08 18.97 0.19 0.33 NS
Fillets 3.83 3.73 3.87 3.98 3.74 3.77 0.05 0.71 NS
Wing 9.13 9.14 8.69 8.79 9.03 8.71 0.09 0.52 NS
Thigh 13.20 13.33 14.54 13.17 13.71 13.57 0.21 0.47 NS
Drum strict 9.23 9.61 9.70 9.38 9.95 9.61 0.08 0.20 NS
Head 2.28 2.07 2.08 2.15 2.15 2.14 0.02 0.21 NS
Shank 3.45 3.66 3.50 3.56 3.58 3.52 0.03 0.58 NS
Skeletal 16.81 15.82 15.36 15.30 15.36 16.10 0.12 0.07 NS

SEM= Standard error of mean, NS= Not significantly (P>0.05)
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Table 7 Effect of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets on meat quality

Level of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets (%) Trend
Meat quality SEM P-value )
0 1 2 3 4 5 analysis
pH 45 min. 5.93° 6.33" 6.43" 6.19" 6.34" 6.36" 0.03 <0.01 Q2
pH 24 h 577° 5.90" 597" 597" 597" 5.98" 0.04 <0.01 Q2
Color at 24 hour after chill storage at 4 °C
L* (lightness) 54.83 53.05 56.32 54.70 53.24 55.18 0.35 0.26 NS
a* (redness) 0.67 1.03 1.00 0.62 0.77 0.65 0.10 0.44 NS
b* (yellowness) 13.34 12.43 13.75 13.34 11.77 13.96 0.19 0.06 NS
Water holding capacity (%)
Drip loss 5.52 4.24 4.09 4.22 4.51 4.72 0.22 0.49 NS
Boiling loss 23.82 18.31 17.33 18.81 15.96 15.83 0.73 0.07 NS
Trawling loss 8.58° 5.00 551" 5.71° 4.38" 5.01° 0.33 0.04 L
Roasting loss 23.24 28.18 30.68 28.01 27.44 28.93 0.97 0.10 NS

SEM= Standard error of mean, NS= Not significantly (P>0.05), L = Linear, Q2 = Quadratic
25 Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.05

*® Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.01)

Table 8 Effect of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets on fatty acid composition in meat

Fatty acid composition in Level of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets (%) SEM pvalue Trend
meat (¢/100 ¢ total fat) 0 1 2 3 4 5 analysis
Cholesterol 68.67°  69.87"  6633°  6530°  61.00°  69.49° 0.48 <0.01 L
Monounsaturated fatty acid 0.97° 132" 1.22° 128" 128" 1.33" 0.09 <0.01 Q2
Palmitoleic acid 0.10° 017" 0.14° 0.15° 0.15° 0.17" 0.01 <0.01 Q2
Veccenic acid 0.05° 0.07" 0.06° 0.03° 0.03° 0.04° 0.04 <0.01 Q2
Oleic acid 0.82° 1.09" 1.03° 1.10" 1.11% 1.12* 0.08 <0.01 Q2
Polyunsaturated fatty acid 0.49° 0.56" 0.53" 0.56" 0.54" 0.56" 0.04 <0.01 Q2
Linoleic acid 0.43° 0.50" 0.47° 0.51" 0.51" 0.51" 0.04 <0.01 Q2
Eleostearic acid 0.02" 0.02" 0.02" 0.01° 0.01° 0.01° 001 <0.01 Q2
Eicosatrienoic acid 0.04° 0.04° 0.05" 0.05" 0.03° 0.04° 003 <0.01 Q2
Saturated Fatty Acid 0.78" 0.70%¢ 0.65° 0.58° 0.58° 0.71° 0.05 <0.01 NS
Myristic acid 0.02* 0.02* 0.02* 0.01° 0.01° 0.01° 0.01 <0.01 Q2
Palmitic acid 0.56" 0.45° 0.40° 0.28° 0.28° 0.38° 0.03 <0.01 Q2
Stearic acid 0.18°F 0.20° 0.22° 0.28° 0.28° 0.31" 0.02 <0.01 Q2
Heneicosanoic acid 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 <0.01 NS
Omega 3 fatty acid 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 <0.01 Q2
Omega 6 fatty acid 0.47° 0.54%® 0.51° 056"  053® 055" 0.04 <0.01 Q2
Omega 9 fatty acid 0.82° 1.09" 1.02° 1.10* 111t 112t 0.48 <0.01 L

