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Table 1. Effect of a MCR inhibitor on rumen fermentation

characteristics after in vitro incubation.

Items pH DMD" (%)

Control 6.550° 51.000

MCR Inhibitor 6.573° 48.722

SEM 0.005 0.007

P-value 0.028 0.051

D DMD : dry matter digestibility

*¢ Means in the same column with different superscripts

differ significantly (p<0.05).

SEM, Standard error of the mean.

Table 2. Effect of a MCR inhibitor on gas production after

in_vitro incubation.

Items TG" (mL) CH, (mL) CH, (mL/g DDM?)

Control 101.333 8.545% 55.869"

MCR Inhibitor 103.000 7.393° 50.588°

SEM 0.894 0.215 1.254

P-value 0.370 0.002 0.026

Y TG : total gas production

? DDM : digested dry matter

¥ Means in the same column with different superscripts

differ significantly (p<0.05).

SEM, Standard error of the mean.
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