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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to compare the effects of Miang residues processed
by encapsulation for probiotics on broiler srowth performance, and the quality of carcass
and meat. This study used commercial broilers (Ross308) divided into 4 groups: T1; Control
group T2; Miang residues without encapsulation T3; Miang residues processed by
encapsulation and T4; Commercial probiotic. The birds were divided in a completely
randomized design (CRD) into four groups of 70 each, and each group was further divided
into 5 replicates of 14 birds. A total of 280 were used for this experiment. The experimental
diets were formulated according to the National Research Council (NRC, 1994) and raised for
5 weeks. The effect of Miang residues processed by encapsulation for probiotics on growth
performance, and the quality of carcass and meat in broilers found that the growth
performance of broilers fed with Miang residues was different in terms of body weight (BW),
average daily gain (ADG), feed conversion ratio (FCR) for 4 and 5 weeks was statistically
different (P<0.05). Moreover, in the 5 weeks, the control group was significantly the highest
feed intake (FI) (P<0.05). The carcass quality found that live weight, hot carcass weight, cold
carcass weight, and total offal were statistically significant differences (P <0.05). As for meat
quality in the breast and thigh found that chemical composition, pH at 45 minutes post-
mortem, and Redness value (a*) were statistically significant differences between the
experimental groups (P<0.05). For thawing loss, it was a significant difference in breast meat
(P<0.05). Therefore, under this research condition, it could be concluded that the use of
Miang residues processed by encapsulation has effects on growth performance, carcass and
meat quality of broilers, which are comparable to the use of commercial probiotics.
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LLanggaiﬂ Iﬂ&JWUiWL%@ﬁWUMﬂﬁ@@ Ao Lactobacillus plantarum Wagiis1891u31 Lactobacillus
fermentum ﬁLLt’JﬂmﬂLﬁmﬁﬂmﬁ'ﬂwmzLﬂuiwﬂviaaﬂ (Okada et al., 1986; Tanasupawat et al,,
2007; Klayraung et al., 2008) Wlgfiosdusznouvestnafiueatadundslunguansiaiiinuanaly
i Inditueatiunldandn walsl vuder 1 ayulns in3ouna (Jesuarliniung wuirdidngnm
dLasuiUgUAIMeE1IN T3 (Szliszka & Krol, 2011) nMsAnwdwaunnuansliiuisUselovl
yesosiigaudienatliuess swdimsduasiunissnaunaglsaiiloaznaonidensiuis
unuwlunstlesfulsafiinananuidesnesvese orzinag Tusnne ludagiugnamnssuns
Feadnfldusuuanuis maudnliaenadestuaiudosmsvesuslnalasannsldansiad nsld
g1UFTuz (antibiotic) kazansdaasgsiiaiuasluemsdniiioisanisiadaiAule (antibiotic