SEM= Standard error of mean, NS= Not significantly (P>0.05), L = Linear, Q2 = Quadratic
25 Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.05
*® Mean with symbol with in same row differ significantly (P<0.01)

Table 9 Effect of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets on economic benefit return of broilers chicken production

Economic benefit return Level of SOMS supplementation in broiler diets (%) SEM P- Trend
(THB/BIrd) 0 1 2 3 4 5 value analysis
FCG' 75.82 73.52 73.79 73.88 73.30 73.14 0.36 0.42 NS
SBR? 73.61 71.31 71.58 71.66 71.10 70.94 0.34 0.60 NS
NPR® 19.85 19.84 20.17 20.13 19.08 18.97 0.19 0.22 NS
ROI (%)’ 3.83 3.73 3.87 3.98 3.74 3.77 0.05 0.31 NS
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'Feed cost per gain (FCG) ={(FCR x feed cost)x100}/(Survival x BWG), %Salable bird return (SBR) = (Price of live chicken (40 Baht) x BWG), *Net profits
return per bird (NPR) = (SBR - FCG), “Return of investment (ROI) = (NPR /FCG) x 100, NS= Not significantly (P>0.05)

o

uonaninisiaiu soms luemislaiieds
FiFuidnisifinturesaugeiadadiuglodi
199910 SOMS aziluszneusiednlulvagladniil
auaudAlunisidudelyeinis (dietary fier) s2us
sdUsznavveslevinuaziAvveafinusdiuidady
soluble fiber e non starch glycan waznguaulusuuuy
du [5] fanusndaaiugduniofsiusslovilunsdod
naugauEAiny wagnsuannsalufussivedeansdy
(short-chain fatty acid) IneiwadyRavesdldidngnnsssu
THesgivingaensaladussimedreareduiilaann
nszvumaningoefeaunidiinusslond Fasgnaedy
wagtnduanlifuunamdsuveswadidoyiadld
Sndanaiut uressiuiugdunidifvsslenidasan
$ruauvesgdunEsiliing Fsadurddilinududsaide
Taoassfuiada LosanqdundsililnsuneiinasUdos
asiivesnuvanewaniana 1w a1sity botulinum 370
Clostridium botulinum uana1niiisesuountiile
wanssan stz msiiiideloemsifidudaelunis
muemaduemslulidouasermsiidideled
@nnsauial incidence of enteric disorders 91N91841UY84
[12] Me9ui1 MaaSudinusadaesis 3 swduluems
lridolifinarorqanisiniavesdildidnde anugewes
Tada avwdnvesasUrieenlaiuesqu uardndiureiada
sonsuivesdldiiniianudau Ae glofify a9ty uay
Lot (P>0.05) uenanil [42] 518970 mil,ﬁmmmga
maﬁaé’al,l,ﬂiﬁumwiaszﬁumiLa%mﬁmLLmuTJz:gaﬂﬁLﬁmﬁu
(P<0.05) mnusnsaSufinumliyois 3 szduluemns
Insnlifinasiannudnvesasunestilaiuesqu uasdadiu
vosiadareniuvivesdildidnisanudiu (P>0.05) du [43]
w1 Maaawrmedduniofitainnsruiunis
wnzdinshdluensladolifnatenisianuasniua
aewediala mudnvesesurieenlaasuuesdldidniia
anvasliide (P>0.05)

