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Potential Utilization of Sugarcane Bagasse as Ruminant Feeds
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wtinflutuiigndesdetsenu 9,501 448 13 waziuiitlgnatiing 939,479 13 Tneduiiinduant ns
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Table 1 Cultivated area and production yield of sugarcane in Thailand (B.E. 2557/58).

cultivated area production yield production yield
(rai) (ton) (ton/rai)
Northeastern 4,566,133 50,998,403 11.17
Central 2,992,584 32,570,065 10.89
Northern 2,414,043 26,914,150 11.15
Eastern 558,167 6,230,159 11.16
Total 10,530,927 116,712,776 11.08

A1 F1ININBANIENITNNITRLILAZUNANANINE (2558)
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A S , Ao da A oo Y s
wegutinsiudes eades (fiber of the rind) iludauiiuitiale Tansariuuiundsuunuaessudes waly
° v v a’l’d o o o v ¥ d‘ dl (] ¥ o v A 20’ v Yy
1R9AN USRI RERFULTUA W anduEe lefegdaudavessisiu fUsvan 50% resmindudes way
dougating waendey (hard rind) Wudiuneguangnaessiuges udeununaign wilipanumuiuiiugs
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ﬁmuﬂixﬂ@uﬁﬁ’]ﬁmﬁ@ Aniu dounldendesiifilszunns 5% Tevtnwingudas (3928, 2540) Ime
Suksombat (1998) $18M U LLﬁmué’ﬂm:ﬁ@mmmq‘lﬁmmﬁ'é’ﬁ uARReane Tz ifluanunsdns
iAeledld Tmmﬂqu’luq@m*qﬁmmLm@mmdwmmmwmu wazAsHnIsLFuLlgenunnnian

Nirawan et al. (2014) 37897137 Tudes JldsAumey (CP) 2.80% (Table 2) widnazdFunmy
7imn wiRTlAnIn& AT e (2.30%) mmwmn&uau’lﬂjLﬂumemmmmwmﬂqumu.m (Suksombat,
2004) Uit Fatma et al. (2011) WU mumﬂuﬂ?mmmﬂimu (CF) 49 (49.50%) wisnzduiuld
LﬂuwmmmwmmmﬁmftﬁmL%”fm %ﬂugﬂmemmmiumuwmu (total mixed fiber; TMF) uaz 819119
NANANLTA (total mixed ration; TMR) wana i Ramli et al. (2005) §laNLI91 Tusas U N UrRIA S TR
figlael&dne (NFE) ARUAN944 (52.50%) %qLﬂumﬁuiaLmimzﬁ'quﬁzﬁ”miﬂqﬂmﬁm‘@ﬂiﬁdw wazin i s e ile

Table 2 Nutritive value of sugarcane bagasse (% dry matter basis).

Reference

ltems Nirawan ef al.  Mohammed et al. ~ Fatma ef al. Fardin and Ramli et al.

(2014) (2013) (2011) Singhal (2006) (2005)
DM 72.50 96.10 91.90 - 93.40
CP 2.80 2.18 1.80 2.98 1.30
EE - 0.84 1.16 - 0.80
Ash 7.70 2.70 5.30 : 2.00
CF - . 49.50 45.01 43.40
NFE : : 42.24 - 52.50
NDF 79.40 84.50 87.95 84.61 97.20
ADF 69.80 60.00 58.87 53.41 61.40
ADL - 13.40 9.97 - 13.20
Hemicellulose L 24.40 29.08 g 35.80
Cellulose > - 48.90 - 48.20
Calcium - : - - 0.03
Phosphorus - - - - 0.10
Magnesium - - - - 0.03

737: Nirawan et al. (2014) Mohammed et al. (2013) Fatma et al. (2011) Fardin and Singhal (2006) Ramli et al. (2005)