growth promoter; AGP) Lﬁaamﬂﬁmsmﬂé"wqsuaﬁmsag“luwﬁmﬁmszfn,l,ﬁaﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂmaL?ﬂaﬁaqmmwmaa
Auilan 1wy asnguensdendu (tetracycline) vlimaduemsiaund ufivdenszan uae
vilgiidhunuvessanie silifinsldansiléansssumdnnasuluemsdnd dnivnisens
dndidenld nsluledniifinisAnuunniian Ae nduuuafi3ensauaniin Feanunsonuldialuau
sysumAnazilugdunsd microflora lussuumaiueimsvesdninazuywd wWu L. acidophilus,
L. salivarius, L. plantarum \Judu (Murry et al, 2008) mswasulnslulefnimeaniiluemsla
aunsadussnisiasivlnues Escherichia coli waz Salmonella spp. tudnld dawaliannis
Vudeuveswnainuuaiiiiesswinanistiunazieln (Khaksefidi & Rahimi, 2005; Kabir, 2009)
Tnslulefinfinasieussavsnimninasyiiln inanuamnsolunsiueyyadassuazaninimile
yadlilile (Bai et al,, 2017) a1ﬂﬂmauﬂ’aﬁaﬂa'nmﬂ%l,ﬂwmﬁamﬂmiﬂizmumswﬁmﬁm 48
Tumsduddlunsaiouesuuniise wargdunidinelselunsuadnild uasinadoaussonimnig
kA A mouazenn FrawdumaihfagmdefiomanmanuesuldlfiAayssloviossduduas
awan sfadunsanmisliaaeisunmelunadodnifosnuaninnés nathafeweduilna
wazdaandenldsne uimniauvidinslulefnuniduluovnsvidondnfusiiaiuovnsviud azll
Aavszansamedadud faiufednnsiunadelilasouwalgadunntssgndldifiedniiy
Tnslulefinludides azdwmaliifusninisseninvesgdunisinglulofin melulaBlouuaugatu
Wumeadafitieiiumnuasihveasad Jeafunisvhareaingamngd Aty UG weT Bnviadiu
gn31N1550ATIAkATALAINITOLYAR TENI1IN1THARLAaENISIAY naTateuwaUgaduly
nITUIUMSVRRLEsILNLNaTBANTeYY IeTasiiuauAsiIY pssunUnanaLazyinlAR
sruunsUanUdesansununans ausamuaudTa Latlunsuandaes LaguInuideIns
JanUasy 5@1qﬂizmﬁmwmamiﬁ'aﬁﬂmmamaamna%mig%ﬁ'mﬁhisimuazshumsmumi
uuaUgadusioausInnnmsnan aunmenuazioluliide
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nstufindeyaanssanimnisnin lawn Ymiiniad e (average weight) §95115
WwinAulaad o (average daily gain: ADG) USunaie1isii Auldiad o (feed intake: FI) uwaz
UszAnsammsiasuemis (feed conversion ratio: FCR) wazidlensuszaynsnnans damin
win1smaaes nMsAnwdnvaven Sufintmindeusasnden detuiinthmindivhsy dhain
LINYUY 5W%WﬂﬁLLﬂdL5uﬁqmwnﬁ 4 °C ilunan 24 Falus Tufindvdngrnifu andurhnisdaus
TauAS w9 Jaturasitha (2004) Lito TR men Tasnisaatuiindmindudiudieg Idun on
avlnn wos Un ude uarlase dnaesidudenn uasiediuddududauss dmduntsdsudiv
aunmiilaUszneude melinseiesdussnauniaedl nuitues AOAC (1995) Tarnenaidunse
dnswouiioenuaralnndl 45 unit uaz 24 Flumddninie dreweies pH - meter (Model 191,
Knick, D - Berlin, Germany) afn@¢281a3 09 Minolta Chroma Meter (Model CR - 400, Minolta
Camera Co., LTD., Osaka, Japan) TuiinA1a11ua4 (lightness, L*) A1@WAS (redness, a*) Laz Al
Fudoq (yellowness, b*) LLazimiﬂzﬁmmmmadumﬁmﬁwaﬂLif@ (Jaturasitha, 2004)
N3 UAUNITNAAD AL IATITRAIMIERR

