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Table 10  Chemical composition , energy and sugar content of fresh , dried sugarcane stalks

(FSS, DSS) and concentrate mixture (%DM basis)

Chemical composition (%) Fresh sugarcane Dried sugarcane Concenrate
DM 29.67 91.75 89.77
oM 98.47 98.45 94.99
Cp 1.46 1.37 31.20
EE _ 1.42 0.87 4.39
NDF 46.34 40.75 21.76
ADF 29.12 27.02 7.39
ADL 6.37 527 0.48
Ash 1.53 1.55 501
NFC 49.25 55.46 37.64
GE (Mcal/kgDM) 429 4.26 4.67
Sugar (%) 46,90 46.68 -
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o1y 6 uaz 8 1oy (glunisad 4) wazil DM hidondudesery 12 ou Audesaaluns
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lusenudeg Wesdluravesmeiuigesuazilafedug Tunisdgaiidreiu dauemadud

Il unadnm 19l CP 31.2%, NDF 21.76%, ADF 7.39% uaziia1 GE 4.67 Mcal/keDM
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Table 11 Chemical composition of diets at different level of dried sugarcane stalk

Chemical composition (%) DSS : concentrate

74:26 62:38 50:50
DM 91.23 90.99 90.76
oM 97.55 97.13 96.72
CPp 9.12 12,70 16.28
EE 1.78 2.20 2.63
NDF 35.81 33,53 31.25
ADF 21.91 19.56 17.20
ADL 4.02 344 2.87
Ash 244 2.86 3.28
NFC 50.82 48.68 46.55
GE (Mcal/kgDM) 4.36 4.41 4.46
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4.2. Yhnadudonudaidninule (Voluntary Feed Intake)

wansnanetiiTauazuns fusmgasdie Adszneudisdudesudennnsduly
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Table 12 DMI of experimental animals fed with diets at different level of dried sugarcane stalk

%DSS in ration 74 62 50

Cows : %DSS intake 68.70 60.15 51.07 r
gld 5867.7 6287.0 6629.3 -0.99
%BW 1.23 1.31 1.38 -0.99
gw"” 57.56 61.46 64.84 -0.99

Sheep : %DSS intake 68.39 5541 4741 T
gid 738.75 800.00 916.89 -0.95
AB3W 2.17 2.31 2,70 -0.92

0.75

g'W 52.41 56.09 65.21 -0.93
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Table 13 Regression equation for prediction DMI when dried sugarcane stalk fed as sole diets

2

Cows* Regression equation R DMI

g/d Y=8848.84-43.143X 0.99 4534.48
%BW Y=1.8164-0.00849X 099 0.96
g W'’ Y=86.026-0.4125X 0.99 44.77
Sheep Regression equation R’ DMI

g/d Y=1282.43-8.1284X 0.90 469.59
%BW . Y=3.7556-0.02387X 0.84 1.36
aw'” ¥Y=90,9308-0.5787X 0.86 33.06
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Table 14  Digestion coefficient of nuirients, nitrogen balance and energy value of diets

Sugarcane Stalk Cows Sheep

+ Concentrate 74:26 62:38 50:30 T 74:26 62:38 50:50 r

Digestion Coefficient (%)

DM 75.25 78.69 82.64 -0.9998 70.42 7243 76.03 -0.9886
OM 77.27 80.35 84.19 -0.9592 71.97 73.97 77.63 -0.9884
C? 62.37 75.53 79.53 -0.933]1 65.72 74.15 79.88 -0.9994
EE 74.18 76.37 82.23 -0.9508 49.56 52.18 35.26 -0.9916
" NDF 50.72 37.98 67.00 -0.9999 36.77 39.02 45.50 -0.9792
ADF 52.35 56.12 63.94 -0.9954 37.73 38.06 42.25 -0.9374
NFC 97.49 97.07 97.46 0.043 98.14 97.66 97.72 0.7811

