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1. ALt el e

W AUl E oA A= WEH(CHY) > A AAA R Hwk wjE
o] FQ2 g shfoltt HWE2 100 7| o]AbstERA (COo) Bt Adid oz o
7] 2xksto] 28v) ¥ AHE JF= T (Liu et al, 2021). AAA 2 v v

%9 30%=E xA st A4 (FAOSTAT, 2023)& 3t=2] A-¢ 20204 7]=F0.
2 19.3 MtCO2 eq/d o2 AA s7F 22471~ wlE%9] oF 32.79%% A3t}
stor AF= olgst wAlE sdsty] f&l AlR HI7HAl T deA AT AE Aldske
ARG AR 59 Ve ET 8 TAES L, deAdAE HA 10%
A

[e)
W2 Fu g e 23S Fole g AAlA, 720 WelA of
T8 AxAE AUxA ok HE S NEsEe FoAuA AHF (Gross
energy intake) 2] 4~8%7} £24% = ZoF HrybE 1 Q7] Wi (Appuhamy et
al., 2016), WtFe=2 Aurlda e dAS TFAA717] Ast oefs d=e g

T2l A7, A, @7 A& 7}sA (Beauchemin et al., 2020)& 52 %71 &
ol AR ALY £ e ayHoly AEAQ HT WHORE o]Fojx ol it}
(Arndt et al., 2022).

AAFA (NO37), 4 =N (CNSL; cashew nut shell liquid), AFZEY, 7=
A o HJA7HAE deg Sy FE Fol7] fst IAdl dld wetow FEwko}
AAFAL A F4 olgdor zgsto g HE TS = o
23l (Feng et al.,, 2020; Abdelbagi et al.,, 2023), /Y F=ANE I
gl A propionate H]Eo] SO EA wWgko] FHASH=
Khurana et al.,, 2023; Ma et al.,, 2016). AFEJ W34 U

B

ol
rC

Z H 32 oo W oY

e AAS A sttt 3ol (Darabighane et al.,, 2021; Abdelbagi et al.,
s AES o83 WeEHZAdE Mootral A9 2~)7F 714 Mootral
Ruminant(rl£223% #5329 dE5)de AFol €84 Aok 28y oA o
" B HIHAY A o WE JA A4 &2 ayielA AbolE HojF
NI BT el FREQY] wel] ARAFANE Qs e APRd 247k~ 7
SAG Y 22 U A oS Al E Ul AF AT FeAo] AT|HA i
webA, 2 AT FEvEelA teks 7158 AR HIHAIR olv] s5E Tt
A AR, AT FE=2N, A2, v AEes R AE e AEE:
SilvAir, Ruminup, Vital Yucca 183 =4 7§ mft= A% “7}A Garlic AK” )
= 9 AMFel Foes W] WEAR anE SFUAEHE ol &St 54
P AR FEFs FFACE ] A TS Eg 10% ©|

=] A

7

\}
O
\}
w
N—

g A0l Fse ATl o

-

R LECTE EE



= g 53 Q" EAERL AAS-9 g AA
T8 AdeeR ojgsla, ddses R 3 BE dde] e Aeds
W FEAEEYALIZTE $A(SNU-221228-2)5 wpow, BmE 43 3
R i

2) AMEa u A& (in vitro) 2HHol e[st = 7& 470 HE2| HE MZ
1)

A W APS SIF v Folsow 4utg]e] FAERI AASE ol&
ST CE AT 327E12kg). A4 EAERI AASES =9WA 7.6%, A
W 1.5%, NDF 64.1%7} ¢h¥ d#= mid 23] 3.5kg¥ AFAston, sA
Zad 15.6%, =A% 3.4%, NDF 16.0%7} &% SFALE 2.0kgEs 09:003%
17:00 F 2z AFs 0. =2 AsaT7lE ol &aA FaEdn. A ol &
H R AEFYS SilvAir (SA; 5Ca(NO3)» - NHyNO3 - 10H.0, NO3 75% /DM),
Ruminup’ (RU; cashew nut shell liquid [CNSL]), ‘Vital Yucca  (VY; 12%
Yucca saponin) 281 7} Garlic AK' (AK; WEanks 25%) 5 & 4 £o])
o wold EE Al 2 HAUMAIES DM §Fs F467] flal 65°ce] dx o
ol ;] 72A17F =t AX3T (Thomas Scientific Model 4, Swedesboro, NJ,
United States), Imm AFHS FIHSIEF F2st & 318 4 A7MA] 4°Co A
LR

otz AbR ol Hell e SAERRD AAMFAlA oF 800mle] REFH1 A& A H s}
ol 4719 A=E FalA olEHE 1AHo® AAG L Os—free FHS 39CE &
A Eepaze] mestel APAR A% ukskgich ABAAA L2(v/v)
% Os—free WHE 3410 (pH 7.0 4)) (McDougall, 1948), 39TC°] 2%
Fxo AEHHOoZ oitIeAE FYstHA HVINHE FASAT. =3, AlY
W Adods FAIFe] AFHE ARess B 714de ol &stlen 60ml HY
ol 200mg (DM 7]5) 9] 71& 3 vekst M7k 5 AF 181 30mle] ®F
FAA RS v E 2 AdED S Yol wieFsielth S 1 AlEd SA+ 0.5, 1.0,
1.6, 2.5%/714 DM, VY+ 0.1, 0.3, 0.45, 0.6, 1.0%/714 DM, RU= 0.1, 0.2,
0.3, 0.5, 1.0%/ 714 DM, AK+ 0.1, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9%/ 714 DM H7}zFo =z %3y
ek b ek AdolM = =7 (FR AF F317D & A (positive) tET(30
ppm monensin; CAS No. 22373—-78—-0, Sigma—Aldrich, St. Louis, Mo, USA)
S S wsiATh ZF vieF AP BE HUF 2 3 Aoz HyE

=
A S AR vplR dEsta SFvjgoR & dE Foll 39°CelA 2443

o

_7_



ol wjekalal, Axe] AFHA FRZ oA 4 27 2 o] £A3F in vitro

24/\]7J ik - wjeky el Sl taEl F9E SAse g 4

jl(Fedorah and Hrudey, 1983), W& 45 fdl 7142 MEZ5S 10ml
ZAR ?ﬂr# %7 BBEA T (ref 364979, BD Vacutainer, Becton Dickinson,
Franklin Lakes, NJ, USA).

3) M W AE(in vivo) ol 2|5t I 7S 370 HMEZE2| oiet Mz 53}

Hlw (A 2)

g Eeke #AY Am 43 Ve kR s AAS 8F (B A
321+14 kg)E FASE F A9 g ol 4ntelH wig stttk e AA
NAl FFALE S BRAl 11X (50:50)F wolstdA A AdolA Ao Al
2.5% SA, 1% RU 18|31 0.6% VY/YY AHEDOMD & 7 Z2AEY F71E
wolstdlth. 71 2ALE S A5 #ige &y stetd A £ 1% 2 2 Ad
2 duplicated 4 X 4 Latin square® Z8E QO Z} periode F 24U (X5 A
< ZIZF 174, &5 AW A 7|7 3¢, We =74 34, B9 AE AFH 19
4 period7H4] F 1174 (FA7] £3) JAHRTE T3k, 7+ period ARolof= ZHod
H7HA S & HAagst7] &l 7YY FAVIE T B 5 AW 47+
ZH 15 =82 = A3] ditel 7 period= 159 HHCo= 4‘:“@ 2 1%
o] TFMH el FE&HUTE oAM= aFF 23] (09: 6:
L

o ofy

= o f 5 v [€) T T =
AR el TR met $FARE WA gl T AxE Felstdr. £, 7
ASES S 55 AW mRelq 2& AGEA v 5 A9, AR Aol
NS AR A AAL 7 period AZ AFAN o], £ AEE
o g8} wAo] o] Fold wkA —20°Cel A MEH ek,

Table 1. Ingredients and chemical composition of the diets fed to steers
during the experimental period.

Ingredient composition, %DM CON SA RU VY
Concentrate

Corn flour 13.97 13.63 13.83 13.89
Salt 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.09
Molasses 2.40 2.34 2.38 2.39
Sodium bicarbonate 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
Yeast culture product 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
Limestone powder 1.26 1.23 1.25 1.26
Palmolein oil 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07
Sodium Gluconate 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Mannanase 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
Vitamin E (50%) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Fermented soy bean meal 2.00 1.95 1.98 1.99
Mineral premix 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07
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Vitamin premix 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04

Wheat 12.50 12.19 12.38 12.43
Palm kernel meal 6.56 6.40 6.49 6.52
Copra meal 5.00 4.88 4.95 4.97
Rapeseed meal 1.69 1.65 1.67 1.68
DDGS corn 3.96 3.86 3.92 3.94
Roughage

Timothy hay 50.00 48.75 49.50 49.70
Additive

SilvAir (SA) - 2.50 - -
Ruminup (RU) - - 1.00 -
VitalYucca (VY) — — — 0.60
Nutrient composition, %DM

Organic matter (OM) 92.76 92.50 92.54 92.95
aNDFom1 40.56 39.00 38.44 39.74
ADFom?2 23.31 22.45 21.96 22.66
Crude protein (CP) 12.93 13.44 13.06 12.95
Ether Extract (EE) 2.45 2.38 2.92 2.45
GE, cal/g 4279 4248 4312 4369

CON, control; SA, SilvAir; RU, Ruminup; VY, VitalYucca

'Neutral detergent fibre assayed with a heat stable amylase and expressed
exclusive of residual ash. ?Acid detergent fibre expressed excluding residual ash

4) HAENO;7) HMESilvAINS Top dressing HEIO ot &7 =09t
MNad zaiEd 3)
SaF B0l 1090 el A e vh B AMS 205 (A AF 348 =18
kg) & ¢ 4o HiAH AAE Jntez 4vpel¥ Qs 5709 o Hix H <]
sold 4vte] F 2vhel BFALR 50%9 HEA A% 50%0% T4
ZAPR (2T) Fo] Ha, vumA 2ntglE ZEAsC AAI (N0
SilvAir' (SA; 5Ca(NOs), - NH,NO; - 10H,0, NO3 75% /DM) 2.5%% w=e2
(A7) gaoz AFHdck A3l o]gd A5 A wign 2 3}ehA Fi
%“%k% % 20 JERITE 35 AME 47] BAskal gl7) wEe] A% AN F 21
. 514, 80, 112 Aol 747} 4vie]¥ 15 HA 0 R 53] st WAow
% 20?94 54 ¢85t AF 71 Tk AbRE skl 29(09:08F 16:00)

T AREE 39 3 H AxE Fos¥oed, JAE AR 595 YElA 223 T
ol A FE AHHE o] g5l I AAMTES DAANAL BRE AY EEEL
U 55 AW YA ES AFEA AHTE F UdRed, As IE AE A
HZFY A5 Q75 (FCR)S 53317 H8lA 5 At FAIE S3sksioh A
T2 Wy 5435, 49 %zl%( DG)E At mek, 238 A ol
o A5 AEHIG oW, 35 AWM wes FHste 7|7t Jgo]
Aol ZbeF Sk AE St BE AR AEZES B4 A7EA -20° ColA ®Hi
= St}

5) AMH(NOs-) MEZ(SivAir) &7 pellete] 7] 50{2f ME XMZ &

-
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(

A3 38 953 T FAd3 e AAS 20vE]E (HAAFT 476121 kg) 4vf
AN Z 579 ur Askaith. 3 U de AAS 2wkt
(CON)ALREE Fostal o, Yz 2utg]o A= tl2 Algel 2.0% SA (P-SA)
7} ¥ pellet Ah’é(ﬂa?)e wolstdlth A3 Atse] d8 247 shehd i
& 3 28 #a F 48U Bk & do] wixHer AdA ] M G
aol ot wgk WARF LS 19929} 45U} 747 3wt TEFUAEHE
Abgete]l H3E Stk ZIEF AF WY A EAFH a8 B3 RS A9 3% T
AdstAl a3k T

2,

S
jur]

-

Table 2. Ingredients and chemical composition of the diets fed to steers during
experiments 1 and 2.