AUTTONIMNITHER LaTAMAINYINLAZLE D LHUNITNAABILUY CRD (Completely
Randomize Design) 3iAsneisie ANOVA feyaiildtiluiFouiisumnuunnsassninadiadslng

3% Duncan’s new multiple range test (P<0.05)
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sUuvufiusnarsiudsd T1 = nduavanlaildsunsiaiundes T2 = nquiliaSudd
nsgvIuNeuLAUgay T3 = nqufliafuinidoriiunssuiunsieusaUgadu uas T4 = nauil
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fodfyn1eada (P<0.05) luduaifi 4-5 wuinguarvauuasnauiiaiudndedlaglaiu
nszvrumseuwadgady Simindadesniinguiidewouaugadunasinslulefnegied
Toddaynneada (P<0.05) Sasnsasaiulnadesietu (average daily gain: ADG) Tuduaiii 1-3
liwuauuandneveada (P>0.05) urludunniil 4 nquaruauuaznauildnguiiasinidedagll
HunsEUIUM TeuLAYgIaTY ﬁé’mwmﬁLf\ﬁz:glﬁ'uimLa?{wiai'uﬁaaﬂdﬂﬂfjmfﬂLﬁadLauLmﬂﬁg‘JLa%uLLas
Tslulefnegnafidddmaaia (P<0.05) wagludunifl 5 naumuausnsmseiaivlnieas
defurfesfignetslifoddymieadi (P<0.05) aenndasiunisnaassves Siiwan et al. (2008)
vmsaneluldienuinnsasuinslulednluemsinderlissansammsasyivinvesls
\oiudu waznisaaswwes Afsharmanesh & Sadaghi, (2014) s1e9uinlnslulefnanansadae
Lﬁuﬁmwmil,ﬁzylﬁuimﬂuaaldLﬁya LLﬁ%ﬂ’]iﬂ’JUﬂML%@ﬁ@Iiﬂ W 1ie Salmonella spp. (Tellez et
al,, 2012) Tspdldsniauuuuiionis (necrotic enteritis) (Jayaraman et al., 2013) uaglsadaluln
(Dalloul et al,, 2003) dusuUszAnsamnsUasuo e Tutwminga (feed conversion ratio:
FCR) Tudunsidi 1-3 laimumnuuandnamaada (P>0.05) TudUawidl 4-5 wudnszansainms
Wasuownaiduiwmin NANAIUAY ﬂajﬂ,nfwLﬁENLauLLmJﬁgLa%’uLLazIWi"LUIaﬁﬂﬁmﬁaaﬂdwﬂfjuﬁ'lﬁ
ﬂfjmﬁLﬁ%mﬁ’lLﬁﬁﬂi@ﬂlij&i’mﬂi%U’mm‘iL@uLLﬂﬂ%ﬁLa‘fllju agiltlydAnymnsata (P<0.05) Tudiuves
USanaemsiinulel (feed intake: FI) §ansid 1- linuadnuunndnemisadd (P>0.05) wly
FUnifl 5 nduauaNAneIIINNTigaeeslitdAamneai A (P<0.05) denndosiu Neuyen et
al. (2016) LuaqmﬂammLmiuiuiwwqLﬂumiﬂamwamam aaﬂqmawﬂvauuaaai%mmww
anNanszNUAna AL mmmsamaﬂﬂlﬁlﬂLuamuUswawﬁmwmﬂﬂummimu MNNINPAD
Y84 Malaithong (2011) mL:,JENLmeﬂmimmmmmummzwammmim S¥AU 0, 2, 4 LAy 6% L‘WEJ
Thdsdddonuilidonquilésuemanaudsmiinuis 4% Susummsfivemstssses 0-3
dUan LLawaammi‘vmaauﬁu%mnﬂﬂdma:mﬁuq agnaifudfydmeada Tuwaiginimingil
dinduluthg 2 daniusnuedlaynngulifenuuensatunisadfuslurog 3 Sunviaainevesnis
naaosmiindafiiuturedad Tafudemiinuks 29 wnndnguiilésudeminuis 6% et
foddnyBmeadd wagiunliuganiingumunuuagnauitlésuiominuis 4% Tadldsuems
waifiosvsinuiis 2% § Uszdvnmnisiasuemsiniinguilldsuensnauilomsinuissesdu 4
uay 6% ogsitoddnyBmeadfudliuanssminnguaiuay dsnmsiiidesdameudidy
Inslulefin (Tanasupawat et al., 2007) Fafinadnlugigsnwaunadvesaiunidngluniaiu
pwnsuaziansuisiunameBadeymaduemnstugdunidelse uazadrensalutuansdy
Fadanaly pH ﬁ'ammﬁmaﬁuﬁgamim%mmmqéum?éﬂéjuﬁﬂ'abﬂhjwuﬂim‘du Bacillus spp.,
Escherichia coli, Salmonella sp., Pseudomonas sp. Wudu (Mayra & Bigret, 1993) uaﬂmﬂ‘f‘j
ﬂiﬂlﬁUﬁ%%Nf%JﬁLﬁmﬁugﬂﬁwﬂﬁmmqwaﬁalaLLazmmﬁﬂﬁuaaﬂ%ﬁLﬁwﬁu (Gyawali et al.,
2022) &niTeanunsageduansernisldodraduiivinldAnad simidndadii s uvedlduas
Use AV Awnsaue sty (Chitanont et al, 2007) wenannieulesifinanlaelnslulefnly
alddingatuastodiviuiislunisgafuasems ilidnisgaduoimslude i duduld
(Afsharmanesh & Sadaghi, 2014) wazn1sieuwaugiatu Liuislunsveuvadadunsd lny
annsatisdostudeuvaiiionnaninuindeuneluead (fodeagfuomsifaniazll
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winzausan13senTin wasmaieutilidesentinlussuumaiuemsiiflanzilunseasly
nsznzeMshazindetlual@anlafauy (Serma-Cock & Vallejo-Castillo, 2013)

Table 1 Growth performance of studied broilers fed with the experimental diet.

