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(Effect of sugarcane silage as roughage on growth performance of beef cattle)
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Table 1 Chemical composition of experimental diets

Treatments DM CcP EE NDF  Ash Lignin Cellulose

% DM Ref.
Corn huskand corncob  94.25 428 297 67.59 - - 46.51 1
Sugarcane silage 2608 415 2.02 64.94 : : 34.36
Sugarcane freshly cut 50% 56.52 1358 2.17 39.14 288 557 -
Sugarcane freshly cut 80% 74.47 1498 196 2737 317 397 - 2
Sugarcane silage 50% 5768 13.09 265 3317 8.01 446 -
Sugarcane silage 80% 7494 1478 215 2499 523 353 -
Stargrass 30.1 9.0 - 71.1 6.5 - - 3
Whole sugarcane silage 39.3 16.0 - 43.6 5.8 - -

References : 1: 2n5%8 wazAne. (2562), 2: Lombardi et al. (2016), 3: Gdmez et al. (2011)

DM: Dry matter, CP: Crude protein, EE: Ether extract, NDF: Neutral Detergent Fiber
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Table 2 Growth performance of crossbred charolais fed on roughage corn husk, corn cob or

sugarcane silage.

ltems Corn husk and corn cob  Sugarcane silage SEM P-value
Initial weight (kg) 487.75 487.60 13.53 0.99
Final weight (kg) 515.25 518.30 15.26 0.92
Weight gain (kg) 13.12 17.90 1.88 0.23
Average Daily Gain (kg/day) 0.39 0.54 0.17 0.42
Feed conversion ratio 45.33 53.12 15.94 0.23
Roughage (kg/day/DM) 9.07" 5.55" 200 <0.05
%Body weight (DM) 79.16 57.02 12.46 0.10
Average Daily Feed Intake 12.01° 8.61° 204  <0.05
(kg/day/DM)

b o o : . :
" Means within row with different superscripts were significant different (P<0.05)
NN 3937y wazaug (2562)
a r-:’lj Ay 1% v A v YV < | 1 a
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Table 3 Performance and weight of Nellore bulls fed sugar cane freshly cut or silage in

combination with two levels of concentrate (50% or 80%).

Treatments Dry matter intake Body weight gain Feed efficiency
(kg) (kg/day)

Sugarcane freshly cut 50% + 7.86° 1.18% 0.15

Concentrate 50%

Sugarcane freshly cut 80% + 7.52° 1.25° 0.17

Concentrate 20%

Sugarcane silage 50% + 5.86° 1.04b 0.18

Concentrate 50%

Sugarcane silage 80% + 6.86b 1.3¢° 0.19

Concentrate 20%

SEM 0.51 0.15 0.02

P-value

Roughage 0.0001 0.6898 0.0028

Concentrate 0.1293 0.0059 0.0514

R*C 0.0046 0.0813 0.9686

Standard Error of Mean (SEM). R C=interaction roughage and concentrate level.
Remark : Lombardi et al. (2016)
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Table 4 Influence of sugarcane silage supplementation on intake, srowth performance, and

digestion in steers grazing and supplemented with preferment sugarcane .

ltems Stargrass Sugarcane silage SEM

+ Stargrass

Initial Body weight (kg) 373 383 121
Final Body weight (kg) 420" 438" 12.4
Total weight gain (kg) a7’ 55° 32
Average daily gain (ke/day) 0.392° 0.458" 0.0401
Total intake (kg DM/day) 115" 14.6° 2.94
Feed conversion ratio 29.3 31.8 3.19
Dry matter digestion (g/kg DM) 632 636 14.1

*® Means within row with different superscripts were significant different (P<0.05)

Remark : Gbmez et al. (2011)
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