Ingredient composition, %DM CON SA P—-SA
Concentrate

Grounded corn 13.97 13.63 13.70
Salt 0.10 0.09 0.09
Molasses 2.40 2.34 2.35
Sodium bicarbonate 0.16 0.16 0.16
Yeast culture product 0.04 0.04 0.04
Limestone powder 1.26 1.23 1.24
Palm olein oil 0.08 0.07 0.07
Sodium Gluconate 0.10 0.10 0.10
Mannanase 0.05 0.05 0.05
Vitamin E (50%) 0.01 0.01 0.01
Fermented soy bean meal 2.00 1.95 1.96
Mineral premix 0.08 0.07 0.07
Vitamin premix 0.05 0.04 0.04
Wheat 12.50 12.19 12.25
Palm kernel meal 6.56 6.40 6.43
Copra meal 5.00 4.88 4.90
Rapeseed meal 1.69 1.65 1.66
DDGS corn 3.96 3.86 3.88
SilvAir - 2.50 2.00
Roughage

Timothy hay 50.00 48.75 49.02
Nutrient composition, %DM

Organic matter (OM) 92.76 92.50 90.69
aNDFom1 40.56 39.00 38.24
ADFom?2 23.31 22.45 22.01
Crude protein (CP) 12.93 13.44 13.18
Ether Extract (EE) 2.45 2.38 2.33
GE, cal/g 4279 4248 4165

CON, control; SA, SilvAir (top-dressed); P-SA, SilvAir (pelleted)
INeutral detergent fibre assayed with a heat stable amylase and expressed exclusive

_‘]0_



of residual ash
?Acid detergent fibre expressed excluding residual ash

=
2 TEAM s AEF0] dAE Fol A AW A 3 AFHA 2= 8§t
2 X =3
=<

o AEdAE HasE HHoR 9] Afed FUW PSP (PVO) AE
£ olgstol URA 4 Wilo) A D)= 13700 X 356(20) X 200
Goleme, SFM LAL OTmioleh 4 ZERA PRAE ALY F

41] £717¢ X@x‘ﬂ«l IR ”Fﬂé A sk A HX]O}J*—. AAEAE. B3 BE S
AW E =3 o] FAzd F7] ¥z AX (model DK—C—150E; Dryer Korea) 2}
571 Y FA7F 23dE 554 A 2E AAEE 2t Qla, FH R A
g 55 27 21C9 60%% FASHES 24383t (model ALFFIZ-WBCAI-
015H; Busung, Korea). B3 3t =4 A|AE2 AW FoF Ao 274 10cm
o] @ FEHE S oA 3 =E AlAHow *—JOVHI(O 6m/s), AlsE &
7l A AW JAF HJE%Y FEE SEA AW UFE A+e$H(0.1m/s) €t o
ol 37| £33 S 7tAe 1S WA st IF&S Fugetr] fsk fEo
HES St WE X oA B B2 AH EFf FIE FHE F3] AH
= vi=H v

F 2717F AR e e A7 10cme MFHE 2o, UHy P
E %3] 400L/min® A3 FEH5oZ HEEHEE A o7] (Metabolic Controller,
B.S. Technolab, Seoul, Korea) 2 Z4d3}R 1, 2 &5 AWM A gHHoA 2
g utAavE 239 7] vWiETE T4 A4 10ecme] A4 (PVC) Fol=
= et iEu!tH W F717F 554 (model LS-3D; Teledyne Technologies, Thousand Oaks,
CA, USA)E &3t Fof gFE mME=HJAH(TH 1). 72 &5 9 7t~ A5e
S5 AWel wj7] HEZ Apo]o] PVC o] Fxbe| A FA] A AHe] AAdE 7hA

x L
FH
>

58E B3] 7~ AMEE HI (Columbus Instruments, Columbus, OH, USA) 9]
sdlow #FA7|E o]gstth
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T Outlet air

Inlet air

Data Acquisition

Multiplexer

Analyzer

Drying unit

Figure 1. Gas flow of indirect respiratory chamber and gas analyzer in
Pyeongchang campus of SNU.

A 7t~ Alg7F HEEA 7] (non—dispersive  infrared  CHysensor.
0—2000ppm; model VA—-3000, Horiba Ltd., Tokyo, Japan)® S99 FH=
HZ5+= 42 Ao]7] Metabolic Controller, B.S. Technolab, Seoul, Korea) &
oA tha Zo] EdT 4718 AR By 7] AR SR A A
UE 5o s st Ald A8 AR 6L/minoE A4" AE 55 &9 &
Al ARE AEsth Ad dEe] Qs A AZEOE F3 2 7} 2
stk 2 AFeA = ZF AW kA s WHE da3ss tgAdeE 545
A9 F7IE ol AWM 7tA AEE AAWE AXH(purge time) 3 THA|
An IR AEY dlE A AR Fol ZATFA] o] FojA = AlXF(sampling
time) = 77 90x¢t 120%% &F3ivt. webs 4719 S FHW 7 & e (one
cycle) 48 @3t dgs Al 1480 299t 7 7k AlEs 4
Al A" o717 Ao AZXA <} A A|ek(Mesh size 8, Drierite, Xenia, OH,
USA) o= AP 488 ZetAy ZoA o3 D AXEHGY, wertAs AlA] 9
973 %4 (Calibration)< 7z 7}A~ Az =AHS A ey Ao HE 807
umol/mol CH49 % 71A E8E& AFE3stol 38383tk (Air Korea, Seoul,
Korea).

479 A3Fo] &5 el wiAstr] Ael=
mol/mol balanced N2; Air Korea) & ©]-&3}o] 2z}
th QokelAtH, Foi§ A El
H & (50mL/min) & TR g7& S-S st 7P A
Aol WA EHo] FEO] FE VMAE wWEShe FAS 7
AP Z29E A U By AEVE He RS FRE 3gE A

il

] &)
=

>
e do

ox, 2
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Theoretical CH ppm (ThCH 1ppm) = (InCH 11 jimin/ Dy S TP VR i jmin) X 1000000

Gas recovery rate (%) = (DCH yppn/ThCH jppm) X 100

e AT e e FAL olgatel ANt

CH4emission (L/min) = (DrySTPVRL/min X ([DCH4ppm]/1000000))/gas recovery rate (%)

=< =
N AR AFH= 7ZF period? 249A el AR ol AAOAID, AAR
o] 2, 4AZF Fof AAHAY. T4 NFy FEE ©o]&3to] (Oriental Dream,
Hwaseong, Korea) ¥F5=¢ 9 200mle AMFHFA 1, AFHE BE Hi5: AL 479
AZE  FaAA  olEHES AUy, =3 pH 47 (Mettler— Toledo
Schwerzenbach, Switzerland) & °]&3to] A pHE 543 45, 50ml FH|
= F A A 55 WAAAY. O F7F F40] o]Fo|A ujrhA
—80°Ce]| X &= AT},

gl A3 JfAl 269 Fof AlR Fo] 1AIZE A AlR Fo] & 3A7F o F
2 2 At e Be Ad ol disiA ARl AHH. H AES
8.5mL €2 =M =7 (Ref.No: 367953, Beckton—Dickinsen, NJ, USA) ©]
de AE FRS 4mL Sud Ayt © A¥ FE(Ref. No: 367871
Beckton—Dickinsen, NJ, USA)Z %7 ofo]Axdtxeo] A HAsHt. 3342 15
7F 2500xgo® A FE2 sl (ScanSpeed 1580R, Labogene, Seoul, Korea)
A= S I2ml vlo] I 25 H (BS—400, Mindray, Beijing, China) & %429, =4
2HE, 59, $4AY, NEFA 5 g9 At 545 #4F w714 -80" CeollA]

Basth, AdGeL)S 9o 7k #2471 (ABL90 FLEX PLUS, Radiometer
America, CA, USA)E AF&3te] AF A5 T == 9 9EIEZIER 74
£ S48t AHEskal s

7) |:||-_=;<__<|>_|0H ol élq-ll A|E iHi| |:||-|:H
o

—

8) =tk 4
Adof o] &¥ Alm, WEAAA FREA, Al AFES 65°CY dx 239
A T2AE FF AXRE ¥ lmm AFHE o]gste] s tH(Thomas
Scientific Model 4, NJ, USA). #3l¥ ME=2 105°ColA 3A1%F &< A x35)o
DM#&& 74391, ANKOM A2000 A+ #2471 (ANKOM Thchnology Corp.)
9] filter bag 71&S AFE-3te] NDF WADF &g ¥4 8%th. NDF &2 Qo
ot et ofdelolAl S ALgEte] =43t AF 3] E (amylase neutral detergent
fiver organic matter [aNDFom]; Van Soest et al. (1991))< A9t S AFE
&9tk ADFE Van Soest (1973)¥WH o g =43 on ZF 3]E(aNDFom) A
9lst k& AbE-SFST
AP ] AFeA 2 A5 F& 7t AEe] vw o3 A=7I17F &
2E Agilent 7890B GC A]~Hl (Agilent Technologies, Santa Clara, CA, USA)
= Abgstel SA&AH. ME TS H2E719 255 77 200°CeE 250°CE
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FABA Y. 7k~ A& 10mLe] HayeSep Q-ValcoPLOT fused—silica capillary
column (30 m X0.53 mm X20 pm; CFS—PQ3053—200, VICI Metronics,
Danvers, MA, USA)°| a two—way stopcock (KOVAX, Seoul, Republic of
Korea) S EaA FHHAY. &9 dAF 7F~(99.99%; Air Korea) &= 10mL/min
o] f40% A%y E 2%+ 80°CE 2.5%3 4ASHA AT wwk &
g 9 xH (Calibration) Alell o] &3t EFE 7FA EFE(B% mol/mol
balance Ny AirKorea) & AFgste] 27 w4 & &3l AAtstaith

HEE9l el bR yote] ZAANH;—N) w55 HAHS AFEste] S4skith
(Chaney and Marbach, 1962). 334 X|9AHVFA) 9 S E = w5
5.0ml& 25% HPO; W 2% pivalic acid 0.2mlg} &9 (Erwin et al.,
1961). =E3¢E5L FID HA=717F A"l Agilent 7890B  GC(Agilent
Technologies, Santa Clara, CA, USA)& o|&3dle] #43At. A5 =479 4
%719 &+ 220°CE A @F 0k 7 £ 1ml/min, £7] 28 &
== 80°CE A3k Nukol fused—silica capillary column (30mx0.25mm X 0.25
um; Cat. No: 24107, Supelco, Sigma—Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA) ]| 4] A
21w Es FYsAT 28 25 1% & 7] 254 dAsHA FA1=H 3
A, % 2 208 F7hste] 180°Ce] 2=7kAl 1 & EF fAIEHIoH, EY
10°cH F7tkste] HF % 200°C7HA] =374 HE A3 Ak 1480
A7 = ]l .