T1 T2 T3 T4 SEM P-value
Body weight: BW (g/bird)
Weeks 1 198.71 198.43 203.29 202.96 10.56 0.59
Weeks 2 503.71 507.14 514.86 514.00 12.18 0.97
Weeks 3 938.71° 978.00" 988.86" 1,010.00" 46.06 <0.05

Weeks 4  1,335.26° 1,382.86° 1,489.71% 1,498.00" 81.63 <0.05
Weeks 5 1,694.478 1,750.078 1,865.13" 1,991.93" 99.79 <0.05
Average daily gain: ADG (g/bird)

Weeks 1 20.50 20.44 20.96 21.23 1.30 0.99
Weeks 2 46.24 44.94 52.85 54.47 10.02 0.62
Weeks 3 64.76 63.19 66.29 64.93 7.84 0.98
Weeks 4 73.25° 72.62° 76.12" 77.83" 2.76 <0.05
Weeks 5 62.42° 63.84"° 64.63" 65.53" 1.83 <0.05
Feed conversion ratio: FCR

Weeks 1 1.32 1.34 1.32 1.29 0.10 0.96
Weeks 2 1.23 1.30 1.18 1.14 0.18 0.82
Weeks 3 1.45 1.43 1.40 1.43 0.07 0.94
Weeks 4 1.80° 1.90" 1.73° 1.72° 0.02 <0.05
Weeks 5 1.76° 1.93% 1.73° 1.72° 0.03 <0.05
Feed intake: Fl (g/bird)

Weeks 1 27.09 25.92 26.31 26.06 2.45 0.99
Weeks 2 55.85 53.87 54.27 54.83 2.58 0.98
Weeks 3 93.35 89.70 90.63 90.83 3.18 0.96
Weeks 4 125.50 117.76 120.00 121.00 5.66 0.55
Weeks 5 121.03° 111.72" 112.84" 115.28" 1.89 <0.05

T1 = control T2 = Miang residues non encapsulated T3 = Miang residues encapsulated T4 = probiotics
A8.C Means in the same row followed by different letters are significantly different (P<0:05)

KAN15MAAB39N Table 2 wansisnunmeinadlidofiasudstudssluguuuui
wANAaTY wudﬂﬁmﬁﬂﬁ%%ﬂduﬁL?ﬁymﬁamf%ﬁmmuﬂizmumsLauLL@UsgLafi'fuLLaxiwﬂuiaaﬂﬁ
ﬁ‘;’mﬂ’ﬂﬁ%mmmdmdumuquLLazﬂfjuﬁlé"ﬂfcjmﬁLa%mfﬂLﬁENI@sﬂ,u'Nﬂuﬂssmuﬂmaulmﬂsgl,a%u
ogditdndny (P<0.05) dndnengunuinguililnslulefndiiwiinenguuinitgn dmsungy
‘131Lﬁ&Jar;huﬂizmumiLauLLﬂusgLa%u LLazﬂaju‘ﬁLa'%mfwLﬁENI@813Jmuﬂismuﬂmaw,l,msgl,a%’u Ll
uanenafunguaueuuaznauildlnglulefin uinguavauitwidngngulios ningudueeisd
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Hed Ay eiidedAg (P<0.05) 1umuﬂuawmuﬂﬁznﬂLauwmmauﬂmﬂwﬂﬂwﬂmumuﬂaznﬂ
LEJmJ’]ﬂ‘VIﬁG]LLaw‘bJLLG]ﬂ(E]’NﬂUﬂﬁZLIU']LllENN’mﬂiuU’JUf}ﬁL@uLLﬂﬂ‘ULasﬁu meummummaﬂunaw
LaiumLumimalumuﬂiumuﬂmaul,t.ﬂﬂsgt.aGuu LLamqumUQwummﬂmﬂL&Jummwamm
WodAny (P<0.05) dmsSuilesidudenlinuanuuandiamsans (P>0.05) wWesidudoteazwuin
udanazwilsimuanuuandensadia (P>0.05) usindedlusmngulasulnsluledniivesidudgs
fianognadiddduileitouiungudu (P<0.05) uanosiduitududaussldun on aslnn e In
1Ase linuAnuuana1an1s@da (P>0.05) denmasdnun1snnasswed Pelicano et al. (2005) WUl
L“f]uLiJa%L%uﬁsmmLasLU@%L%uﬁGT?udauﬁmwiqMﬁm'mLmﬂﬁhdﬁ’uszwjﬂnﬂfjummimmu ﬂduﬁiﬁ
a1sUfTue uaznguitlilngluledinda Mohammadreza et al. (2015) Anwinavedlnslulednsio
Snwazanvadivdonuiinisldinslulednlueimsfisydu 0.01% lifinadednvazveswin us
51841UY89 Abdel-Rahman et al. (2013) wuilnsluledniinasonandnuazanninginludnidn
WUIERTWaRULMUTBNdR S TniNTY naonTaiusnsnselaiulnuazdssansamansld
o nsEnIAEnsAfiuty Sslinasenndosiunismnasst Tudiuvesiminddinuasimdnenidy
nauildsulnslulofniuasnguindlssiiunszuaunmseusaugadulinumuunnatsiuneaa
Lﬁaaﬁ]Wﬂé’miﬁammm@m%mmimmﬂéfaEJNLﬁmﬁ finaseAminfifiuduwesliwasyussavznm
MsAUeNSATY (Chitanont et al,, 2007) ﬁﬂﬁﬂmmwmﬂﬁsﬁuﬁm

