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Degradation Characteristics of Wild Miscanthus floridulus in the Rumen of Beef Cattle in Anhui Province
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Abstract In order to study the degradation law of wild Miscanthus floridulus in the rumen of beef cattle in Anhui Province, this experiment
was carried out in Taihu of Anhui Province. The content of some nutrients in M.floridulus were determined. The dynamic degradation rates of
dry matter (DM) , organic matter (OM) , crude protein (CP) , neutral detergent fiber (NDF) and acid detergent fiber (ADF) in rumen at 6,
12, 24, 36, 48 and 72 h were determined by using nylon bag method. The results showed that the content of DM, OM, CP, NDF and ADF
(dry matter basis) were 98.15%, 93.62%, 6.51%, 68.07% and 38.93% respectively. And the effective degradation rates were 36.26% ,

35.37%, 43.34% , 29.19% and 25.93% respectively.
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Table 1 Degradation rate of nutriment of M.floridulus at different time points
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Time //h DM oM CP NDF ADF

6 20.00+0.82 f 18.75+0.86 f 34.99+1.50 d 8.57£1.52 f 3.25£1.56 f
12 23.68+0.63 e 22.57+0.66 e 35.65+1.32 d 13.43£0.70 e 7.04+0.81 e
24 31.91+1.55 d 31.02+1.56 d 4224277 ¢ 25.78+1.40 d 22.99+1.30 d
36 38.95+£2.70 ¢ 38.38+2.80 ¢ 42.45£1.90 c 33.57+2.86 ¢ 31.06+2.93 ¢
48 45.88+2.61 b 45281276 b 4824239 b 41.85+2.65 b 40.0622.68 b
72 52.16=3.06 a 51.6123.17 a 51.79+1.65 a 48.85+3.26 a 48.02+3.59 a

T : [RISIARING 5B R 28 57 . 2% (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference( P<0.05)
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Table 2 Degradation parameters and effective degradation rate of nutrients of M.floridulus in the rumen of beef cattle
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DM 13.97+1.14 b 57.11+14.48 b 0.018+0.005 b 36.26£1.50 b
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ADF O0c 71.50+11.11 a 0.024+0.007 a 25.93+1.80 d
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Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference( P<0.05)
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