9) DNA =%, PacBio A4 % dolg &4

AE 304 26dxte] AR Fof F 4T wo] MEF S HEFdS AR
3 F NucleoSpin soil 71EE ©]§3to] WEA® DNAE FE3F3th(Macherey
—Nagel, DuEren, Germany) (Bharanidharan et al., 2018). o}7}22~ A 7]
5 =3 DNA =4S %H71éta, Nano Drop 200 £33 %<4 (Thermo Scientific,
Waltham, MA, USA) & At&3tel DNA w5E SAch w59 Wl vAE 74
S AstelA EA38H7] Yéll primer pair 27F (57 —AGA GTT TGA TCM TGG
CTCAG—3" ) % 1492R (5° —GGY TAC CTT GTT ACG ACT T-3" )= 9]
4-3}lo] Single—molecule real—time (SMRT)S <38 16S rRNA F22F2] @A 24
ol(VI-V9) @de T3 ad A & (PCR)o® FFHs3ith vta=std PCR
AEL 2% o7t~ A AVYFoRE WA, Qiaquick PCR AA 7IEZ A
39t} (Qiagen, Valencia, CA, USA). SMRT Bell libraries+= 5242 Pacific
Biosciences (PacBio) Sequel system (Novogene Co., Ltd., Beijing, China)<
ARg-sko] Al st T

Raw sequencing reads+ cutadaptE ©]-&3sto] oJgiE 7N LES A AL
A AYHERAL Martin,  2011) (v1.9.1), Z1¥2t 97144 (Chimeric
sequences) ~UCHIMES. 2 H¥H3}3th(Edgar et al., 2011). U+AEH 45
s BE L dol7F 1490ntE % ¥}8l+= Pacbio long readsW #-A| 8}t 1%
2 PBEe 7|2 dAFo=r QIME2 VSEARCH Z3I19&  E3 “cluster
features—de— novo” function& AFE3Fe] 99% AME A JAFkA OTU=Z
ZHAEY Htd. Future—classifier pluging %3l “classify—sklearn” <11
252 AFE3FYISILVA "olEHo] A (v138) 9 vlwsly, OTUS ¥H/HeH S

X]

(o,
i

r
o
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33t} (Bokulich et al., 2018). &3}9} wel vk AL QIIME29] thokA
ZH A& AMEste] 35S T

10) €4 &4

In vitro A& dHlo]E = SAS version 9.4 (SAS Institute, Cary, NC) PROC
MIXED Ax}ol W} Tukey—Kramer adjustment< A X A3t H7bse 1
Aad=z FEQla, 24H7He) wieke dYgadE AFEHAY. 7 $E AV St
of W& ¥ Ay, olx W AHAE FA42 A @2 div] (orthogonal
polynomial contrasts) & AFg3sto] G353l

In vivo A% dlolH= Ao AF7IE 1y 97 dd5ss 9
2 A3 SAS(version 9.4, SAS Institute, Cary, NC, USA)ol|A =3l

B2 B4 (mixed—model analysis of variance) S AAIsFAth ¥3¢) 2§

1o

,d
b o
oX 1% _E

(pH, VFA, NH3 & w2 =4 EAF 22X (repeated—measures analysis of
variance) &2 #23}t}. The Akaike information criteriong ©|83Fo] ojH ¥
AP FZ27F 7P AgstA] dAsta, 2 Adye) wet da S-S Frkstr] 9lEl
A5 3] (autoregressive; ARD) w41& 2 &sgitt. LSMEANS g5 ©]8-35}o]
BuS AxsE - SAS PDIFF A4S ARgsto] Hlwskqlth 2kol= /X0.05¢04
SARCR Fou|st Aog ke, FEFS 0.05< P <0.10°04 AH &%

<CO, ol o|et METIA HEs WHN SEWAMY 54 glotel v(u>
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A wWhAUYIEA] ek Al g stkal AtRE
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technology, Seoul, Korea) & 97} =75
A Eo] AqAE ot 3 SHA vk o
5 v ANE U2 & S5 2081t
Ay HAoR HE 2 29 dE
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97.2740.302 X BW]

. _ 60 23
(1) Total heat production (HP, watt) = 7.64xBW*% + Y[M 1l 1—0171<X Y

(2) COy (L/day) = HPUx 180 x 24

HP = heat production of the animal

BW = body weight of the animal

Y = average daily gain of the animal

M = energy content of the feed, MJ/kg dry matter
HPU = heat producing unit, HP/1,000

Figure 1-—1. The i1nstallation of the CO,; method to compare with

respiratory chamber method
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1) A& Wl A" (in vitro) 2ol
g3 Hm(ME 1)
ARA FE AP U AE(E S FE AFAY] AR JAUMEE Vel
2 Fastgith SAE 714 A% J|F0® 0.5, 1.0, 1.6% H7te W 74AL 7tz
5, 10, 169€c® FH=How H7EAl FolA 7Hd 7Aool Yokt A7 a3+ 1%
St 1.6% HFVFFANA 4.2%9 8.2% #Ad= Aow yehgth RUE 0.1, 0.2,
0.3% 7y FF2 7140 40, 80, 120€& 7 7140l #gtom, & AyoA =
g A7 @971 91tk VYE 0.15, 0.30, 0.45% HA7b#9 7HAoe] 25, 50,
749907 FAHEUL, 0.3%2} 0.45% FAAM 11%Y 8% #HAE HATY. AK
= 0.3, 0.6, 0.9%= H7tegko] Z7lstAA wWE AAEHE=E WMHE iasts Ao
2 ueEksth

2 RE 4 MEe Met N

Table 3. Dose dependent effects of SilvAir (SA), RuminUp (RU), Vital Yucca (VY),
and Garlic AK (AK) , on inn vitro CH, production in the first batch (n=3)

Price Total

omke pi g G Co cH CULUVE cna o
DM) (mL) substrate)
Control 6.60 335 13.8 4.61 23.1
Monensin (50 ppm) 6.55 21.6 14.1 3.05 15.3 -33.9
SA (0.5 % DM) 5 6.62 324 14.5 4.71 23.5 2.0
(1.0 % DM) 10 6.59 31.2 14.2 4.42 22.1 -4.2
(1.6 % DM) 16 6.60 30.1 14.1 4.24 21.2 -8.2
RU (0.1 % DM) 40 6.60 32.8 14.6 4.79 23.9 3.7
(0.2 % DM) 80 6.61 324 14.3 4.64 23.2 0.6
(0.3 % DM) 120 6.55 31.2 15.1 4.70 23.5 1.9
VY (0.15 % DM) 25 6.57 29.7 15.6 4.63 23.1 03
(0.30 % DM) 50 6.58 26.8 15.3 4.11 20.5 -11.0
(0.45 % DM) 74 6.56 27.1 15.7 4.24 21.2 -8.1
AK (0.3 % DM) 23 6.61 30.0 15.0 4.51 22.5 -2.3
(0.6 % DM) 45 6.60 314 14.6 4.58 22.9 -0.7
(0.9 % DM) 68 6.60 32.2 14.7 4.75 23.8 2.9
A 1A AR Ul A SAZE 71 FEe dEe A afE HolFXA
okol7] wWiFol F WA AFH W A (F Dol SA EHE AFQsTh 1
Hu FHA APME 1 ad= 9 A dUErEth RUE 0.29) 0.3% H7F 7+
TS AEl FARE A AR A o] wgk AadI Tk Ve A A
ke

AFeNA 11%0 8% 2 37k AR Wil ol F ATAsG oLy, & Aol

]_
2 5 e ANE QYY) WEel 0195 FAA F 45z ARS FAet
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H 2 0.1% F7F5ToA 3.8%% Z v 7o) HQo A g A
h T

Table 4. Dose dependent effects of SilvAir (SA), RuminUp (RU), Vital Yucca (VY),
and Garlic AK (AK) , on inn vitro CH, production in the second batch (n=3)

(va’;if/f{g op  Total gas CH4 (%  CH4 CHY (mlle  chq (%
DM) (mL) total gas)  (mL) substrate) change)
Control 6.61 32.1 15.7 5.03 25.2
Mongloségm) 6.66 263 12.9 3.39 17.0 -32.6
SA (0.5 % DM) 5 6.66  33.7 15.6 5.25 26.3 4.4
(1.0 % DM) 10 6.64  31.8 15.1 4.81 24.0 45
(1.6 % DM) 16 6.65 33.8 15.3 5.17 25.9 2.7
RU (0.2 % DM) 80 6.63 33.3 15.7 5.21 26.1 3.6
(0.3 % DM) 120 6.63 32.7 15.6 5.10 25.5 1.3
VY (0.15 % DM) 25 6.65 345 15.9 5.48 274 9.0
(0.30 % DM) 50 6.65 33.1 15.7 5.20 26.0 3.4
(0.45 % DM) 74 6.66 347 16.1 5.57 27.9 10.7
AK (0.1 % DM) 8 6.61 32.6 14.9 4.84 242 -3.8
(0.3 % DM) 23 6.63 31.4 15.6 4.88 24.4 -3.0
(0.6 % DM) 45 6.62 33.1 14.8 4.91 24.6 25
(0.9 % DM) 68 6.62 326 15.6 5.08 25.4 0.9

SAE AWRAS} 7 AR Aypso] 7]E2 AT A7 (Feng et al., 202002} th=2
A YGeRsZ] wfEe] 1.0%2 1.6%A% AERAGE 5 sty 2747t A =2
A Utk RU H=gk Al o] gl A 25 A3 ax7) ofF Agkth Ve Al |
A A= A WA A 11%3% 8% Bt AL 6% 8% WE & &
HE Btk AKE Al AA7EA e A BERoA A i Ao 7t owE
glatA] Xkt

Table 5. Dose dependent effects of SilvAir (SA), RuminUp (RU), Vital Yucca (VY),
and Garlic AK (AK) , on inn vitro CH, production in the third batch (n=3)

Price Total CH4 (mL/g

CH4 (° CH4 CH4 (°
(WDof/g{ g pH (;gril E) total g(a?) (mL) sub]z‘g‘/zli te) chang(ego
Control 6.71 29.6 15.9 4.69 23.5
Monensin (50 ppm) 6.70 18.2 8.8 1.61 8.1 -65.7
SA (1.0 % DM) 10 6.68 28.5 15.7 4.48 224 -4.6
(1.6 % DM) 16 6.71 28.4 15.6 4.43 22.2 -5.5
RU (0.2 % DM) 80 6.67 29.1 15.9 4.63 23.2 -1.2
(0.3 % DM) 120 6.67 29.5 16.1 4.74 23.7 1.0
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VY (0.30 % DM) 50 6.70 27.8 15.9 441 22.1 -5.9

(0.45 % DM) 74 6.66 26.3 16.4 431 21.6 -8.0
AK (0.1 % DM) 8 6.68 29.8 15.8 4.72 23.6 0.6
(0.3 % DM) 23 6.67 29.1 15.7 4.53 22.7 -3.4
(0.6 % DM) 45 6.68 30.3 15.8 4.78 23.9 1.9