Table 2 Carcass quality of studied broilers fed with the experimental diet.

T1 T2 T3 T4 SEM  P-
Value
Number of animals 70 70 70 70 - -
. . . . 997 <0.05
1,694.47 1,750.07 1,865.13 1,991.93
Live weight (g) 9
Hot carcass weight 5 A8 A8 . 860 <0.05
1,231.25 1,309.07 1,365.73 1,482.80
(9) 3
Chill carcass weight 5 s 1,329.13 N 182 <0.05
1,197.27 1,274.25 AB 1,442.47
(9) a
Dressing percentage 74.06 73.01 74.78 73.57 1.20 0.22
(%)
Organ percentage (%)’
Shank and feet 4.75 4.66 4.31 4.73 0.23 0.19
Visceral 13.88° 13.56° 12.33° 15100 086  <0.05
Cutting percentage (%)?
Breast 29.04 33.18 36.89 32.88 2.94 0.08
Thigh 17.30 16.61 15.70 15.83 1.22 0.53
Drumstick 12.56 12.70 12.42 12.70 0.57 0.95

Wings 10.65 10.95 10.23 10.92 0.50 0.46
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Skeleton 28.94 28.85 27.52 28.28 1.13 0.57
T1 = control T2 = Miang residues non encapsulated T3 = Miang residues encapsulated T4 = probiotics
ABC Means in the same row followed by different letters are significantly different (P<0:05)
percentage of live weight, 2percentage of chill carcass weight

KANIMAADIAIN Table 3 uansgnmioonvedinflidsstsiidedusuuuuiiuansng
fu AresdUsznaumaaiinuindesidudainnuiu nauilidsadedndssiunssuiunis
unagladuiiddesianegsfifod Ay Welisufunqunismaassdu Tnedadu 66.37%
(P<0.05) mLU@%Lﬁum‘TﬂsﬁuwumecjmﬁL?iymé’wf']Lﬁaar:huﬂizmuﬂﬁsLauLmﬂsng‘J*uﬁm;nﬂﬁqm
sosnsunfunguiiasuiidedagliinunssuiumaouadgiadu dmsunduaunm wagngui
lﬁ%’uiwsluiaﬁﬂhiLLmﬂﬁmﬁ’umqaaﬁ (P<0.05) iwedidudlusuiloannuinnguauauiianniias
\deifisuiunquduseslidodifgmeada (P<0.05) aenndasiu Nguyen et al. (2016) $1841U31
yidedgritefiunamnmgndulutusastslussuunisgaduomeiilileifludedan
WeyninnguaIuAl

Table 3 Meat quality of breast muscle of studied broilers fed with the experimental diet.
T1 T2 T3 T4 SEM  P-

Value

Chemical composition; (%)

Moisture 70.74" 70.42* 66.37° 70.03% 206  <0.05

Protein 26.75¢ 27.98° 32.05" 2631 076  <0.05

Fat 251" 1.60° 1.58° 1.83° 0.13  <0.05
pH value

pH 45 min 6.29"° 6.19° 6.43"° 6.51" 0.13  0.034

pH 24 hr. 5.13 5.28 5.10 5.40 021 042
Colour?