waiilnideflésuomaiady SOMS farusinm
psfinutamungeninguaauAy dawarildiuiina
nsfulderario Tuiingstu uilumenduiu wudr §pn
maasydulavediideldfanuunndistusenitngs
nsnasowandliituinlddeannsaldusslosdaninsus
03 SOMS Iétfo Feililaidedesinomaiuiuie
yarweliliuTnnalarusifismensranisaziluldly
nsasaiuln mnunsEsy SoMs luemnslaiierae
andnsnsmesuiilesnnananueiesluidniiin
MnanInLIAdeunIeuen Wy gamniifigdu ndnfe
Tulsadoudn MaAsuulasgungiiuaseududunivg

15

lugrenansiursudiegeninszuulsaseunuule danal
figuianueieniosninanuiou (heat stress index: HSI)
g1 Mdudaidesdnidredudsmalidnsdiusening
heterophil %18 lymphocyte (H/L ration) Lﬁu’qﬁu 9 H/L
ration \JudvdT Iananmaiealula [44] Fan1sezan
mnuedonlulaldius feufinudasidiues lymphocyte
Tfgediu [45) Fefoudorfinunssussnindofiaansatie
Tsruugdduiuay Sniedaduamsiueyyadassuay
ansduuuaiiSenelsn WednTlésu SOMS agvilviinng
s uAuEeTUsslenigiuiinanessuugdduiiud
At finalweYoaviundes (ymphoid organ) lasguiuln
wazimTfiadns lymphocyte innduviliidnsidauaes
lymphocyte 6@ heterophil tiisig sty denalvlnd
AL entesasuazansnsinsaieluliioas [4e)
HANISNARDIRINANINAMNADAAADINUIIBITUVDL [29]
[46] uATALEITUTIB9UVDY [47] uaﬂmﬂﬁﬁwmmwmu
naniawanvesmsidifinuagiAuioaInnsEUILAISINY
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Aaanmsahladedeliinmuesenluiliionnns
Ausuuaziadeulmveslivmemeusi (511 fnalunsedu
nsiuweddiiwadnduifinunndu ildiannisaans
Tnalatauvesdunarnduioluaniizlfeandiay
(anaerobic glycolysis) \undsaunaznsauanin (lactic
acid) Usinassnnuazsanisa inasilideldanmdunse
(pH<5.7) lifanmdunsnazvilfiusivlunduileiin
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TusAudulushu (protein-protein interaction) 111131
Tusiuuitlidodn g liinas dwalmidogede
ihilegneluiile vinlidediamnind ndu sa dedura
13i#! waedinasionmnwnandasdodnT odifithluug
Wonuda %LﬁmmiqzyLﬁmfwmnmwé’amwaamasaw
LﬁaﬂmawuLﬁa%éauquaﬂmmwmm WAT USRI
suaaﬁaﬁgmﬁm%ﬁﬁwL?Tmiwaaaﬂm [54] Famansnnaesii
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flvnasumaiiiununmiloruaenndosfununeass
¥949 [55] [56] [57] uadanudaudsiuseanuves [58] [43]
drunadonuAIngINnITNAaeIaseiannndoafy
[59] sneaui Iiieildsuomsiasufudianeslyiine
sewedifusitudau ieen Yo uavavinn saudeimin
oTvznglufe Waila waganld (P>0.05)
Mnnsvmaendirdudsdnenmues SOMS
Tuemsliiiesenisansefuresnoiadinosoanaznis
WasuwUasnsazaunsalusiulddududuiewazddou
Tnefisnsnuireiaaineseaviiaiiganuidesdilsavaon
deawalafinaswaiun [60] TnenisiUdsusdalusy i
ﬂaLaamaiaas[,uwmam%ua&jﬁ’mataamaﬁaaiummﬁ
[61] 910 91891UV09 [62] WUIINITLATUDINITVO