YA Ao SA H7F 5L 25%2 =994, 16974 #E &
AUtk RUE 7HE 7 w93 o] ®iA Aol oF 7% wezdkart 3 Cl
Aol e 7o Wolm Zu BF A &dr AQT(E 6). VYE o] HA Ade
A 10% o173 W HAE BAR, W Fargds vhE2A Bt AKE
AA7EA o] A wFoA AR W AFow AL ouE glshA] Fagich u)
g AlE e Ol AE (in vitro) oA ‘Garlic AK’ & A Q] Hol 7hE e
M= webAzE @37F e ekl wiel A Wl A3 (in vivo) oA A 2]k
ct.

o &

Table 6. Dose dependent effects of SilvAir (SA), RuminUp (RU), Vital Yucca (VY),
and Garlic AK (AK) , on inn vitro CH, production in the fourth batch (n=3)

( Vlv);if/ig - T;;sl cH4 % cu4  CHLMUE cpy o
DM) (mL) total gas) (mL) substrate) change)
Control 6.61 36.2 15.7 5.65 28.3

Monensin (50 ppm) 6.64 27.0 12.1 3.27 16.4 -42.1
SA (1.0 % DM) 10 6.64 33.0 15.1 4.99 24.9 -11.8
(1.6 % DM) 16 6.62 32.8 15.0 493 24.6 -12.9
(2.5 % DM) 25 6.65 31.9 14.7 4.70 23.5 -16.9
RU (0.5 % DM) 200 6.60 354 14.9 5.28 26.4 -6.7
(1.0 % DM) 400 6.62 343 15.8 5.42 27.1 -4.2
VY (0.6 % DM) 100 6.60 31.2 15.8 491 24.6 -13.1
(1.0 % DM) 165 6.60 314 16.1 5.07 253 -10.4
AK (0.1 % DM) 8 6.68 29.8 15.8 4.72 23.6 0.6
(0.3 % DM) 23 6.67 29.1 15.7 4.53 22.7 -34

(0.6 % DM) 45 6.68 30.3 15.8 4.78 23.9 1.9

T AE 7 29 YERYATE AK
oAl 24417 wjF 5 Rk g o] AF
A (p<0.1) o2 FAde= @4% E]r 3N H7F A= Ho W' A FAES
SA 2.5%, VY 06%, RU 0.5% DM substrate #7} o4 mL/g DM
incubated ‘:‘r—A 7Nl+=o 2 Z+7F 16.93%, 13.08% 1811 6.69% = e}y T).

Eé% A W Aol BHlaiA, AIZE A mE VFA §5 &
Aol gl &, AP HHAQA SATE SASHA T, W' AAAZEA IAEQA A
< Hrtsta, Wt A &y s st o we aHo=E ojgd 4 Qth

(i
L
1o
e
td
aly
=
rﬂ
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gy, AA w7 deelA e daE A d8F ol e oy, kd M
o

2 ey gAAE AT U AW ofue, AA W BY =B AR oo
o

o meA Aldd W AR 2ol 71xsiA 37HEGA, RU Z8]aL VY) vk
2 A W Ao Mg A axE Slsirlz 24 s,

10.0+
7.5+

5.0

L
2.5- I\ \ /E
0.0 A — N\ | : % DM

1.6 25  Suybstrate

-2.54

5.0 Linear p = 0.084

-T.57

Linear p < 0.05
-10.04 Linear p = 0.076

Change in CH, yield (%)

-12.5+

-15.0

-17.54

-20.0- - SA = RU
Figure 2. Dose dependent effects of SilvAir (SA). Vital Yucca (VY), RuminUp (RU)
and Garlic AK (AK) , on inn vitro CHy production (n=4).

2) MA Wi A™(in vivo) 2ol 2t =l 78 370 MEZ<2 MEet M 53}
(A 2)
=27 2 AHeF T FEE AFAFd= - Zol(PX0.05)7F gtk g
kA 2(g/d)e] A= SAQ} RUE #H7F3E 3% AAMS-oA 22 15.9%F 12.9%2] &
o] A el 7+2(P<0.005) 2 E} (F 7). 22 e BYTFe AZOM A o
giHglS mo= SAE ‘] © 29 101% #AE HPa, RUS H713E 3% AA

= dEF dHl 12.5%2] f2u)dk 7A(P<0.05)E Rt RUE AFHS 3¢ AAl
o= WENYmE £4% GEME thzT tul 12.5 72P<0.05)3 Aoz BIx
At

Table 7. Least—squares means of DMI and enteric CHjemission from
Hanwoo steers (n = 8) fed diet supplemented with 2.5% SilvAir (SA),
1.0% Ruminup (RU) and 0.6% Vitalyucca (VY)

CON SA RU VY SEM p value
DMI (Barn. kg/d) 7.7 7.6 7.8 7.9 0.13 0.519
DMI (Chamber, 6.7 6.2 6.7 6.8 0.31 0.326
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kg/d)

CH4 (g/d) 119.1a 100.2b 103.7bc 118.0ac  9.97 0.003
CH4 (g/kg DMI) 17.9a 16.lab 15.7b  17.6ab 1.53  0.026
CH4 (%GED 5.6a  5.0ab  4.9b  55ab 047  0.025
7 @ Zhzke] Ayt Ztol B §E59 pHeF & LAY 5= == N
H O3 A sEE FoAd9 Zol7l EAEHA FUATHPX0.09)(E 8). thET
of oh& Ay FXtell oAl Aole EAsHA = FUAIT SAE HATN & % RU
IF% BlustRE oW 447 $ NH-N 571 § EJTHP<0.05). 7R =
AHZ 15S SA 150 vls] ¥FE$ acetate: propionate H]-&-°] ¢ ‘/U}E‘r(P<0 05)

Table 8. Ruminal fermentation characteristics in Hanwoo steers (n = &) fed
diet supplemented with 2.5% SilvAir (SA), 1.0% Ruminup (RU) and 0.6%
Vitalyucca (VY)

Item Oh 2h

Time interval CON SA RU VY CON SA RU VY

pH 7.00 7.04 7.05 7.05| 6.58 6.74 6.61 6.61

Total VFA, mM 28.3 26.1 27.2 284 447 39.5 455 43.9

VFA, %
Acetate 68.8 68.6 67.8 68.1] 61.1 62.6 62.1 60.7
Propionate 16.1 16.2 17.0 16.9| 21.3 205 208 21.1
Iso—butyrate 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.12] 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.09
Butyrate 12.6 125 12.3 124 146 14.0 14.1 15.2
Iso—valerate 1.66 1.79 1.85 1.67| 1.17 1.22 1.33 1.14
Valerate 079 0.81 0.86 0.84]| 1.75 1.62 1.58 1.69
Acetate:Propionate | 4 o9 495 400 4.07| 2.88 3.13 2.88 2.82

NH;-N, mg/dL 11.1 11.2 105 11.7| 25,5 25.4 247 23.2

4h p value
SEM treat
CON SA RU VY treat hours X

hours
6.52 6.58 6.54 6.54 0.06 | 0.130 <.0001 0.440

43.0 39.8  39.3 39.0| 3.13] 0.651 <0001 0.719

62.9 65.2 62.2 63.3| 0.87|0.162 <0001 0.146
19.4 187 202  19.2| (49| 0.261 <0001 0.403
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08| 0.01] 0503 <0001 0.771
15.3 136 15.0 15.0| 0.58]| 0.447 <0001 0.095
0.86 0.90 095 091| 0.09| 0326 <0001 0.776
1.49 1.46  1.62 1.55| 0.11] 0.876 <0001 0.509
a06® 351" 309" 330 | o012 0015 <0001 0418

15.4 #¢ 19.7* 127 124" 1.98 | 0.033 <.0001 0.132
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HAAFANOs)2 A4 &4 drelgofe] o7t Fihol2 AAS FalA e A
of gk T4 ol JF8A Zrdol 7|9l stHA wErS A AlZItKYang et al,
2016; Abdelbagi et al., 2023),). ¥FFfolA ZHAFANO;)H oFdAENO )= ¢EY
ol(NHy) = o] o] WAEMH(AGO = -33.9 kl/mol Hy), ©]2Fstera(COyA wW &g
29 gdrt <dYstA(thermodynamically) 0.2 © 3| o] Fo] XU tHGibbs free
energy, AGO = -254 kJ/mol H,).

B AT Ao, Wb J1zoR B ou AA Ade]l AW U g g
5 meke AAUNODE TR SAS) A ol f EFHOE Uolyt Fo
= stk A2 WE dolE BAelE (Feng et al, 2020), A4 drigo] A
NFE G 1% S W vk vig Yol 247k 91 & 14%, 7.3 + 2.0%4 a3
Aoty Bwwstgch ma wE AP U AP YA W Aol FUAS wE

AE Y TES HFOE o]Fo] 1 AL olYAgl SA 2.5% DMG.e 1.58% DM
NOz) 7} oA Al A@da BA APolA wa *34%*01 Z+7y 16.9% 1
I 15.9% ZAsk T EEﬁL A AL AAN, 7 ALY HItEH 5
dgt A W APS Y g2 AFol A =(Feng et al 2020) g Aol
10.1%7} F438l= &35 Oi‘jr
$HH, RU= 1.0% DM (0.50% DM CNSL) R ZF Al Aldd A 9 A 43 =
FolA wWEgAgo]l ZHAEAT. ol d THAE AlEH AP (Adetunji et al., 2020; Oh
et al., 2017) 2 AyA] A &H(Branco et al.,, 2015, Konda et al.,, 201994 F3h& &
AT Bael dAgt a8y, B AFddA e LI JAOME oA AEdE A3
& 4.2% A AE HAAT A APoAe of 39 o =2 12.5%9 A ETJr
2 HYoh ole AR Fo W A ?LHOHH Fezgs wge W I a9t F
Xé T At 53] FFAES ZALE HEo] 50:50¥ e A7 &
T JATHOh et al., 2017). H = *‘54:7"1—/] FE2 O=2AT, B AFA o8 =
&2 50:50 otk 18y, B xEHlE Sy 2is:
A W A3FoA EF T s, AA el RUERZFOE wg A Fol
A A& ol AWol EFEstth Attt E2E] bAoA 3FF<E CNSL
0.57% DMIZ F4slRe Al, w59 dg SdAFS 37% 44 o= B az(Mitsumori
et al., 2014; Shinkai et al., 2012)¢} CNSL 0.5-0.75% DMIE F¢3}52 w W A
ZFol 20% TAstFtH(Maeda et al, 202D Hil 5O Z Holxl AA AP A e H
P aYE E@ZL Ha 59 FHUbEo| of2 EHskA &t
AFZU LS RIS 5E AU WEdA8 S ZFAA7IE o 3480 JIMEEA P37
I A fﬁ‘d g A= Wegggded o] Fi ol2(Hyes FFSie
(Newbold et al., 2015) Z=E=xold] ozt wet A4 JA axrt EA3H(Patra
and Saxena, 2009). £3] ~HZo|E AlxUo R RFHE {71 AAEUO 7 $o=,
IZREZOL AxH ZHP2HEN AF FSAE ste, ZEEZXOL AIEE f &
g 4= lth(Patra and Saxena, 2009). A]'é%ﬂr ARS FAHCE gH ojxdy A
Aol gt e e 77 AAZL2 x| Hlste] Foldo=E wg I
A raAzFRoH, 71d & weg @Ay B1E(mLCH4/g DM incubated) 13.1%°] 74
=) thJayanegara et al., 2014). =3, wWE %“3%‘:8 15% °old #ZaA7171 el A
7 ol Al Aldd W AP dEFE UE dE T 2-3%7F At Bk
t} (Jayanegara et al., 2014). 134 3T 747}31:0 B Aol 0.6% VYd g%

y &

i)
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0.072% DM Atxd 3 vluslds o w9 =2 ¢Folth ol 32 59 VY Wl
= Yucca schidigera®l resveratrol, yuccaols®} -2 phenolicse] <=A](Oleszek et
al., 200D)7F W&t A BHE FHAAS T A7 W ol tig FrEA A
T7F dastt tSo] VYo Aldd W g 2 FAA o AFoAe I3
Aol glded olHs EAIE A8 dFA=E o] gkthH(Kholif, 2023). 5L 3
Z i O‘ﬂﬂxl %”’ Ao tig Al 27HAE B Aok O 3=
F Ja, () 2 A AA Y