L* (lightness) 54.67 55.98 45.80 48.83 458  0.18

* (redness) 2.27¢ 4.74° 6.79" 3375 086  0.015

b* (yellowness) 9.85 7.58 9.10 6.54 129  0.11
Water holding capacity (%)

Drip loss 3.34 4.62 7.29 4.31 323 048

Thawing loss 361" 5.13" 2.42° 6.18" 098  0.024

Grilling loss 35.78 22.25 36.74 30.62 250 037

T1 = control T2 = Miang residues non encapsulated T3 = Miang residues encapsulated T4 = probiotics
A8.C Means in the same row followed by different letters are significantly different (P<0:05)
3L* = lightness, a* = red to green, b* = yellow to blue

HANINAABIN Table 4 Aunmilleaslnnvasliiiasumeudsdduguuuiinanaiaiu
Aosduszneumaaiiluienuinlesidudnnuuliunnd1anieads uwilesidudlusiungy
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muauiletiosiiande 18.72% wWeddudlusuidearinnnguauauiirsniianfio 6.94% umnsng
Mnnauueeaiiiediny (P<0.05) dwmiuraruiunsassenioarinniflevhmsiad a5 wil
uay 24 Falumdsdnimenuid 45 wifl nauiiesuduisdagliiunssuiuniseusadgiadu 3
Arnudunsasinfigafe 6.15 uandaannaunisnnasdy o sgsidedfaynaaia (P<0.05)
wazarnndunsasned 24 Fluamdsdn famelinuanuuanesadn ludiudidvondenuina
Arwainsenie (L) anududvdes (0 ldwuaruuand1eadn uiriandudung () wut
mjmwﬂuhjLmﬂsmmﬂaﬁaﬁ”unajuﬁL?ﬁymﬁwﬁwLﬁEJﬁmuﬂszmumil,aul,t,ﬂﬂegl,a%u uaznaulaFy
Tnslulefin uinguillésunduitafuniidedasliiunssuiunisouedgiadu Sannigaosied
todAynaia (P<0.05) uaﬂmﬂuLﬂaimummmmmmhmiauuwadLua WuInUesiguinig
andothuneiituinu magydsthannisazas uaznsgaydoihuastselinuauunnsg
NGRE

Table 4 Meat quality of thigh muscle of studied broilers fed with the experimental diet.
T1 T2 T3 T4 SEM  P-
Value

Chemical composition; (%)

Moisture 74.34 73.76 73.95 74.23 0.14  <0.05
Protein 18.72° 21.03" 20.07* 20.1% 186  <0.05
Fat 6.94" 5.21¢ 5.98° 5.67° 0.28  <0.05
pH value
pH 45 min 6.39° 6.15¢ 6.46° 6.65" 0.09  <0.05
pH 24 hr. 5.17 5.10 5.32 5.60 0.17  0.08
Colour ?
L* (lightness) 54.67 55.98 55.36 51.24 153  0.06
* (redness) 4.74° 7.76" 6.79" 5.32° 059  <0.05
b* (yellowness) 9.11 7.58 8.81 6.37 135 029
Water holding capacity (%)
Drip loss 4.99 6.90 4.30 3.32 176  0.14
Thawing loss 3.76 3.61 4.18 3.13 196  0.69
Grilling loss 38.46 38.95 48.91 56.51 934 0.18

T1 = control T2 = Miang residues non encapsulated T3 = Miang residues encapsulated T4 = probiotics
A8 C Means in the same row followed by different letters are significantly different (P<0:05)
3L* = lightness, a* = red to green, b* = yellow to blue

Na31n Table 3 lay Table 4 @0AARDIRUNIANYIYDY Laohaprasit (2014) 51897471875
A iunsliwdson annsgaduluiuludld annisazaveslusuniies dmsudin
Bunsassveailodiovhnstadl 45 uiit uae 24 Falumdsdnimenuind 45 unil ﬂa;uﬁ't,aﬁmﬁ']
\eslaglsisunszuiunsieunatgiadu fdmnudunsassiifigade 6.19 unnssanngalés
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