prebiotics @1u1saanANTudureslnIndivelsnuay
lutulugesvioslugnliliiie n1sanasvedlasndivelsd
TugSunaynsiintulusefuvesnoiadnesoasiin HDL
Tudsuenaaziduiladofididynisaisinenseseiugs
vadlnsndiwelsfludsuuay aolaawaseauia LOL Sany
AeadeefuanuRnUnfreen1swInaIyeI s 1w fu
TvsTu wagnsavaulviulutesias [63] lnan1sanasasd
sziunsaamesealudenstadumsznisgaduannaln
nsviuveswanlauidadanieludldlaeg prebiotics
anansavinluslulefndludld Fanilslunalniidnsdslu
nsansRuRBlaanesea fe nsiluslulefndenvdna
donisilseduneiaainesoalusyduni (hypo-
clolesterolemic action) H1UASALNF [64] N@1AD N5A
¥aladn (cholic) war feendladn (deoxycholic) QN
nanTuainmeladinesealulwadiulassuiulnadu
(glycine) uaz Mg13ou (taurine) nsatiAfindnldazgn
Uaseithgdldidndiusuiiioislunisgesoims ndsan
duagdinsatifuisdiunrgngadundvludeduiite
Fuasziidunsalosunduunldlngdnadedenariale
AolRALnDTealuTTUAnAY LisanAsiaamaseagnilUlY
Fuasreidunsatii [65] viewanaiiundedoronsd
izé’]’maLaamaiaaiuszﬁuﬁmwLﬁmmﬂmsﬁ@ﬁuw%é
qﬁumwLﬁiyﬁi’waumﬂﬁfummmmaﬂaaaaw
ﬂal,aamaiaau,az€J’Ué’jy’amsam?&umumﬁaé’ﬂﬁiwﬁﬂaw
osannnasnnszuarunsusinilansalusiuaneduuns
silalasanznsnlnsiiledin (propionic acid) dvansnse
TUgufenisduasesilusiusiurneladnesea @unis
\innnsazaunsalusiuliduindafuaziddou s
ﬂ’liLﬁu%u‘umﬂiﬂi‘uﬁu%ﬁm omega-6 LLa¥ omega-9 i
avauluiiiolinnnisvnass luadeillduanmaiisonndas
Funaneseauiiiiun [66] lhsieudwaresnisiasy
8a¢ Saccharomyces cereviceae aon15annsnbadu
duduaznisiiunsaladu lddududaie diu [67]
989991 NIESY Lactobacillus Agiinaliisaantiasse
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n1susulseesdusenaunsaludululuwn [68] 518919
nsLasueIsinangaaislssannsusiniiia Hericium
caputmedusa ¥lilelAfinelaaineseasuazivansay
fuffuslaaiildlaguain TnsanansafinUSmaunueiise
wazn1snannsalutuaeduludldlvguaynsfiusns
I3erRInsduAT v RBIadNDTEATBINIATNA
5. agUuazdaiauauuy

Inideilasuoimisiasa soMs fisydu 1-3
Wesidud dwalidinisgesliusnguesinguins ludusy
wdauII uaglusfusiuiianas uddawaseniswaun
anugeedadaludldidndrugloftugendnguaiuay
Snidsdemasonaifiusiuiuresgdunidlungy lactic
acid wag Enterococcus sp. hazanituIuveiSalmonella
sp. uay Escherichia coli #ninngunisnaassdu gl
Helésuamasiasy SOMS 1-3 Wesifud dnase
USinaensiinuimun wazUSinanisiuldesdetu
gendngunisvaaesdu udlidnaliaussanmnisudn
wazamamennuastiide nsadu soms Tuenmsliided
NaRDAY pH 7t 45 Uil waz pH i 24 F2lue saudenn
trawling loss uananiinisiasy SoMs luemslaieds
annsoannalaanesealuiteln

PNWANNITNAADITNAUTDUULUTINTZAUVDY
314 soms Tuemnslriile Ae 1 fa 3 Wesidus thgnas
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