13 W 731%% o Atxd b ojEd ¢ ok AAIE Newbold et al. (1997)
| ¥FS & F Qe ARAdOeE &

QA Holeka B usg e

o
)7
2

EA
Ha

EX
g F A7) Wl ZREZolY tig Alxde] ¥

TS OE AEH W AT AFECY B3 S5 A4S & Ho, digF &

12/ 38E 434 sojdttr Rud vk thiMakkar and Becker, 1997). wWkH

o, A AgdAME HFLdA FY 1A FHRE w24 Zteis] duds Ras

El
Ak Meagher et al.,, 2001). o]2g AFE ALY 3l &£E9 &8 HLAVF Ml
& Alz="Hlof metA Tt As EA gk, ol dF Abxdo] A WR
O AlEd YolAe A3 A3t ¢ 2 dde AWsirE o HZd Rad
HEF B4 Adto| = A AFolA 7.3%2 wWE AT EH}E =EZ3H7] YsiAsE
H2 05% DMe H7tZFo] Zasita sty Ridla et al, 202D, E A3o g
T Eox: 9 8 52 ZFo gt Alvrl B dFA Do AdH AF A
HE A Ao I A&t AL ARG AF 59 ZHANAE FRAHE oF
3%/Me] W9l 53 SS(outflow)E #H3HA &2 A ZoR(Yanez Ruiz et al.,
2004). ol#g HEol AFH AFH viwste A AdFolA wWaEAT &3 Ta
Alel i Aol #H & Ju A AdPoAe= AFH AP tiH 80% oY 7t

= S7HAACE dthe AS AlARRS sEA R, 7 Yucca schidigera)ell tisiA <
T3 ®3(Holtshausen et al., 2009; 7liwi ski et al., 2002)ol <]3}H, 1% DMIZFA] H

< A% Wg Ato] FoHow WHEHZA &ShTh

e Y A 9539 38 EA9 Wslel A o] Foixg. B AFA SA
o] H7= old ATEFN FY3sA  acetate: propionate®] H]Eo] A FTH
(Guyader et al., 2015; Hulshof et al., 2012; Veneman et al, 2015). ¢42Yo} F
S 2 7=, SAE 5o 43S w59 el Hrkd dard e wom g
s dAlskH, ol wEt Wy A4 Z:‘ E o]lFo W& Aolgt AsHT Dai
and Faciola, 2019+ ZZE X0} AAZ ZZEZFolo vy E 2o ZFAi(Park
and Yu, 2018)3tA] =W HAE @iES dRYolg oln|d & & fiA FHa
(Newbold et al., 2015), A3& o2 ¥& propionate % 2 dEYol =2 ehd
g Buddch o)A Ao A =(Kholif, 2023) AlEY AERS FE3H W9
propionate ®l& Z7}9} TR EXol A F7t FAE B th Cardozo et al
(2005) =3+ Y. schidigera AFEA | propionateE F7}Al 713l acetate W& FHAA
Itk B3kt CNSLE 1.3% #7183 S wjol| = propionate?] +AFeH Z7H45%)
7} gelE 9la(Watanabe et al, 2010), ZE2Exo} ¢ W YA AHAE A
o Fx W3l: HuEHSu et al, 202D). EAZF FJHL AAA T, RU A8+
o A 2] acetate: propionatee] Hl-& 749l RU, VYA e dxyol THaAsE FA|A
FEZEEZXOL ARE FATTIL & F Y3 ol thigd FUHEQ] A7 stk
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o] wEHEA AFoAl, Morgavi et al. (2023)= gl HAE o] &3 25%7HA
o g A= AR om A4 AW oA 9 o] & &S Eo|l7le oHua
Hystdoh J8E=E, T2 ALAE SIS AalAs HA 30% o4 W A4
AAE dart AT wgk A a4E Fo|7] Y34l SA, RU, VY HIMEE
Fole AL FIEAALE AT A7) Wl B F7F Hasit dE E9,
20% DM o]de] Hid Hrle ofdtdmAoez std HAHS A gow
(Abdelbagi et al., 2023), A& AAHF, 4T SAHZFADG) Z A5 & FZFHFCR)o] #

5} , 2016; Pesta et al., 2016). 181}, AAH7x] =
Hlgto g2 E Uﬂ, CNSL 2.5% DMIZ7}R o] Fod+= AR QoA A A
HA ZUTh HlE, SA, RU, VY 5o & 49 SAZF 9 AIES
] %A, 74“’“%%*-‘4 ztol7h Qe AdaE B4z a7k Sl
T AUk meta B AddA o] 8H HIMFL I AMTY LA
o] HA o HItFds dvhe HE AAEA S
0.4% DM9] Y. schidigera A}:ﬁ”" NEH AFoA opbdetolA &4 ¢
3188 7ZFA A #H tHHoltshausen et al., 2009; Hristov et al., 2003). © o}
7}, A ’é}ioﬂfﬂ«l 0.5% DMI ©]’¢2] Atxd 7= wgo] t o] ZAEEA &
Bk olye}, YA AslgoE AR IS v F JdoeE Eurt JdhRidla
et al., 2021). A& ALH VYE 2-3% DM(0.24-0.36% yucca saponins;)7+A] 7}
Fe Fold WEAD 337 Jds 5 JAT FIF AR v FTe AA s
Zgo & uf A agle] & 4 Ut}
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Abzol Z+2F 2.5% DM, 1% DMA 3 7}st
< A, Zﬂiﬂ VFA Aikell B2 Y+ T4 & sbg AAS 59 A &
Heh Y-S FFAAIZTTE Boh, SASH RU= Hl& 7HA4 a3 Aldd 43 2 A
AdeA B5 d#AA wgggde] JAEAT 2}t VYola 2 Al A
E| A Ao A83s 9;‘—% Al HEES] W F-9]eo vldste] wWgbAgE a3rt
o2 SAS RUQ &3= ¢ Z jdsl7] 9alA

4 vAE FAO wste] digt AL
dostry ek W' A7 a9 AV A& oA4F 49 Aty oS 9 A E
= A g i AT E FrrH o R Fesith Nk oz RUS F97t 7+
ol oz Holu, RUY Wg A 35 A7 AA U Ao =8 UF 3=
o] 7} Ao @= AR HAMAE 53 Wg A TS 2R3 7] YsiHE
RU®| th3t F71Ae 771 Fasie.

2 Ay éﬂre Qo stH, SA9 RUE AMR9] A=dA% F 2.5%9 1.0%
3 < W, SA2 RU 2% 1¢ H& T8 (g/d) ol 22t oF 16%$t 13% 9
d AA ﬁiz‘s}‘}iﬂ}. 15k Y AF =Ho] Be AFE SASH RUoIT 13
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3) EMH(NO;) HE(SilvAir)el Top dressing gHHol|l 2|st Z7| 202}
x

2717+ (115970 7]34&3} g7 2.5% SAE AFAS AM T2 oA
iz=ek vlaste] A4S TH(P<0.05) (32 9). 18y it
(ADG) ] Atg A% H]& (FCR) ol 32l J&F2 A=A skt
(P>0.05). CHy S4S 93t 35 AWM= Al 7I1ZF U 2.5% SA AH¥ 1%
oA e AAZY TarF #EHN S H (P<0.005), CHy BAF(g/Y) Ha=E o]
AHTH(E 10; 1§ 3). AE AHAY & viebd Ay (g/kg DM o2 XHIYS v+
Z7] @A A 2143 7R ol vt 4 (P<0.05) 7F Sl = A7k, 71 o] %o
+ #Fol7F gl tH(P>0.05).

Table 9. Least-squares means of DMI, ADG and FCR of Hanwoo steers (n = 10)
fed diet supplemented with 2.5% SilvAir (SA) for 115 days in the pen.

Item CON SA SEM p value
Initial BW, kg 347.60 346.50 5.92 0.897
Final BW, kg 454 .30 443.10 5.46 0.940
DMI, kg 8.35 7.97 0.07 0.002
Average daily gain, kg/d 0.74 0.67 0.03 0.130
Feed conversion ratio 11.40 12.22 0.58 0.332
200~ 26
p<005 p>005
244 *p<0.05
150+ =
5 2
[=]
z g
-] = 20
i_;mc‘ ‘f
(& ] E 184
50- 164
0 . : . : 0 v v . .
d21 d 51 d 80 d 112 d21 d 51 d 80 d112
+ Conftrol = 54

Figure 3. Effects of SilvAir (SA) on CH; production and yield (n=10) over a
long-term supplementation of 115 days.
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Table 10. Least-squares means of enteric CH; emission from Hanwoo steers (n=10)

fed diet supplemented with 2.5% SilvAir (SA) in the chambers

Day 21 Day 51 Day 80 Day 112
CON SA CON SA CON SA CON SA

Item

Intake, kg/d

Dry matter (DM) 6.85 531 7.0 573 7.26 573 7.80 7.7
(ggame matter 635 493 659 532 672 531 7.23  6.63
Eggﬁr?gﬁg%egﬁﬁyt 978 215 288 232 287 227 3.08 283
?é%fSMeJr}figgY 122.6 95.1 127.1 102.6 129.9 102.6 139.7 128.2
CH4 (g/d) 160.7 91.5 1340 119.6 149.3 1158 140.8 1455
CH4 (g/kgDMi) 92.4 177 190 204 204 204 189  20.5
CH4 (g/kgOMi) 242 191 205 220 220 220 204 221

CH4 (g/kg aNDFomi) 55.3 43.6 46.9 50.4 51.5 51.5 47.8 51.8

Ym 6.95 5.48 5.89 6.33 6.31 6.31 5.85 6.35
p value
SEM -
. diet
diet days X days
0.37 0.003 <.0001 0.167
0.34 0.003 <.0001 0.177
0.15 0.003 <.0001 0.165
6.60 0.003 <.0001 0.177
8.34 0.003 0.017 <.0001
0.92 0.630 0.795 0.001
0.99 0.632 0.790 0.001
2.29 0.643 0.519 0.001
0.28 0.632 0.795 0.001

= MetHb x5 ¥ 113 Zvh 2E 3¢ AASo ths) H) &5 MetHb
T AlR Ho Ao AR A2l T s FAE 54 AR EE A
Z2.5% ol 2 FAIHAFTYL AHETE HFAT LelAd o =&

= Hl)
[} 1__
dF AYFR w2 FEEHATG(TE 4).
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Table 11. Blood metabolite profile of Hanwoo steers (n = 10) fed diet supplemented
with 2.5% SilvAir (SA) for 26 days.

