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Table 1. Ruminal metabolites detected by UPLC-Q-TOF MS.

Compound HF group” LF group”
Rosaprostol 0211 + 0078 ® 0.346 £ 0.122
4-(Tetrahydro-2-

Furanyl)Butyl 0211 + 0078 * 0.346 = 0.122
Decanoate

Juniperic Acid 0.340 + 0.099 ® 0599 + 0.236 *
PE(16:0/18:1)% 0.097 = 0.036 * 0.033 + 0045 °

Y HE group, High feed efficiency group.

Y LE group, Low feed efficiency group.

¥ PE(16:0/18:1),
1-palmitoyl-2-oleoyl-sn—-glycero—3-phosphoethanolamine
Values are measured as mean + SD.

47¢ Values with different superscripts within same row are
significantly different, (p<0.05).
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