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Table 1. Effect of dietary sugar beet pulp supplementation on growth performance

Level of Sugar Beet Pulp 0 Pairing 3 23 25 References
Initial BW (kg) 45722  45.833 - - 45778  Huiet al.
Final BW (kg) 75.944°  68.167° - - 68.667°  (2020)
ADG (kg) 1.079° 0.800° - - 0.815°
FI (kg) 2.785° 1.964° - - 1.964°
FCR (k) 2.587 2.573 - - 2.462
Initial BW (kg) (81Day) 24.85+0.15 - 25.20+0.40 - - Sarunnas
(116Day)  43.24+0.52 - 43.70+0.34 - - et al.

Final BW (kg) (163Day)  95.94+0.85 - 94.30+0.93 - - (2022)
ADG (kg) (81-116Day) 0.52 - 0.53 - -

(117-163Day) 1.14 - 1.10 - -

(81-163Day) 0.88 - 0.85 - -
FI (kg) (81-116Day) 1.28 - 1.33 - -

(117-163Day) 3.58 - 3.05 - -

(81-163Day) 2.46 - 2.24 - -
FCR (kg) (81-116Day) 2.50 - 2.45 - -

(117-163Day) 3.14° - 2.77° - -

(81-163Day) 2.80° - 2.64° - -
Initial BW (kg) 35.4 - - 35.2 - Martine
Final BW (kg) 117.1° - - 108.6° - et al.
ADG (kg) 0.876" - - 0.788° - (2015)
FI (kg) 2.47 - - 2.26 -
FCR (kg) 2.82 - - 2.88 -

a,b Within a row, means without a common superscript letter differ (p < 0.05)
navasn1sldninynisinlugasemnsregdunidluanls

nsldmngnsvlugnsensiiseiu 25% vilvqaunidilulng Ae Escherichia Coli Midnldd
lleumn, Cecum Kag Colon dd1uruanadidiowisuiunguiilald (Hui et al. 2020) (Table 2) @onndaariy
(Sarunnas et al., 2022: Matine et al., 2015) (Table 3.4) fiwuin mﬂfﬁmﬂym%ﬁﬂuqmmmsﬁisﬁu 3
Lag 23% vilidaunsd dulne leaun Clostridium, Ruminoclostridium wag Enterobacteriaceae il
Sruruanandloisutunguitlaild dedifumamnan Tuningnisdniidolefiussnaulusae Cellulose,
Hemicellulose way Pectin WWelewdiazgnusinlaeqdunidsiwan Probiotics flendoaguiindld vl
Aanselusiuanedu (Short-chain fatty acids, SCFA) i Propionic, Acetic wa Butyric iusiu wleludld
fannzwindoniidunin aniansdudniseiagivlauaranduiuvesdunidfidulny (Yan et al,
2012) Favziuldann (Martine et al., 2015) Wu3n n1sldninygnisdnlugasemnsvilva pH fiusiia
$ld anaaiofisutunguillilifouandu (Table 4) fufuFaagulédn nisliningniitnlugnsensmn
sy vhlvqauvEamidulneidiuuanag



Table 2. Effect of dietary fiber on the numbers of Escherichia coli, Lactobacilli spp., Bifidobact

erium spp., and Bacillus spp. in digesta of ileum, cecum, and colon in growing pigs (log copies/g)

ltems Level of Sugar Beet Pulp SEM P-Values
0% Pairing 0% 25%

lleum
Total bacteria 10.072 9.763 9.708 0.117 0.107
Bacillus spp. 10.370 10.383 10.420 0.043 0.708
Lactobacillus spp. 7.373 7.413 7.552 0.128 0.602
Escherichia Coli 8.473° 8.790° 7.813° 0.211 0.024
Bifidobacterium spp. 8.763 9.325 9.325 0.249 0.267

Cecum
Total bacteria 11.423° 11.350° 11.072° 0.057 0.004
Bacillus spp. 10.473 10.492 10.488 0.029 0.895
Lactobacillus spp. 8.322 8.253 8.260 0.100 0.870
Escherichia Coli 8.835° 9.277° 8.465" 0.161 0.016
Bifidobacterium spp. 9.35° 9.358° 9.703° 0.087 0.026