Item CON SA SEM p value
Total protein, g/dL 6.67 6.71 0.13 0.756
Albumin, g/dL 3.79 3.73 0.06 0.305
Globulin, g/dL 2.88 2.98 0.12 0.432
T—Bilirubin, mg/dL 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.058
D—Bilirubin, mg/dL 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.165
Creatinine, mg/dL 0.98 0.96 0.04 0.641
Blood Urea Nitrogen (BUN), mg/dL 26.9 27.3 1.66 0.813
Aspartate Transferase (AST), U/L 57.6 68.0 8.44  0.234
Camma- gutamyl Transferase 115 10.00 2.06  0.476
Lactate dehydrogenase (LDH), U/L 1076.3 1102.9 50.9 0.608
Creatine Kinase (CK), U/L 119.9 139.8 13.5 0.157
Alkaline Phosphatase (ALP), U/L 185.7 174.0 17.5 0.511
Serum Amyloid A (SSA), Og/mL 14.2 29.7 6.15 0.941
3.04
p<0.05
2.5
2
£ 2.0
=
1.54
0 l T T
Oh 3h
—— Control - SA

Figure 4. Effects of SA on blood methemoglobin (MetHb) levels after 26 d of

supplementation.

W9 pH, @ Ay AP FEE e el AHolsk YA
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Table 12. Rumen fermentation characteristics in Hanwoo steers (n = 10) fed diet
supplemented with 2.5% SilvAir (SA) for 25 days.

Item Control NOs™
Time interval Oh 2h 4 h Oh 2h 4 h

pH 7.04 6.61 6.57 6.94 6.67 6.61

Total VFA, mM 55.65 94.73 90.04 62.45 90.95 91.05
VFA, %

Acetate 68.84 62.50 65.03 70.98 66.16 67.29

Propionate 14.41 19.10 16.78 14.74 17.83 16.40

Iso—butyrate 1.31 0.90 0.74 1.05 0.88 0.78

Butyrate 12.73 14.70 15.07 11.03 12.57 13.35

[so—valerate 1.94 1.25 0.89 1.44 1.20 0.92

Valerate 0.78 1.54 1.48 0.77 1.36 1.27

Acetate:Propionate 4.79 3.29 3.89 4.87 3.72 4.14

NH3-N,mg/dL 12.39 22.66 13.96 12.21 26.24 16.25

P—value

SEM . diet x

diet hours hours

0.08 0.998 <.0001 0.144

3.76 0.590 <.0001 0.438

0.51 <.0001  <.0001 0.162

0.38 0.323 <.0001 0.014

0.06 0.252 <.0001 0.001

0.35 <.0001  <.0001 0.592

0.08 0.049 <.0001 0.000

0.06 0.077 <.0001 0.079

0.12 0.048 <.0001 0.152

1.39 0.172 <.0001 0.327

4) EAAMH(NOs™) HZ(SilvAir)

=
(W

I

2 4)
A3 3914 SA

= Bt
= H—

StF pellete] ZEH7|

=0{2t mMEr M mIt

dd FHE Fol Ay 2, A 404 HElow

AzaN SAE Fold A3, &9 AN dRATL aetd AATHE 13).
Ty Al ghkell CHy A (g/d) 2 2=k (g/kg DMDoIA SAS] FoJ&¥7}

WA dUTH(E 14).
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Table 13. Least-squares means of DMI, ADG and FCR of Hanwoo steers (n = 10)
fed diet incorporated with 2.0% SilvAir (P-SA) for 47 days

[tem CON P—SA SEM p value
Initial BW, kg 476.89 476.33 4.79 1.000
Final BW, kg 500.89 501.33 8.32 0.970
DMI, kg 7.48 7.41 0.10 0.644
Average daily gain, kg/d 0.38 0.40 0.05 0.797
Feed conversion ratio 24.01 20.20 1.97 0.826

Table 14. Least-squares means of enteric CH; emission from Hanwoo steers (n=10)
fed diet incorporated with 2.0% SilvAir (P-SA) for 47 days in the chambers

Day 19 Day 45 p value
Item SEM . diet
CON P-SA CON P-SA diet days X days

Intake, kg/d
(chamber)

Dry matter (DM) 6.40 657 6.51 6.94 025  0.421 0.163  0.550

?5%%“0 matter 601 6.17 614 651 024 0409 0195 0.615

ANDFom 276 2.84 264 280 011 0510 0.185 0.641

Gross energy

CEMID 110.4 1134 1125 119.2 440 0450 0.195 0.617
CH4 (g/d) 114.4 1089 111.2 111.3 5.87  0.963 0.477 0.463
CH4 (g/kgDMi) 179 16.6 174 16.1 0.85 0521 0.167 0.965
CH4 (g/kgOMi) 19.1  17.7 184 17.1 0.91 0469 0.167 0.961

CH4 (g/kgaNDFomi) 41.6 38.5 42.9 39.9  2.06 0.527 0.168 1.000
Ym 5.77 5.35 5.57 5.18  0.27 0.509 0.167 0.961

fol

5) AMH(NO;™) MZE(SilvAiel Top dressing 2042t o|dE =& H

F4 e =, FUF EA4S d8 F H dol7k 1496 ntQl 203,809702] 113
Qqom, WMZ % Hit 10,190709) reads7F Uich A=
¥ OTU &, Chaol& 18 7t =ol7b ¢19th(P>0.05). Shannon SIEZ (P—
0.063) % Simpson A4 (P<0.05) &} 22 T FHX = U=+ 153 vl
= W SAE AASE AT aFNA IFUH(2™H 5). Unweighted ¥ We1ghted
Unifrac A8]E& AFE3SE PCoA £49 st Al +3 vlms 22 15 3 Hol9
PC1(7.2%) % PC2(16.1%)5 A9sta ATH(IH 6).
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Figure 5. Alpha diversity metrics of the bacterial/archaeal composition in the rumen
of Hanwoo steers supplemented with 2.5% SilvAir (SA) for 25 days.
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Figure 6. Principal coordinate analysis (PCoA) plots of the bacterial/archaeal
community compositions in the rumen of Hanwoo steers using an unweighted (a)
and weighted (b) UniFrac metric.
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BE AlZoA relative abundance”} 0.1% ©]/3<1 14702] vreHglo} Fo] HA
HAow, F 7HA M 38 L BAHoE A7t 25.6%% 17.3%9] HIE=E
Firmicutes®} Bacteroidetes ©]IthTable 15; 138 7). B+ 39.38%7} A HFoZ &
FElen, o] F 3155%c= o2& AF3| EFEHA Foba A9 HiFflol= wA
o mAlFEe]l © ®ol AL e AAEET EFRE IAF FlA
Aenigmarchaeota (2.92%)7} 714 $A1gF EolQ o™, o]ojx Euryarchaeota (2.58%)
¢} Nanoarchaeota (2.32%)7} & c°lIth. B Al HdE|gol HlE&3
Bacteroidetes: Firmicutes ®l&-& Z+z} 0.79¢} 0.682 Yettt 7Hd A48 oA 7t
A 4 Prevotella sp. (6.09%), Christenellaceae (4.31%), Rickenellaceae (4.22%),
Ruminococcus sp. (4.08%), Lachnospiraceae (4.22%)%th. Methano brevibactermillerae
2.04%)= NEFSlell A 7 FAIRE Aol (R 15 T1E 8).

Table 15. Relative abundance (%) of taxa in the rumen of Honwoo steers
supplemented with 2.5% SA representing > 0.1% of total sequences

Relative abundance (%)

SEM p value

Control NO;5~
Archaea:Bacteria 0.79 0.79 0.02 0.984
Bacteroidetes:Firmicutes 0.66 0.70 0.02 0.401
Unclassified Archaea 31.15 31.96 0.48 0.212
Euryarchaeota 2.73 2.44 0.33 0.739
Methanobrevibacter millerae 2.01 2.08 0.29 0.919
Methanobrevibacter 0.37 0.19 0.08 0.293
Methanobrevibacter ruminantium 0.24 0.10 0.03 0.073
Methanosphaera 0.10 0.06 0.01 0.254
Nanoarchaeota 2.66 3.19 0.14 0.030
Woesearchaeales Unclassified 2.72 1.92 0.16 0.023
Aenigmarchaeota 2.72 1.92 0.16 0.023
Deep_Sea_Euryarchaeotic_Group (DSEG) 2.39 2.92 0.13 0.024
Aenigmarchaeota Unclassified 0.27 0.27 0.02 0.972
Firmicutes 25.54 25.75 0.58 0.864
Christensenellaceae R—7 group 4.45 4.17 0.25 0.490
Lachnospiraceae NK3A20 group 3.63 2.04 0.30 0.007
Ruminococcus sp. 3.00 5.15 0.50 0.047
Oscillospiraceae NK4A214 group 1.55 1.42 0.15 0.698
Acetitomaculum 1.33 0.88 0.12 0.084
Mogibacterium 0.95 0.75 0.06 0.166
Lachnospiraceae ND3007 group 0.83 1.20 0.13 0.250
RF38 0.69 0.71 0.07 0.853
Succiniclasticum 0.55 1.10 0.14 0.066
Lachnospiraceae Unclassified 0.53 0.42 0.02 0.044
Ruminococcaceae unclassified 0.51 0.47 0.06 0.632
Clostridium methylpentosum_group 0.51 0.24 0.12 0.253
Mycoplasma 0.48 0.17 0.09 0.094
Eubacterium coprostanoligenes group 0.41 0.33 0.03 0.099
Ruminococcus gauvreauii group 0.48 0.26 0.04 0.003
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Erysipelatoclostridiaceae Unclassified 0.34 0.77 0.21 0.332
Anaerovoracaceae Family XIII AD3011 0.32 0.23 0.02 0.025
Clostridium methylpentosum group 0.23 0.11 0.04 0.121
Eubacterium hallii group 0.22 0.13 0.02 0.007
Clostridia Unclassified 0.21 0.31 0.03 0.101
Saccharofermentans 0.14 0.18 0.02 0.205
Oscillospiraceae Unclassified 0.13 0.10 0.01 0.420
Solobacterium 0.13 0.08 0.01 0.051
Marvinbryantia 0.12 0.10 0.01 0.357
Butyrivibrio 0.11 0.14 0.02 0.368
Selenomonas 0.06 0.10 0.01 0.237
Selenomonas ruminantium 0.02 0.06 0.01 0.073
Bacteroidota 16.84 17.85 0.32 0.190
Prevotella 6.01 6.17 0.45 0.870
Rikenellaceae RC9 gut_group 3.88 4.57 0.29 0.162
F082 2.02 1.99 0.18 0.937
Prevotellaceae Unclassified 1.74 1.87 0.13 0.710
Muribaculaceae 1.28 1.13 0.18 0.567
Bacteroidales Unclassified 0.90 1.01 0.09 0.646
Prevotella ruminicola 0.24 0.14 0.04 0.212
p—251—-05 0.19 0.17 0.04 0.812
Verrucomicrobiota 2.26 2.07 0.14 0.529
WCHB1—-41 Unclassified 1.63 1.60 0.11 0.855
Candidatus Omnitrophus 0.18 0.11 0.03 0.250
Actinobacteriota 1.41 0.89 0.09 0.013
Olsenella 0.58 0.30 0.05 0.003
Atopobium 0.19 0.10 0.02 0.010
Eggerthellaceae DNF0O0809 0.19 0.23 0.03 0.398
Bifidobacteriaceae Unclassified 0.14 0.03 0.03 0.090
Planctomycetota 1.06 0.94 0.10 0.663
p—1088—ab_gut_group 0.74 0.43 0.08 0.134
Pirellula 0.18 0.29 0.04 0.293
Spirochaetota 0.43 0.30 0.03 0.107
Treponema 0.12 0.15 0.02 0.446
Sphaerochaeta 0.11 0.17 0.02 0.191
Chloroflexi 0.40 0.57 0.04 0.068
Flexilinea 0.41 0.30 0.03 0.114
Proteobacteria 1.10 0.77 0.18 0.424
Paracaedibacteraceae Unclassified 0.98 0.29 0.16 0.029
Patescibacteria 0.32 0.48 0.05 0.181
Candidatus Saccharimonas 0.22 0.33 0.03 0.119
Others 16.89 17.47 0.45 0.565
Phylum Teof A, SAE HZ3k A= Nanoarchaeota (P<0.05),

