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ABSTRACT: The objective of this study was to evaluate nutritional value and digestibility (in vitro) of rice
bran fermented with brewer’s yeast (BY) at 0, 10, 20 and 30% for 0, 1, 2, 3 and 4 wks. The result data
concerning nutritional value showed that dry matter (DM), organic matter (OM) and fat (EE) of rice bran
without BY (0-4 weeks) were in the range of 91.45-94.66, 93.03-93.89 and 16.11-16.96%, respectively, and
significantly higher than that of the rice bran fermented with BY for 0-4 wks (P<0.05). Rice bran fermented
with 30% BY (0-4 weeks) had highest (P<0.05) crude protein and was in the range of 22.99-23.57% and rice
bran fermented with 30% BY (4 weeks) had lowest (P<0.05) NDF (24.40%). ADF of rice bran was increased
(P<0.05) when fermented with BY. Furthermore, it was found that the DM and OM digestibility in in vitro of
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rice bran fermented with 30% BY at 4 wks were highest (P<0.05) which in the range of 81.74-82.66% and
83.19-84.17%, respectively.

Keywords: rice bran; brewer’s yeast; nutritional value; in vitro digestibility

un

gnamnssumMsdssdnilulssmalneiinisvensfuiniueg oo wazAuyuatenmsieldusiuyuman

Tun1sidesdnd enmsdaddlngiduingiviisnaniiy wu 41alwe 419119 wazdudends Wudu wenainilda

a v &

wuidiingAvemsdninunnnuandanaselanianisinensuasonamnssunsinenseie laesiazideadaidu

q

o

nAvemnsdng Mdunandsmaseldannszuiunsddn Wuingiivemsdmivssnnitlflavuslusiu ndaanu
wALU3519 (White and Hembry, 1985) FeusaulnenasUszanm 12 Wesidud wasifuemsndsnuiiiele
Aouthags (e5UTand, 2554) SinsihiraziBenunltiduingivemnsdnituegisunsvans wisnenuamadayuzd
i mefideadaiuligmuarldfnsmuumdumsutlofieusudssandmilnsurvesandonliseiu

JatulinenunisidadunsglunsusulpqaunmiannasslinianisinensuazgnamnssunIsnyns

N caa °

el duunasingivemsdniidudiuuunn FeBadduniislugdursdntendlldnmindutanmenisinunsiiie

N eaa

Usuugenaualavus Inenuindaddldainlssnudesdadunandanassldainnszuiunisudndesdududadand

a o

Usglend waziluwnaadusiununin @nsdnd wazaue, 2553) lneilisteaunisihdadainlssnudesninguiu

v a a

AnduaIUsnas nuvinndudivgraalivsunalusiu waslusduiudu wag §9inlusuia NDF wag ADF

v
YA o =2

anasie (Kamphayae et al, 2017) daluidedafianuusyasdlunisidiasfidunandsnaseldainnszuiums
nandesndnsiuiuiasden Wien1susulssmlnsusuaznisgeslavedlnsug \Wumsiunmuaibiiusiaziden

Wothun i duwmrasemsdmsudninssmnened

A5MsAnE

ANAUNITNAADINNAITWNALULATNNTINBAT ANLINSFIEATHALNALULAE UPNINYNFUSIIUFARNT hag
a fa o o U & a v = a o & o W | & a =
audidouariannemnsdnd vsen w3eiasglaadue 9dn (@new) seriafeuliviay 2561 fi 1A 2562

a

lunsneaesilldungadmdennlaanlssnunindesaieniug Saccharomyces cerevisiae 3MNUTENUNUSITUS
1103 911in Feaglu druavegin duneiiles Farinunusii Ingd1auaUN1INAGBILUY 4x5 factorial in CRD & 2
a3y Ap (1) syeutndasnldlunisudn & 4 sz A 0, 10, 20 way 30 %DM wag (2) svevyiariunisudn 4 5

SyeLIan Ao 0, 1, 2, 3 way 4 dUa19i 31uIU 3 91

v '
o a ¢

F$raziBualdgemarafinuiina 200 n$u wastduinfadanlssnundndes Asedusingg naudaoedli
drfusinngavasugidienmatewm wagneisliigumnivies iWeasuimun thiegsildidrouuiad 60
osmeaidea Wunan 72 dalus (asnisuindl 0 danilshedradrouiuiiflednmaiuhdas) andudluue
HIUATLNTIUIN 1 Tadiuns

ihdeesfiunrunzunTIvn 1 Tadiums Tinssimeilavug Teun Saquis 160 Tustu waglusiusm
ANIBURY AOAC (1990) I1As1z%vnAT NDF uag ADF a1u359e9 Goering and Van Soest (1970) wazUseiiunis
douldvosdninssmiziealunaonnaaosmuisuns Boisen (1991) Rntuidoyauinmeiaruulsusay
(ANOVA) wazilSeuifisupuusnsnasywinseiadevesusazdmaans Ingld Duncan’s new multiple range test