Colon
Total bacteria 11.580 11.482 11.477 0.063 0.453
Bacillus spp. 10.708 10.667 10.708 0.028 0.493
Lactobacillus spp. 8.218 8.273 8.520 0.165 0.420
Escherichia Coli 8.997° 8.820° 8.622" 0.057 0.041
Bifidobacterium spp. 9.592 9.410 9.137 0.151 0.151

a,b Within a row, means without a common superscript letter differ (p < 0.05)
Source: Hui et al. (2020)

mﬂ%’mﬂﬂgm%ﬁmiuqmaﬂmiﬁigﬁ’u 25% vi’ﬂﬁaﬁum%&]‘ﬁﬂuﬂidwﬁ leun Bacillus spp.,
Lactobacillus spp. was Bifidobacterium spp. fig1lddu lleum waz Colon Qauw%ﬁﬁ’m’mLﬁ’lﬁUﬂduﬁ
1% witdlddau Cecum 98un3d Bifidobacterium spp. i urusnnningudtlaild (Hui et al., 2020)
(Table 2) fadioraifunstz Tununnaesd nquiilaldninynistn dnslidnTnadsdnidutngiundn
84% Fe¥nlnadsdniildmuusynouses Cellulose 18-20%, Hemicellulose 10-15% waz Pectin 2-3%
ansvanilnmaudfdu Prebiotics Fuduamsvesgiunisngu Probiotics uazdreifiasiuau Tadawaly
dunEEIulsslemivinfusunguitléninyn1stn (Akin et al, 2019) aghdlsfimy nsléningnnsdnly
qmmmiﬁiwﬁ’u 3 WAy 23% dqmawqﬁuﬁﬁﬁlﬂuﬂiﬂwﬁ lawn Lactobacillus, Bifidobacterium,
Bacillus, Barnesiella, Collinsella, Prevotella, Olsenella, Mitsuokella, Gemmiger, Faecalibacterium,
Tannerella, Oscilibacter, Oscillospiro, Eubacterium, Enterorhabdus, Intestinimonas, Megasphaera,
Terrisporobacter, Parabacteroides, Sporobacter, Flintibacter, Christensenella, Dialiister W & ¢
Acetanaerobacterium ﬁﬁﬁmulﬂmﬁmﬁmﬂSUﬁUﬂ&juﬁlﬂ% (Matine et al., 2015; Sarunnas et al., 2022)

(Table 3,4) visiluranian Tuningnstniiiels Auszneulume Cellulose, Hemicellulose way Pectin



Feinuaudfdu Prebiotics TUszlavinegdunsdfiduusslowddanan Probiotics. Inenszs un1s
a a a o a Nea & oY 09 Y a Nea & ¢ Ao a X
Wigiulawaznsiinduuvesgaursinidulsslondludld vliqdunsdnilulselovd Idwuiniu

(Kaufman et al, 2012) satiudsasuladn nisleninynisdnluansermsivnseaunisly danaliqadun3dn
< ¢ o a &
Wudsslovdfidnuiuiadu

Table 3. Microbial profiles of pigs faeces at genus level after experimental feeding. (log/g)

Level of Sugar Beet Pulp

0% 3%
Barnesiella® 7.4 22.7
Bifidobacterium* 0.1 14.6
Collinsella* 0.9 9.8
Prevotella* 18.9 4.3
Olsenella* 0.5 5.1
Clostridium* 11.6 29
Mitsuokella* 0.6 25
Gemmiger* 0.4 2.3
Faecalibacterium* 13 2.3
Oscillibacter* 2.0 2.1
Oscillospiro* 14 39
Lactobacillus* 0.1 1.3
Eubacterium* 0.9 1.2
Enterorhabdus* 0.1 1.1
Dialiister* 0.2 1.1
Intestinimonas™® 1 4.1
Megasphaera*® 0.7 1
Terrisporobacter® 1 1.3
Parabacter* 1 1.5
Sporobacter* 0.7 2.8
Flintibacter* 0.8 2.5
Christensenella* 0.1 2
Ruminoclostridium* 2 0
Acetanaerobacterium* 0.5 1.7

*Statistically significant differences between groups.

Source: Sarunnas et al. (2022)



Table 4. Fecal matter characteristics and fecal microbiota of fattening pigs fed the standard diet
(STD) or the high-fiber diet (HFD)

Level of Sugar Beet Pulp SEM Sign
0% 23%
Dry matter (%) 24.2 20.0 0.4 woxx
PH 6.94 6.40 0.14 xx
Bifidobacterium (logio.g™" DM) 8.88 9.49 0.14 *x
Lactobacillus (logio.g™" DM) 9.84 10.21 0.13 *
Enterobacteriaceae (logi0.g" DM) 5.97 4.85 0.21 xx%

SEM: standard error of the means error standard des moyennes.
Sign. Significance importance; *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01; ***: P < 0.001
Source: Martine et al. (2015)
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