Nitrogen-balance {(NB)

N-batance(g/d) 45.08 85.32 120.62 -0.9982 6.74 11.59 18.24 -0.9770

Encrgy
TDN (%) 77.12 80.17 85.80 -0.9890 72.84 74.54 77.91 -0.9847
DE(Mcal/kgDM) 3.25 345 3.69 -0.9995 2.96 3.07 3.27 -0.9875
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Fig6 Relationship between % digestibility of NDF and % NDF from dried sugarcane stalks

in diets
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Table 15  Percentage of nutrients from DSS, digestibility of the diets and regression equation

Reg eq.

Y =289.46-3.32X (R2 = 0.9964)

Nutrient Cows Sheep
DM %DM from SS  73.16 62.23 50.45 74.52 61.92 48.74
Digestibility 7525 78.69 82.64 7042 7243 76.05
Reg eq. Y=9902-032X (R*=0.9996) |Y=8647-022%X (R*=0.9773)
oM %OM from 8§ 73.89 63.08 51.35 75.26 62.83 49.73
Digestibility 77.27 80.35 84.19 71.97 73.97 77.63
Reg eq. Y=9989-030X (R®=0.9984) |Y=28843-022X (R’=0.9769)
cP %CP from $S  9.02 6.68 427 12.72 7.34 4.11
Digestibility 6237 75.53 79.53 65.72 74.15 79.88
Reg eq. Y=9646-3.60X (R*=09084) |Y=8643-163X (R'=0.9994)
BE %EE from SS  34.07 24.56 16.77 44.63 30.28 19.64
Digestibility 74,18 76.37 82.23 49.56 52.18 $5.26
Reg eq. Y=89.07-045% (R°=0.9040) | Y=5944-022X (R*=0.9826)
NDF %NDF from S 83.02 75.45 65.57 84.81 75.12 62.80
Digestibility 50.72 57.98 67.00 36.77 39.02 45.50
Reg eq. Y =128.16— 0.93X (R°=0.9998) | Y =70.30—-0.40X (R =0.9588)
ADF %ADF from SS  90.46 85.68 78.80 91.63 85.55 76.834
Digestibility 52.35 56.12 63.94 37.73 38.06 42.25
Reg ¢q. Y = 142,78~ 1.00X (R*=0.9908) | Y=66.25-031X (R*=0.8787)
NFC %NFC from S8 80.64 70.71 60.03 82.12 72.27 61.12
Digestibility 97.49 97.07 97.46 98.14 97.66 97.72
Reg eq. Y =9727-0.001X (R =0.0018) | Y ="96.44-0.02X (R*=0.6101)
TDN %TDN from SS  73.16 62.23 50.45 74.52 61.92 48.74
(%) TDN, diet 77.12 80.17 85.80 72.84 74.54 77.91
Reg eq. Y=104.78- 038X (R*=0.9781) | Y =87.26-0.19X (R’ =0.9696)
DE %DM from S 73.16 62.23 50.45 73.23 60.19 46.77
_(Mcal/kgDM)  DE, diet 3.25 3.45 3.69 2.96 3.07 3.27
Reg eq. Y = 4.663 - 0.0194X (R* = 0.9990) | Y = 3.805- 0.0117X (R = 0.9753)
N-balance %DM from S8 73.16 62.23 50.45 73.23 60.19 46,77
{g/d) N-balance 45.08 85.32 12062 | 6.7 11.59 18.24

Y =39.75 - 044X (R2 = 0.9940)

Remark : Y = Digestibility of nutrient (%) ; X = Amount of nutrient from DSS (%) in the diet