NILAUANUTDIY 95%



whLAYAS 49 aTUd 1: 234-240 (2564).//doi:10.14456/kaj.2021.xx 236

nan1sANwIazIaTal
PNNTIATRAILNTUT VRN BadaInlsundadesnuildnguits Bunseing WWsiu wayludu windu
20.09, 91.84, 47.67 way 0.91 % auawu (Table 1)

Table 1 Nutritional value of brewer’s yeast
DM (%) OM (%DM) CP (%DM) EE (%DM)
20.09 91.84 47.67 0.91

DM: dry matter, OM : organic matter, CP : crude protein, EE: fat
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Table 2 Nutritional value of rice bran fermented with brewer’s yeast
brewer’s Fermented DM OM CP EE ADF NDF
yeast (%) period (%) (%DM) (%DM) (%DM) (%DM) (%DM)
(A) (week) (B)
0 91.45P 93.16° 14.98" 16.96° 9.22° 40.15°
0 1 94.39° 93.11° 14.31° 16.73° 9.41% 40.45%
2 94.66° 93.03° 14.258 16.113 9.42% 40.78%°
3 94.35° 93.17° 14.92f 16.49%¢ 9.15° 40.20°
il 94.47° 93.89° 14.23¢ 16.56> 9.38° 41.09°
0 61.12f 92.79¢ 17.69% 15.320%¢f 9.49% 36.60°
10 1 60.318 92.26" 18.62° 14.555%" 9.37¢ 34.87°
2 63.95° 92.65° 18.22¢ 15.51% 9.51% 35.35°
3 65.15¢ 92.41¢ 18.13% 13,75 9.35¢ 37.13¢
q 65.89° 92.44° 17.34¢ 13.47" 9.39° 36.90°
0 48.56' 92.32¢ 20.41° 15.70°< 9.44% 35.28¢
20 1 48.48' 92.04¢ 20.74° 1427 9.43% 30.67
2 48.86' 91.85%" 20.85° 14.57°% 10.49%¢ 31.73¢
3 49.60" 91.60" 20.66° 13.98%" 10.49° 31.73°
il 49.94" 92.03¢ 20.33° 13.81%" 10.23" 28.97°
0 40.84' 92.249 22.99° 15.24%f 10.74%° 29.128
30 1 41.79* 91.93¢ 23.57° 14.41"" 10.05% 28.94°
2 42.17% 92.01° 23.51° 13.03 10.94° 29.83°
3 42.78 91.82% 23.55° 13.36 10.36%¢ 29.01°
q 42.76 91.68%" 23.06° 13.13 10.56° 24.40"
SE 0.20 0.07 0.19 0.32 0.20 0.28
oY 0.55 0.13 1.68 3.77 3.52 1.43
AXB *% ** *% * * *%*

!l Superscript with different letters within columns differed (P<0.05).

**: P<0.01; *: P<0.05; A:BY; B: fermented period

DM: dry matter, OM : organic matter, CP : crude protein, EE: fat, ADF: acid detergent fiber,

NDF: neutral detergent fiber
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Table 3 Digestibility in monogastric animal (in vitro) of rice bran fermented with brewer’s yeast

brewer’s yeast (%) Fermented period DM OM
(A) (week) (B) (%) (%)

0 71.818 72.17¢

0 1 71.44° 71.82°

2 71.38° 72.69¢

3 71.19° 72.10°

il 71.31° 72.73¢

0 79.60°%¢ 80.30

10 1 77.27" 78.81¢

2 78.88% 79.36

3 78.90% 80.28

il 78.91% 79.53%

0 77.36" 79.31<

20 1 79.20% 80.40°

2 78.98% 80.66°

3 78.91% 79.84

il 78.61¢ 80.56°

0 80.95" 82.68°

30 1 81.07™ 82.04°

2 80.34° 80.09

3 81.74%° 83.19%

il 82.66° 84.17°

SE 0.52 0.54
aY; 0.96 0.97
) NS .
AxB * *ox

@8 Superscript with different letters within columns differed (P<0.05).
**: P<0.01; *: P<0.05; NS: not significant; A: BY; B: fermented period
DM: dry matter, OM : organic matter
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