Actinobacteria(P< 0.05) % Chlorofexi(P=0.068)2] W39 ZX %7} t] =9HX
Tt Aenigmarchaeotal FHE=+ ¢ 2HUtH(P<0.05) (F

SAE HF

(P=0.066), Selenomonas

Folwt AMGE

Ruminococcussp. (P<0
Ruminantium (P=0.073) 7}
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14). Genus F=°lA,

.05),
o

Succiniclasticum
=4 YERs



Olsenella, Atopobium™ Methanobrevibacter Ruminantium(P=0.073)+ 24 4
|235e=3

L LT T
--- - -
SD |||III||I||||I||||||
ca ; 5 o7
- Others Actinobacteriota - Bacteroidota
Chloroflexi - Verrucomicrobiota - Firmicutes

- Spirochaetota - Manoarchaeota - Unclassified Archaea

- Flanctomycetota Agnigmarchaeota
FProteobacteria - Euryarchaeota

Abundance

Figure 7. Bacterial/archaeal composition at phylum level in the rumen of Hanwoo
steers supplemented with 2.5% SilvAir (SA) representing > 0.5% of total sequences.
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100

757

Abundance (%)

25

CE C3C4 CS CE CT CBCQC1UT1T2 T3 T4 TS TT T8 T9T1U

0

. Others . Mogibacterium DSEG
. Clostridium methylpentosum group . Paracaedibacteraceae Unclassified . Woesearchaeales Unclassified
Ruminococcaceae unclassified . Muribaculaceae . Ruminococeus sp.
. Lachnospiraceae Unclassified . Acetitomaculum Lachnospiraceas NK3A20 group
. Succiniclasticum Oscillospiraceae NK4A214 group . Rikenellaceae RCY group
RF38 . WCHB1-41 Unclassified Christensenellaceae R-7 group
. p-1088-a5_gut_group . Prevotellaceae Unclassified Prevotella sp.
Lachnospiraceae ND3007 group Methanobrevibacter millerae . Archaea Unclassified
Bacteroidales Unclassified . Fog2

Figure 8. Bacterial/archaeal composition at genus level in the rumen of Hanwoo

steers supplemented with 2.5% SilvAir (SA) representing > 0.5% of total sequences.

6) ENH(NO) AE(SivAN] A 3, HE 4 2213 NH 59 FE 1%
FAEE OB HAF Aot NOso ¥42 3E AAH (Bruning—Fann

& Kaneene, 1993), ol F d% sR=ZR(Hbel Hst HEIJRZZW
(MetHb) &) Hv]&©°] 20% oA Z71e uf @Astcts= ®7F It (Cockrum et al.,
2010). ¥ 2o = AE U 1.578% NO; 7} X3 E AW A 3oA oA

AegAZe] TR 4.5% skt 2eu, Ad 304 #&Zd dE AF
2o TraE SAE AFS E A F9 dF5 MetHb 0] FHb2 2.5% v|wto
Z BAEN7] el NOs T502 st 75 HHHY Ahe ofd Aoz dAdd
th ol AdE Wl NOs7F 2.2~2.6% E3E AIEE W sEo] A3 skis W,
MetHb <0 5% vRte R [AHWA HAx HAAFI6~16% Hadr= oA
ATEY A3t d9E Bt (Hulshof et al, 2012; Newbold et al., 2014;
Velazco et al., 2014). 184}, old A= vlwste] 50~80% w2 NO; &
T8 A3 39 AEAAFAGF Tae UE A=Y FFo] s Holgt ddHn
NOs = <£u8ro] ywx 73S AstAlZ 4 Sloh(Farra &  Satter, 1971;
Lichtenwalner et al.,, 1973). 2822, H]S NO3y 9 Foy&o] #A +(K2%) o]
ARG AFR 9ol SAE § Edd FEHE A e W2 AY 39 Axel
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ol e AAHES e d9E 2dd 5 vk SAVF AE 4eM AEAHFHZ ol
&= "AA I AL o] VS =T 18P, AR fld @ =
FEE Folshz Zlol vlg), AAAER k=0l SAE AFSA sh= Zlo] VEA =
Adsts dHel F2 & Aas AT B3, Z7]zE 101 AEAE Sl e
MetHb o] S7Fste] A o2 SAS sk, o= Qs A3 $ukel] A&
A FH ol Fe g o, o F7HAl A7t E et

A, NO3 ¢ &3tk gkl COg oA CHy29 A&t o @2 oyAE A

AbetH, e S FAE & e A77F th(Ungerfeld & Kohn,
2006). T3k Atm U A& 9 3.0% % 1.25%° NOs & 5FAt=S 374 JFofst
H| &9 Ao A ArFo] A E Stk (Araujo et al.,, 2021; Lee et al., 2017a).
JEu, 2 ATl e SAE AAS ATl dE AFATFY AR 4D A
ol AbR QFEolA fFovw|st ddo]l vERA] gkttt i AFRellA 2] NOs7H
=9 dF FAFoIY AR L8 A e FFo] Y A =2 X5 v
& (FAE 600 FFALRE 40%) 8] ol NOsE wolsiale W 43 A% 2
Al Q&9 Y9FS v AR o= ergr B A (El—-Zaiat et al., 2014).
De Raphélis-Soissan 5 (2014) T3+ Al W A& 3 2% NO;7F HE3H 535 Al
S5 oA Fostds W 4 FARFe] Aozt flitta Hasklh ol g
T A5 NOs 7t v Aidel x| o9& Als 4 9 x5 nj&3%

Zo] ofe] afle] S WS 7 S AAMSHH

TE ANE ol&3st CHy % S A14d A4S o AN Ao
ojgt Al wek BaE wrb tk(Storm et al., 2012). ¥ dAFelA SF
W Az lsiA d=AFZol AR vlaste] 18.8% FHASE3o ‘31, o]+ ol
A2l dXA 3t (Reynolds et al.,, 2014; Vyas et al, 2016). ¥ Ao %,

A% 304 SA ATV HolFE & A Yoo AEAFHH 7**(17 4%) =
At A el AEAHAGF A (U.5%) BT 4 Zith o] SAel g F7Fd No= <l
of thx7¢ AT Fte] At AAZFS 7HA L A ko, o= 35 H
ellA N &9 + 5249 N 75k vj&o] S7kskslS o vk &3t o= 4
59 357 E 9SS FUS 7tedol A ARH o R ASHATFS T4

= T e Aol FYdlor & Aojth(Lee & Beauchemin, 2014). Hitj=

19 BETo AT el ABEAF Bavt HREA vl 7 o]
W@ F Qe 2A QoA F4HA AT Bestta e 2
gaEel £ B Al CHLE 390 Yol sl A

I
il mz %
(O rr 30 px Ao mdh o x> oo E Ok Ho

<
= ZoR ALY, WEsEdM d=dFAZH G Ea CHy 2] 37

s = & alA é} oel A Att(Hristov et al., 2018). A& 717+ %
wH2E SA Aol 9sk CHy 2 §‘j’k(g/d)94 et SAY AFEUE 35 AW
Aol AEdHAZFe %33%} o} o] Q& Ao Al HH

HEE5E0 det AAZEA NOs o ave] st @ A= NOy7F 83
CH, AZAgty Busty th(Lee & Beauchemin, 2014). 18y, # Ao A
= SAY Fo+= AY %7 2147-A 9 CH4 2 A= (g/kg DMI) o] 471 #2253
. Troy & (2015)+ NOs (A& AE U 2%)7F £8H sFARE A5 AIRE
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Hl 5ol Al gold Aol CHy 8% #lol7F slglvtar kglom, v = &2
ZAPR BlEo] & 3o e tixT tivl 17%2 CHy (g/kgDMD 45 B als)
ATk wE7EA R, e NOywol AdE =& 2§ &8 AR o 2219
= 7|t 2 CHy Az Ads Adgstdon, Ao +9%<l CHy #AaE &t
Ath(Guyader et al.,, 2015; Hulshof et al., 2012; Newbold et al., 2014). &
Aol M AR S] HlE2 50% A+l =775k, SAL wof7]zto]l Hojflel
ghAl CH4 #AZe] Fo4el d&Fs 574 Fsileh T8, & A9 A3 A
el e Ad=AdFZH vlaste] 33 el d=AF 2ol 18.8%7F w37
wZoll Ay o] ozl %ol Stk Lee et al. (2017b) 2] ATl E AHFHE|
A w2 2F vlE9 AR ZEIHAA H 2.5% DME NOsE wolsiale o,
Hy 8% 7HAa7F fFo Ao = xpol7k yA| okt 3t A3 FE0] FAkellA

O

$F AN $79 W BBE ABYAF 20% FEE Askel CH, B4F Ho|7t
EASHA gk Agskgom, NOy7b 38 FF AR s154e] wobmA
osld 2ARE AY ANt A4 G% WSHE BBEAGT Rast B A
Tl E, ol HE 71Ee vhsh o], SAZ HEalAeEA, 55 ARe 7540l
Sk, olell wek Clty o) A% fhu, A% B3 A FAR AR 3 5
7] 6413 Beke] NOyHAZE F23] ol Tolnx Wds ASHE Az 2 &

UL XL7]7L-4 NO;™ Foj&= CH4Z A (g/kg DMD oA zFo] = wbAsx] H31% T}
= A =88 wo] ol 4 9t} (Granja—Salcedo et al., 2019; Lee et al.,
2017b, 2017a).

