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Evaluation of Nutrient Composition and Apparent Nutrient Digestibility of Broken Rice,

Glutinous Broken Rice and Rice Bran in Broilers
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Wassana Somprasong,” Nattanan Saenthaweesuk,” Songsak Chumpawadee®
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it wariandaluliiie 1lnule 11 21 Tu 1uan 192 @ utseaniu 4 ngu 8 d19 8¢ 6 62 lriitalasueanms
nasas it 211IMuaY 100 Wafidud wazenmismuguranlaiediud damsdrunier wsrhazdoa (60:40
wesidud) auddu annsEnswuigudmalnsuzda g laun Jaguis Tusdu lodu o ueaidon Weawas
WAZWAINUITINDBIUANEEN I WiniD 92.53, 6.01, 0.42, 0.47, 0.02, 0.06 LasiTua waz 3,715.70 Alaunaadanilaniuy
AuEGU Uanedniten winiu 93.41, 5.98, 0.21, 0.33, 0.02, 0.03 1asiGud ax 3,713.60 Alaunaaidailaniu au
§160u uazazBoadquanalnaus windu 92.35, 11.40, 6.84, 6.09, 0.03, 1.45 Laiidud uaz 4,135.17 Alauaas3
daflaniu awsey wananiwuimetad wdsnulislomildunng usznstdesldunnguedlazusdnag
ldur Faquwts lsfiu uazueaiBon gandmnndunansd (p<0.05) daumstasldvadluduuazWaanads vasdarudn
Wnuazdansdnmitaniidnginitinazidua (p<0.05)

fndndrny: quamslnuz matesldangueslnaus Uasdrd Umesdnamiion sandea lhde
Abstract

The present study was conducted to investigate the evaluation nutrients composition and apparent nutrient
digestibility of broken rice, glutinous broken rice and rice bran in broilers. A total of 192 twenty-one day old chicks
were randomly assigned to 4 treatments with 8 replications (6 birds per replication). The four treatments were: control
diet 100% and control diet mix test ingredient (60:40%). The result showed that nutrients composition, such as dry
matter (DM), crude protein (CP), ether extract (EE), ash, calcium, total phosphorus and gross energy (GE) of the
broken rice were 92.53, 6.01, 0.42, 0.47, 0.02, 0.06% and 3,715.70 kcal/kg. Glutinous broken rice were 93.41, 5.98,
0.21, 0.33, 0.02, 0.03% and 3,713.60 kcal/kg. Rice bran were 92.35, 11.40, 6.84, 6.09, 0.03, 1.45% and 4,135.17
kcal/kg. respectively, In additional, the AMEnand apparent digestibility of nutrients, such as dry matter, crude protein
and calcium in the broken rice is higher than the control group (p<0.005), apparent digest fat and phosphorus in the

broken rice and glutinous broken rice is higher than the rice bran (p<0.005).

Keywords: nutrient composition, apparent nutrient digestibility, broken rice, glutinous broken rice, rice bran, broiler
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Table 1 Ingredients and nutrient composition of basal diet in broiler (21-28 day)
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Ingredients (%)
Corn 62.531
Soybean meal-Hi protein 28.600
Limestone 1.300
Mono calcium phosphate 1.500
Rice bran oil 4.900
Salt 0.300
DL-methionine 0.264
L-lysine 0.124
L-threonine 0.002
Choline Chloride 60% 0.313
Antioxidants 0.013
Vitamin pre-mix 0.050
Mineral pre-mix 0.100
Celite 1.500
Total 101.500
Calculated nutrient composition (%)
ME (kcal/kg) 3,203.740
Crude protein 19.000
Ether extract 7.400
Calcium 0.830
Total phosphorus 0.670
Essential amino acid
Lysine 1.090
Methionine 0.540
Threonine 0.740
Tryptophan 0.210
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HEuIAnAunaFay 60:40 LWeaiidud
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Table 2 Nutrient composition of broken rice, glutinous broken rice and rice bran

Test ingredi- | Gross energy Dry matter | Crude protein | Ether extract Ash Calcium Total Phosphorus
ent (kcallkg) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Broken rice | 3,715.70+18.10| 92.53%0.24 6.01£0.12 0.42+0.01 0.47+0.00 0.02+0.00 0.06+0.00
Glutinous
broken rice |3,713.60+20.20| 93.41+0.04 5.9810.14 0.21+0.02 0.33+0.00 0.02+0.00 0.03+0.01
Rice bran 4,135.17+0.25 92.35+0.13 11.40+0.13 6.84+0.21 6.09+0.02 0.03+0.00 1.45+0.03

+ SD = Standard Deviation
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Faquis Tsdu Todiu uaaiBon wazWeaveiaganinh
821880 (p<0.05) (Table 3) H988AARDINLMIT BNV
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Table 3 Apparent nutrients digestibility of broken rice, glutinous broken rice and rice bran in broilers

Test ingredient

Apparent nutrients digestibility (%)

AMEn (kcal/kg) Dry matter Crude protein Ether extract Calcium Total Phosphorus
Broken rice 3,299.36+117.23°  98.08+0.74° 71.7242.01° 84.47+2.08 86.57+3.42° 72.75+2.68°
Glutinous
broken rice 3,222.05£121.98°  95.10£3.27° 66.95+4.91° 85.42+3.30° 78.47+4.63 71.84%3.61°
Rice bran 3,150.22+36.23° 64.91£2.60° 64.33£2.49° 64.68+1.95° 62.90+3.37° 63.73£3.02°
C.V (%) 3.10 2.85 5.00 3.22 5.07 4.50

2% Means in the column with the different superscripts were significantly different at p<0.05,

+ SD = Standard Deviation, AMEn = Apparent metabolizable energy for nitrogen
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