44

Al as o 1 Y a ¥ g o
#1919 16 ﬁﬂﬂizﬁﬂ‘ﬁﬂ"ﬁﬁ@ﬂ‘lﬂm@\ﬂﬂ%ux HAZWAINHUDNAUBREITIATDATU
avgaluTesuluTanazinzd e naunisonass
Table 16  Digestibility coefficient of nutrient, energy content of dried sugarcane stalk and

nitrogen balance in cows and sheep predicted from regression equation

Nutrient (%) Cows Sheep Average
DM 66.47 64.59 65.53
OM 69.16 66.21 67.68
CP -263.83° -77.23" -170.53
EE 4339 36.88 40.14
NDF 34.97 30.06 32.52
ADF 42.39 34.47 38.43
NFC 97.37 98.38 97.87
TDN 66.48 67.55 67.01
DE (Mcal/kgDM) 272 2.63 2.68
N-balance (g/d) -42.74° -4.90" -

*, ® mean in the same row with different superscripts differ significantly (p < 0.05)
43.1 MIABOAMNEINUINIINAARIO IR 1dR
(1911181 TDN WéuaniA1 DE ME uazNEL Taeldaunis NRC (1988) nagiiia DE 91

naned ldnndrdad Tasarandnnaiiu ME uagNEL Tasaunsves NRC (1988) ladeya

AUTAAITUAIT N 17

DE (Mcal/lkgDM) 0.04409 x TDN (%)

ME' (Mcal/kgDM)

Il

-0.45 4+ (0.04453 x TDN (%))
NEL (Mcal/kgDM) = (0.0245 x TDN (%)) - 0.12

viedmann DE lauldgas

ME (Mcal’kgDM) = -0.45-+(1.01 x DE)
NEL (McalkgDM) = (0.5557 x DE) - 0.12

wmg - Ao gasnaanlaanin NRC (1988)
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Table 17 DE, ME and NEL ot dried sugarcane stalk in cows and sheep calculated from TDN

compared to those from DE

Energy Cows (C) - ' Sheep (S) Avg,
(Mcal/ Calenlated from Average Calculated from Average from
keDM) TDN DE TDN DE C&S
TDN(%) 66.48 68.29 67.55 67.55 67.01
DE 2.93 2.72 2.82 2.98 2.63 2.80 281
ME 2.51 2.23 2.37 2.56 2.15 2.36 2.36
NEL 1.51 1.39 1.45 1.53 1.07 1.30 1.37

o =t

mﬂmmﬂzs1§ru"lﬁ"j1wﬁ'wu ME WagNEL 9f1429491n DE IAMEINIRAIUIUN
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Table 18 Prediction equations for digestibility of dry matter organic matter and crude protein

as well as TDN, DE and dry matter intake for cows based upon sheep data

Digest Nutrient Ratio of S8 : concentrate Reg. equation R’ SE

(%) 74:26 62:38 ‘ 50:30

Cows  Sheep Cows  Sheep Cows  Sheep

DMD 7525 7042 78.69 7243 8264 7605  Y=I1258+0.765X  0.985  (.498
OMD 7727 7197 8035  73.97 8419 77.63  Y=8.15+0.823X 0.989  (.423
CPD 6237 6572 7553 7415 7953 7988  Y=1677+0.779X  0.965  |'805
TDN 7712 7284 8017 7454 8580 77.91  Y=27.62+0.586X  0.999  (.006

DE(McallkgDM) 3.25 2.96 3.45 3.07 3.69 3.27  Y=0.645+0.709X 0.987 0.002

0.75

DMIgkgW’ /) 57.56 5241 6146 5609 6484 6521 Y=-48.58+1.737X 0923 7592
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Table 19  Dry matter disappearance (%) of dried sugarcane stalk at various incubation time

Incubation time (hrs)

4 3 12 24 48 72 96

58.79 60.14 63.25 67.55 71.97 73.28 74.40
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Fig7  Insacco DM degradation (%) of dried sugarcane stalk at various incubation time
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Table 20  Degradation characteristic of dried sugarcane stalk incubated in saceo

a () b (%) ¢ (/M) L (h) A (%) B (%) A+B (%)