3. msﬂ%’uﬂqaQtumwmmﬂmu'a"aﬂLﬁfﬂ“lil’i‘]ummsé'm&ﬁwmLﬁyfm
Mohammed et al. (2013) "Lo’fa"mmummiﬂ?uﬂgq@mmw‘umfmué’ﬂﬂLﬁ@’l"mﬂummwmmmzﬁ"mf
ieniaes Tne nudenavaindaniiu nintinma 79% g e 10% fiuu 2% inde 0.5% uaz e lu-Afuewa
1% Tngitnutin Wiaanmsin 28 51 wud TieneasTdsiument (CP) 10.40% mﬂdﬂmﬁuﬁﬂﬂﬁiﬂﬁ”i@miﬁuﬂm
ADANIN (2.18%) @mquuﬂmmmmmmm (P<0.05) d4aAAARITL Shahowna et al. (2013) ) &N
FasanganL MNTNANA 10% WEadarne 5% uazyaln 20% Tneiinmein wudniAeaeTLlsfument 11.62%
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(Table 3) uazfaunsnanlfunaniiu (ADL) Tiaenlidad Atynieads (P<0.05) Dale et al. (2012) naa
in nsdesldasitranmsdniasdver fulSinmnmesdniu minfisensdaditiunmaniugs asildnis
darldanas nsanasreBunadniull AdanaliendesildtunsiudsgunniinistesldiRndu
wananni Ramli et al. (2005) galsinnnsnisdiulppmnineesaudes Tnaldaudesaniuirdnoga lu
Fmdan 1:3 mindaeidesn Aspergillus oryzae AM131 solid-state fermentation (SSF) w81 3 414 wun
anansnaniunnieaifiale NDF (49.70%) waz ADF (21.30%) adlif (Table 3) aampdasiu Suksombat (2004)
flginnsmTnaudenan Tneld T lansenlas (NaOH) 6% wazg i3t 6% luansdaamiin wudhaunsg
antBunnieaiiiale NDF uaz ADF IfatreflidadAtyn1eaiia (P<0.05) daandasiu Hendriks and Zeeman
(2009) 3789791 NaOH Tluasianisvinaneiusy ester bonds cross-linking Fdufuliuaes cellulose A
hemicelluloses lWitiAn1sAaNE 5 LL@:@'WWifaﬂ’]iﬁﬁﬁ@ﬂsﬂmfﬂﬁuﬁﬁ%qmm@miﬂ@ﬂiﬁlﬁuﬁu

Table 3 Nutritive value of treated sugarcane bagasse (% dry matter basis).

items treated sugarcane bagasse

raw bagasse' A B’ c’ D°
DM 93.40 96.40 - 85.70 63.50
CP 1.30 10.40 11.62 16.30 13.90
EE 0.80 0.86 1.66 3.10 0.80
Ash 2.00 6.96 7.93 3.60 10.60
CF 43.40 - 36.89 16.40 -
NFE 52.50 - - 60.70 -
NDF 97.20 67.60 58.32 49.70 73.90
ADF 61.40 53.90 19.32 21.30 49.30
ADL 13.20 10.00 11.20 2.10 -
Hemicellulose 35.80 5 - 28.30 -
Cellulose 48.20 - - 19.20 -

A = sugarcane bagasse treated with 7% molasses, 10% urea, 2% limestone, 0.5% common saltand 1% sodium bicarbonate.
B = sugarcane bagasse treated with 10% molasses, 5% sorghum grain and 20% poultry litter.

C = sugarcane bagasse mixed with wheat bran in a ratio of 1:3 and fermented with Aspergillus oryzae.

D = sugarcane bagasse treated with 6% NaOH and 6% urea.

fian: 'Ramli et al. (2005) “Mohammed et al. (2013) *Shahowna et al. (2013) “Ramli et al. (2005) *Suksombat (2004)

uananni Fatma et al. (2011) flsaunsldmudaswingdang Fa 3% Tneimiin e Wduunss
a1mavenylue s TMR Inalignsainis TMR il udeening e 30% wWandatnaun 51% nanwwan
MURTIU 7% $1919878 7% uaz IABUAZUIEIR 5% (TMR 1) WU9181919 TMR ﬁlﬁmuﬁ@wﬂﬂgﬁmﬂu
LRGSR WITVENL ﬁ@mmmq‘ﬁmmLﬁmweﬁwu%ul%l,ﬂu@’]uﬂiﬁm%ﬂqL%/m (Table 4) aaAAABIAL fﬁﬂwqﬁ
wazAny (2556) ldmudesvsindaslmaenlansenlad (NaOH) 4% eldifluumasnvnsvenyluaimng
TMR fdaudszney dun srusesnsinsaudulnnanlansenlss 28% 41qlnaun 8% Tuidu 32.9%
nNUNN 9% nndawaes 12% nniinana 3% tmna 5% 2381 1.5% A3 0.5% WAy NNt 0.1% (TMR
2) Wu3181ms TMR fngusiides | @aun (TDN) 65.8% %qﬁamﬂ'ﬁmqimu: LazANstas lERRe e
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Table 4 Nutritive value of total mixed ration (TMR) contain of treated sugarcane bagasse.

