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% 1. ¥ HITA2B4° 2 in ¥ ‘Survenola’ it B & &
Table 1. Chemical compositions of pangolagrass ‘A254” and digitgrass ‘Survenola’.

I fEE 2EFE AT pd R F O YRRR RkRE Rk RBEgh

Forage Growth  Growth  Crude riE O
Species season days Protein  NDF® ADF ADL  IVDMD
week %
A254 Spring 5 1352b® 66.45b 39.87h  326c 68.84b
Survenola 5 17.22 a 63.18 ¢ 36.44 c 3.39¢ 71.09 a
A254 8 6.94 d 71.99 a 42.56 a 5.19a 57.64 d
Survenola 8 9.08c 73.11a 4l164ab 456b  65.63c
LSD (n=4) 0.77 1.55 2.11 0.50 2.05
A254 Summer 4 12.75b 71.74 b 37.87¢c 3.99¢c 63.48 b
Survenola 4 15.03a 64.74c  35.90d 361lc 6691a
A254 8 6.44 c 74.13ab 46.77b 577b 50.31c
Survenola 8 587c 76.05a 51l.77a 7.18a  45.47d
LSD (n=4) 1.39 3.34 1.46 0.55 2.30

(1) NDF: neutral detergent fiber. ADF: acid detergent fiber. ADL: acid detergent lignin.
IVDMD: in vitro dry matter digestibility.

(2) Means with the same letter within each column are not significantly different at 5 % level by
Least Significant Difference test.
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Fig 1. In situ dry matter disappearance of pangolagrass ‘A254” and digitgrass
‘Survenola’ harvested in spring. Each point represents mean of 4

determinations (duplicate samples in two cows). Smooth

lines

repres ent curves based on predicated data from the Orskov model for
each forage. Parameter estimates as table 2.
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Fig 2.In situ dry matter disappearance of pangolagrass ‘A254’ and digitgrass
‘Survenola’ harvested in summer. Each point represents mean of 4
determinations (duplicate samples in two cows). Smooth lines represent
curves based on predicated data from the Orskov model for each
forage. Parameter estimates as table 2.
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# 2. B EF AL 2 3 X ‘Survenola’ shig e B Ry B AL A fR
Table 2. In situ degradation Kinetics of dry matter in pangolagrass ‘A254” and digitgrass ‘Survenola’.

REf AEEE AT R h R G i 3 } %
Estimates of parameter iz
Forage Growth  Growth &4 f2 ¥ Af2 A~ f2i# F  Indigestible  Effective

Species season days Rapidly Slowly Rate of fraction  degradability
degradable degradable degradation

fraction fraction 100-(a)-(b)
(a) (b) (kd)
week % %/h %

A254 Spring 5 20.96 a® 64.98a 5.02a 14.06 b 50.26 b
Survenola 5 22.74 a 65.49 a 5.88a 11.78 b 54.94 a
A254 8 21.65a 53.43Db 3.57b 24.92 a 41.03d
Survenola 8 18.61 b 61.07 a 504 a 20.33a 46.48 ¢

LSD(n=4) 2.31 7.17 1.44 5.69 3.30
A254 Summer 4 20.83b 64.49 a 3.70 bc 14.69 ¢ 45.02 b
Survenola 4 21.86 ab 64.46 a 550a 13.68 ¢ 52.65 a
A254 8 23.00 a 53.38 b 2.77¢ 23.63 b 39.73 ¢
Survenola 8 17.85¢ 49.01b 4.20 ab 33.15a 37.79¢c

LSD(n=4) 1.80 4.47 1.39 5.39 2.40

(1) Effective degradability in the rumen=a+b(kd/(kd+kp)), kp is the feed particle passage rate out of the
rumen fixed at 6%/h.

(2) Means with the same letter within each column are not significantly different at 5% level by Least
Significant Difference test
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Effects of growth stage on in situ dry matter degradability of pangolagrass ( Digitaria
decumbens) and ‘Survenola’ ( Digitaria xumfolozi Hall)

Cherng-Kang Liao®” Yih-Min Shy @

Summary

The goal of forage production must consider the digestibility of ruminant. To estimate
of forage digestibility will enable nutritionists to formulate diets for lactating cows more
accurately. On the other way, to examine the limiting factor of cell wall is very important for
improve forage digestibility. The objective of this study was to evaluate the effects of growth
stage and lignin concentration on in situ dry matter degradability of the two forage species,
pangolagrass ‘A254’ ( Digitaria decumbens ) and digitgrass ‘Survenola’ ( Digitaria x
umfolozi Hall). Samples of A254 and Survenola were harvest at 4 weeks and 8 weeks in well
established pasture during spring and summer seasons. Dry matter degradability was

determined by placing samples in polyester bags with 53 + 10 ¢ m pore sizes which were then

put into the rumen of two cows for 0, 2, 4, 6, 12, 18, 24, 36, 48, 60 ,72h. The Kinetics of dry
matter degradation was examined using Orskov’s model. The rate of degradation, effective
degradability and in vitro dry matter digestibility (IVDMD) of Survenola was significantly
higher than A254 except the 8-week old forage harvested at summer. The effective
degradability and in vitro dry matter digestibility had negative relations to lignin
concentration. The effective degradability was not significantly different between Survenola
( 37.79 % ) and A254 ( 39.73 % ) grown 8 weeks during summer season, although the
indigestible fraction of Survenola was 33.15 % that more than A254 ( 23.63 % ) and the
lignin concentration of Survenola ( 7.18 % ) was significantly higher than A254 ( 3.61 % ). It
Is reasonable for those results because the degradation rate of Survenola ( 4.20 % / h ) was
almost one and half of A254 ( 2.77 % / h ). Those results indicate the degradation rate is an
important factor for improve effective degradability of Survenola and the degradation rate

may be relationship to the other components of cell wall not only lignin concentration.
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