56.3 18.5 0.038 0 55.1 19.7 74.8
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Table 21  Effective degradation of dried sugarcane stalk at various outflow rate

Outtlow rate (fraction/h) 0.02 ' 0.05 0.08
PSS 68.5 64.3 62.3

RS 434 31.9 26.7

SPH 49.6 397 34

SBH 66.3 584 52.7
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Table 22 Gas production (ml/200 mgDM) from incubated dried sugarcane stalk

at various incubation time

Incubation time (hrs) A B c

I~
oy
a

12 24 48 72 96 (ml) (ml) (ml/in)

23.6 30.5 423 50.1 64.4 75.0 81.6 834 18.18 64.55 0.054

t

4 o 1 < 3 5 o 1 73
Waihamf et uiiaal 24 ¥y, NIRIUAT OMD, ME uay NEL Tavadaaunis

194 Menke and Steingrass (1988) wue 13

OMD (%) = 15.38 + 0.8453 Gb + 0.0595 XP + 0.0675 XA
ME (MJ/kgDM) =220+ 0.1357 Gb+ 0.0057 XP + 0.0002859 Xp’
NEL (MJ/kgDM) = 0.54 +0.0959Gb +0.0038XP + 00001 733XP’

1 Mcal = 4.184 MJ
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Fig 8 Gas production (ml) of dried sugarcane stalk at various incubation time
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Table 23 Adjusted gas production at 24 hr, CP, Ash, OMD, ME and NEL of

dried sugarcane stalk

Adjusted gas XA XP xp’ OMD ME NEL
production (ml) (gfkg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (%) (Mcal/kgDM)  (Meal/kgDM)
57.35 155 13.7 187.69 65.71 241 1.46

Iaradauansliasied 23 1 OMD (65.71%) useauiga uadailefidniiaunied
Sanndadatesenalulauazuny fo 67.08% 1 ME WIRnaumsvinesiiy 241
McallkgDM @71 NEL 11U 1.46 McalkeDM dnfum ME #1147 TiA 0g5enien ME #114
NNAISAIUINDINAT TDN 4az DE Bumfy 2.51 1oy 2.23 Mcal/kgDM Muday tazlndihas

o . £ r ; T 1 ar
U141 UDY Donefer and Latrille (1980) 4518914918 US00%iA1 ME M1A1 2.51 Mcal/keDM
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Table 24 OMD, ME and NEL from in vive digestibility study with cows and sheep compared with

the values calculated from in vitro gas production

Nutrient In vivo In vitro
Cows - Sheep Average Gas production
OMD(%) 69.16 66.21 67.68 65.71
ME(McallkgDM) 2.51 2.55 2.53 2.41
NEL(Mcal’kgDM) 1.51 }.53 1.52 1.46
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Table 25 Truly degraded DM and OM (%) and partitioning factor (PF) of dried sugarcane stalk

Substrate % truly degraded Adjusted Gb at 24 hrs (m]) truly degraded (mg) PF
DM 65.92 54,81 137.24 2.50
oM 66.07 5481 135.44 2.47

WUI1 TDDM Haz TDOM MR 65.92% 10% 66.07% AMWEIGY 9 Bluemmel er al
(1994) 5 18914737 truly degraded substrate ﬁﬁmmﬁnﬁuﬁmms I microbial biomass yields
uazsieau Bedthaulen dasidiuves truly degraded substrate (mg) @19 volume of gas
production (ml) ﬁi‘%ﬂﬂ’j} partitioning factor (PF) Aduaaslusg N‘ﬁ 23 9INTIE9IUYDY Bluemmel
and Bullerdieck (1997) f1 PF flda1anistuningie819 24 $3Tuq ﬁ'uﬁﬁﬁquﬁqﬁﬁu"lﬁ' e
anduiut @) sy 0.637 deviet PE A 24 1 Tus midudledenitsluaunmsdiue s
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