TMR1' TMR2?
Ingredient, %
Treated bagasse 30° 28"
Wheat bran 7 -
Sunflower meal 7 -
Ground corn 51 8
Cassava - 32.9
Palm kernel cake 7
Soybean meal - 12
Molasses z
Sugar -
Urea % 1.5
Mineral mix 5 0.5
Sulfur-S - 0.1
Nutrient, %
CP 12.50 9.93
TDN 65.80 72.16
NDF 35.60 41.65
ADF 19.10 25.49

® sugarcane bagasse treated with 3% urea.
* sugarcane bagasse treated with 4% NaOH.
11: 'Fatma et al. (2011) “alignatf uazAnLz (2556)

4. wuamamsldauseeduatmnsdndinadians
nsllsslamiannaidas fue wnsdndirsadesiulsymelng §8nnsAnuidafmaaiuy
GIN;TQLwimﬂ%‘ﬂmﬂiﬂﬁmiﬁuﬂ@q@mmw wi ki lnsinnsiEdue1an A uLazlsAu Tne Suksombat (1996)
eunanIs T udeslugnsanmisveunan (TMF) 4 gns (1nudeas 20, 25, 30 uax 35%) Uiulnauli
ienasiannuiaanisreslasaun Taanisy fudnlonds nnwdatiheg nantnaa uazeFe aenlein
un et anesze s iun wudn arunmaldrudes luevnmmenunanling 35% Tnelaifinanediunninisld
uNpaINlA (Lfﬂgi} 8.3-9.3 Alansu/Aa/du) e ldTinnmmeaaaaiins furesmudasluanyie TMF o
55% IhAealaun lutausnaeqszey s wudn aransn i mudenluanvns TMF luiunns 55% 14lae 1
LansEnUsie BNl Bunnunnsliu uavesfilsznauaeqtinu (Suksombat, 1998)
dmiuludnadszine 1§§Nﬁnq?ﬂ§uﬂgq@mmwmué'@ﬂrﬁqﬁ%'m?m\mwmw Tngiseauann
Horton et al. (1991) Vlﬁwm@mm@ﬂi”uﬂgq@mmwmuﬁ@ﬁﬁfmmmu%ﬁwmﬂﬁmmﬁuzﬁq (steam-pressure)
At lénin (pelleted) Lﬁ@’l%l,ﬂmmm'mmwmﬂugﬁmmma TVMR Taeldanudesdniidn 15.6% i
grsans wReudeuiuwdendniing Wiaadaiferugusitugnuas uaie Tadlennngunmeaas
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snnunnsiuldaesimguie maasoivinsedy shwingnn uaziefidusionn liuanseiunneadia (P>0.05)
Lwimjwhﬁmuﬁ%miﬂ%uﬂqq@mmwmué’@ﬂé’mmmui@ﬁ’mmiﬁmmc-ﬁ“uzgq warN138mdn Aesande
@ﬂna‘zﬁumﬁ’fﬁfémﬁm 818 ldnAn ANl eAnIn e BT UER e REN1IMNNLAR Tt Cabello
(1994) seudnnsldlnsenlansan o ( (NaOH) 71104 6 NFNGID 100 NFNTMRUIN 2a9TIUERE AINNTD
quma‘ﬁﬂﬂvl,ma\vmmmmrw 14.0 il 56.2% mmmﬂ@mﬂu nignarf uazAnLy (2556) ) AN HaIaINNg
Tdrudeatliuilynuninsqalsneslansan s 7 Tiszd 0, 2, 4 UAZ 6% LW@SL‘?JLﬂumemmwmﬂu@;m‘
2193 TMR 9aslauugu Wuglaaa laididau nngasamnaiezsu TON uwazTisfuminmu (65.0% uaz 12.5%)
WL Iﬂﬂdmﬁiﬁ?ﬂsﬂﬂuﬁ@ﬂﬁ‘ﬁﬂﬁﬂMﬂ’]Wﬁ)ﬁli"ﬂﬁﬂuiﬂﬁﬁ?ﬂﬂiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁtﬁu 4% Hennsnulfaesinguiia (DMI),
ﬂ?‘mmminuimﬂmﬂumuuﬂm OMI_ ) wazlsz@naninnisldenng (FCR) ﬁm’m@'uﬁlu LATNERIINT
\wsnyLAule (ADG) mnm (P<0.01) Iummmmmﬂmimm DM, NDF 1t&% ADF # 4% Tlaisinarius 6% usidndn
0 Uay 2% @mquuﬂmmmmmmmm (P<0.01) (Table 5)

Table 5 Effect of treated sugarcane bagasse in TMR on performance and digestibility in dairy heifer.

ltems 0% NaOH 2% NaOH 4% NaOH 6% NaOH P - value
DMI, kg/d 4.6° 5.0%° 5.3 4.6° 0.01
DMI, % of BW 2.4 AV ik 1.9° <0.01
ADG, kg/d 0.46° 0.72° 0.94 0.82° <0.01
FCR 10.1° 6.7° 5.4° 5.6° <0.01

Digestibility, %

DM 745 73.8° 77.1° 80.9° <0.01
NDF 68.2° 68.3° 73.2° 72.0° 0.01
ADF 65.8° 66.0° 69.3° 71.9° <0.01
CP 81.1 82.1 83.9 81.9 0.28

ab,c

Values within the same row with a common superscript are significantly different (P<0.05) by DMRT
wm. mﬁww LAZADLY (2556)

daunnadiulpapmningugeRaeRan1ammeTann Auday (2543) :1eeudn nsldwanuuaiie
e 1/1""5‘@L@uisnmun’mﬁu@mmmammi ylnanmindesendesiiisyuumudendamil e lfiia
netetaanutudeerewiiedind Jesildunindesaaeigaglaauaziafinaglan neringnans
dondaneAniin finanlinstes @i winnslfidessinumiullenainlinnsdesidanas uazena
damaliannuniusn el Aesdnsdnfanaazliaeniu fanesuaed Ramli et al. (2005) AlEANMINNg
Uil gepnuninaudasfaedanimisionn Frennavsinaudes daeidom Aspergillus oryzae ANNAD
solid-state fermentation (SSF) Wl uuwmasenvnsvenunay Wanudesnaniuidinana lusningau 1:3
Mdeunsiuguednaydoy lheuBouifieusswineudenfillldfunsuiusnmunm fumudeeiildsy
U5u1lpaRnin e BEn1sM1eEanIw nanudn Annatie ldaesinTnzavas (TON) Lm:ﬁ’]ﬂ’mﬁ@ﬂié’ﬁﬂi’mg
Ve Tnguit LaBwYETAg TeangaildeudeslaTuUs I pmnnndLRndngu R iR enmunn
aesltldAtynealia (P<0.05) Faunan laiuiueu ufaﬂ@ﬁﬂﬁﬁ\‘iﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁ%ﬂ%ﬂﬂgxﬁfamwdﬁﬁﬁmwﬁqmw
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WAYABNI9LAN AINTINIULB Mohammed and Salih (2015) inaaestFudgenninintudessiaanismings
Auanaiadl A gide 10% Mdiuuvasansueiuluemig TMR lngldaudesnszd 10, 20 way 30% wlsay
= o 1 'ﬂl Y ¥ I S| ' Y o o z -i/ 1 Y % lﬂl VYo

Wieuiunguasupni s aduumasenmeneny Mddminiaestadie nudr s ldrudesnldiy
matfudgenninnsaanisndnganiug e luszau 30% Tuamns TMR Tnalifinasanninnitiale (Table 6)

Table 6 Quality of meat from bulls fed diets contain different levels of treated sugarcane bagasse.

Traits levels of treated bagasse (%) Sig.
0 10 20 30
Water Holding Capacity (ratio)* 1.84 1.98 1.86 1.92 NS
Cooking Loss (%) 36.23 39.43 36.76 37.75 NS
Color
Lightness (L) 27.63 28.30 27.70 27.18 NS
Redness (a) 15.65 13.97 14.12 14.50 NS
Yellowness (b) 6.90 6.33 6.17 6.45 NS

* Higher ratio indicates lower water holding capacity
NS = non-significant difference (P>0.05)
fun: Mohammed and Salih (2015)

AgUuanIsAnNE
% | A dl o [ o k%3 L o o“é‘ ‘i’

mudeeiiulAmuaaaIngaavngginensnanzdmiuian dsslemiduanmedndinaniaes
Tnatanizat1agalunguds linauniewamenLAninIwea 1w w1edna 16 aasnsn i lugnsensvenunas
dealaun i 55% Tne lddnansenusaifianmunisiuliuaznis inanantinu (P>0.05) usiatinglafimunans
= o : P = A ad o oA ! . o TN ,
fnsdiudlsennunniau tnedBnsnvinizanmedsliulsmaaeil Wesandtasenisdnnig denlganely
gannnuin msldmpenlansenlad 4% Usudgsannmawdaaia ldiduuwmasannmenuluamanandnisa
@elaun ansniaAnsAnnasingus Wsinunsiuld nstlesls dnsniaasyidivlnsadi uazilsz@nsnaw
msldanmsfeeeililzidrAtydameana (P<0.01) wananiinisiuilgannnanganszuinedsnsdaninuas
Fanaad Inenisvinaudeasaniugdy 10% Ingwin iaduuwasamisuenuluaimsuandisa 6

ansnlfiaestaileldlaglidnanssnusiannininiia (P>0.05)

LANA1TAIND

NINAUATHNNTINEAT. 2551, AReNNITINIANETNNINEAS: Fae. AINAUATHLATAANITRUANNEAT. NFUNN. 31 Ut
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