Wallace et al. (2015) & "HtFFEoA gt A< Methanobrevibacter 9]
&Y 2 CHy BAF 719 ARAdS Huslth 2822 SAE 9% %7
dAlel AHElFrelA w3 CHy WAZES R 22 Methanobrevibacter
Ruminantium & 7§ 7} ¢k 54% 7H4AE A3 ##Ho] 9ty 9tk NO; =
NO; 3t glo] HWegAd e =ALS 714 % Quvtxr B sk Iwamoto et al.
(2002) 9] in vitroAl&elA NOs ol AH o]F o2 TATF LS A
3}al ethanobrevibacter ruminantium /‘é% AAo+= 1008 ¢ He sE2E F
watthal 3k tHDuin et al., 2016). 38k, NOy 2| 3¢l JJ RS W Ho (Wl &
A o x] @) dEE v Ul Uﬂ At A 7 AR E iﬂﬁa T AT
(Lee and Beauchemin, 2014). ¢]&= NO3; XE+= NOs & @ddst= vAEZ ol
Selenomonas ruminantium® A F S7IE2E AW EY(Asanuma et al.,
2015). SAE AT T AAlF= B39 Ul NH3—N 559 5224 F7F w3
2 A I ek nRRHAE, A7 Fel A Succiniclasticum®] WA F7F
T o S7FsE A 2 ubE| gloprt H2E ol & o2 M, CHy A7tel 7|ofst & &
ATk Qrketd, 2 vbdH Eole2 W9l WA succinates TEIAICR S
st 719987] wlEolth(Van  Gylswyk, 1995). &  dAqtel A A,
Granja—Salcedo et al. (2019)+ 137023+ A7|3ke] A=A NO3y & T8t Wk
F9 s AEE WshA7IY, ZEI A4S AAkste " glol W Selenomonas
ruminantiumE % 7}FA17]3, Methanobrevibacter sp® H| &S HAAIFHTIL Ha

kATt

[
rr
=2
—o
o

N

i}
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Tl SAE AR BRECIA Hy o] ol wEe) vgEY
=]

B
Zbll = &8k, U ZEI ’}} Hl &9 W3l dE=EA gtk 284
ZAE v1Ee] St HA vlEe e BEEAY ol st Ay NOy7F 23
AR S oA g3t o8 A3 E EX]@E}(HuIShof et al., 2012; Li et al.,
2012; Nolan et al., 2010; van Zijderveld et al., 2010). NO3; ¢ 22 H,E |
g Ao "oy A & F QAR TR A = YA Ay 22 P o=
H2E Holx]7] & 4 It} (Ungerfeld & Kohn, 2006). webd NO3 & HFFE9 o
Tstes A EE e 2A AL FHow FESHA stk o] Rk
olty. AAR SAE AAT sE=oE ARa Fall7t Srteke Ao
AL FAF AT Rummococcussp.J MA F7F 72% ZF7Vsk= Ao
(Crost et al.,, 2018). t& ofg] AFoAx = NOs7F AF4 &3l v|A= iAo
=Ado 2 Zgsitty st v (Asanuma et al., 2015; Iwamoto et al., 2002).
a8y 2 ATelA Ruminococcussp.® ZHAl 7F F7hsh 212 NOs3 3 7keh 94
in vitro W9 #liekol A H.oJZ Ruminococcus albus® A8 oJF-9 #AHo] Q1S
T A% (Zhou et al, 2012). & A7 A} FAFSHA, Granja—Salcedo et al.
(2019)4 Zhao et al. (2015)% NO; HZF Foo] 93] A2 W9 U 2 A+
A Bl mAEo] geks wr=rty B u3th T3 Ruminococcus sp.d =71
SAE AAS =2 AR A9 A qe ddo] & F o, ol F7H4
2l Oli:l‘Lﬂ' r—_’—u—o]":]'.
AEA o=z, Ad 394 11249 &<t 11 713 &<t
oo ZN, AEHFAZFS oF 4.5% #AsIS L w52 A
=]

N

X
L

r2

4)1« g
g

‘l—m

5%°] SA

2
= = 44
P VIAA Fskh A 4old AT FAAD Gl /Id AL SA
£ Fow Folg fEow fMdnt. ¢ AATE SA BEHol 7] GAlA
Els

9 Ul Methanobrevibacter 7NA & FHA&A|71™M CHy ¥WiEHS AR
T8 &7 Fol AdoAE= CH, W] #&AQ A7 RolA &grd AL
& vEdE #do] e Aoz AZE i 2l

7) CO, Holl 2|k MEDIA Mt SESUARY S&gtote| djm o nE
A3 2004 3Fe HEATHAS] HE A3 1288k o] COMl=
A FstAA 2 HEATAL anE gl xR HeAAdF (Lke,
DMD & 7l+o® weAztAe we A3t 585 F7Hs W SA+ 6.5%, RUS
9.3%, VY= 5.6%° W&Az a3E Bt stAR 15 b AR #fov|et
Zpol= Holx] 9kekt(E 16).

THERNE VECR COz‘ﬂ% Bt e vl &%= 105% (£30, standard
deviation) & WEISI (R 17) Ho vlet YA HF 38 HE} vl FAF
sk w2 relatlonshlpe BATGE 17). 3id 4345 F3 COM2> 7279 7iAl
of tist WA Hohe 8 wadAdFS FAbst=d v As Hd A
o2 A7t

ol

H‘l
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Table 16. Methane mitigation effect of methane reducing agents.

AET CON SA RU VY P—value
e, L/day 160 140 144 151 0.304
e gd=, L/kg, DMI | 21.6 20.2 19.6 20.4 0.249
et H3l, % -6.5%| —9.3%| —5.6%

Table 17. Performance of the CO, method comparing with the
respiration chamber. Comparison of L/day data.

Coefficient
Standard oeticien

L/day L. of A8
deviation

variation
X 100%

=3 150 +33 22% ’
(reference) (reference)

CO.¥ 149 +16 11% 105%

H] 17 P> 0.1 AAkste] A
H A=
(co24
/2SR
#H 100

Nitrate2 #7] 2013t TEtaban A8 (A8 3)o wWeAdzr 73 A=S
COM& ol &3 SAa v da, dgz19 W34z L/keg DMDE 7%

b
om HEAAY de Azt 5He WYL W SAE oF 16%9) gk A7 F
£ RATHCE 18). thgow SEUISH AYA7 FPel WD period 1 HolE

1S o] 235le] CO.MS H ettt T3 AHE 7|02 COHMS FrstgS o
AT+ 91% (£32, standard dev1at10n) pearson correlation< 0.58& YEHR
ATHGE 19). B AHEF B SERHG o= A% WRE MEAtES

LEFW 17 moderate relationship (ZI_‘“J 9= Hiel et COH2 wehdysg 3
AHolets stAI7F QAR W' A A o] we A ES Sk SHA AFE THe
st web A g F4 Yot AT
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Table 18. Change of methane production during the long—term
nitrate feeding estimated by the CO, method.

Period 1 2
CON SA CON SA

A9,

Ieg4d% 151 125 158 132
L/day

e,

<84 ° 19.3 16.3 19.6 16.4
L/kg, dmi

v et A= W13 % -15.5% -16.3%
P—value < 0.01 < 0.001

Table 19. Performance of the CO, method comparing with the respiration
chamber. Comparison of L/day data. Only the period 1 data were used due
to the similar methane reducing trend with the respiration chamber.

Coefficient
L/day StaI?da.lrd o€ Olfc1en Hee Pearso.n
deviation L. correlation
variation
353 100%
ks 168 +60 36% 0
(reference) (reference) 0.58
CO2HH 138 =20 14% 91%
NAE dlojE &
ofe) FHOR
qegx AAatsle]
B 2 P < 0.05 AAEA A= | p < 0.01
(CO.H
H/se
) 100
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Figure 9. Linear regression for methane production (L/day) between the
respiration chamber and the CO, method.

CO2®<> Madsen et al. (2010)°] & Ho® 1 7ido] A= o] of&7}
A et A AG7F o] FolA A= 2 HlES A Holt), o] wel 2 A3l Ay
E H7rE e CO Fuwdds g A& Asolth. COME ol &3t E&d
157719 S4#< 58t v e Hellwing et al. (2013)2] AFoA= wg
*ﬂ’“aoﬂ st CO T T3 9 linear regression R?Zto] 0.552 K1, o=
A3 0.338R T =k £ A¥ SA3 207124 Hellwing et al. (2013)
o) =AZ(157/) el vHla W9 AL =Hztoz B A3 9] linear regression RZ
ol w32 o= AL SAHMNA 7IAFS AorE AZtEY. Haque et al
(2017) 9 Oﬂ?oﬂjﬂ COM T T&FAN Hy vt gdZFoe =z nugls uf COM
o] AgEE 89~102%%= dEUdew o= ¥ AN yehd HeE 91%,
105% < HrAbetth. Bk 2 AdolA yerd COM Y S5O AT =
0.58) & Haque et al. (2017)8] A#AT G = 0.78) Hupe= kot A3 57
A G=A] Sk,

-

.

COMMe TERMMS AT & 9 ol oAl st 333y 3 shpoln,
OE oA g SPUHe SERNG Mad ATES B iAo B 4

A= H71e 4 Itk Hammond et al. (2015)+ GreenfeedE S5} A
w3ked 0.01, 0.069] linear regression R*S R 1393, Munoz et al. (2012)=
SFs WS 58 HT vlwste]l 0.699 linear regression R*& R 13kt
Greenfeed——g SEANHY  vBlwde]  Velazco et al. (2016)= 0.85,
Garnsworthy et al. (2019)& 0.819 =& correlatione X138 A| 5, Doreau
et al. (2018)= 0.379 @& correlations X 13} th SFg WS s A8v|H
Hl 2 8}o] Garnsworthy et al. (2019)+ 0.879 &< correlation, Doreau et al.
(2018)+ 0.33~0.789] t}oFst correlations X skt £ A3 oA COHS> &
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{

Aol tha] RZ2 = 0.338, r = 0.58% H.9 3 Greenfeed, SFs ¥ = vl w3}
q | ojX]x] = s ‘/‘rF/}‘J]O*‘:‘r COz‘ﬁe ]&5} F7HE Q1 A F3

= COg, CHy s&0° ©2 Afol7b Atk A Aol stk CO,, CHy B 3k=
%3¢ W WAz ZEA [CO»15,668ppm, CHy1107ppm], WA=l w284
[CO»:2618ppm, CHy:189ppm]l-S& WERGITE whiaz ARg o= Qe oF 5.9u) o

o FEY UES SHY & ot 2e AU vhaAe S Wik AR A
A I SHAEZ 7leA PYodl, HFEE eructation(ER) O &gt CHy %2
FHA e=ude A 5 Q9T (29 10). BAAE g e e g
BAo® W g2 A trlsh (48 BEe SYss wh, vhaa A
=9 I FHA HATgoE FJNE s viE FYste] S5 wWEel CHyQ
FAH e=Uge & 4T F 999 Ao ARtk ntaaR g w
gt ey =40 A e AENeY T JiAEFS Akt (& 20). vkAA
AFOR Q8 HE B FEY Ui FYFORA MwRF 239 Yaes
FHEE Ae FAWAT, 0S FS 879 SelM ag AYste] vhaz
AHge B8AE Brkek 2ol W et
Mask X Mask O

€O, ppm CH, ppm  CO, ppm CH,, ppm

8,000 1,400 | 30,000 7,000

7.000 1,200 | 25 000 6,000

6,000 1,000 5,000

= 000 20,000

' 800 4,000

4,000 15,000

000 600 3,000

2,000 400 10000 2,000

1,000 200 5,000 1,000

0 0 0 0

Figure 10. CO, and CH4 concentration changing pattern during 20 min of gas
sampling with or without mask. figure was made with the data of same animal
and sampling period.
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Table 20. Comparison of the CO; method gas collection ways(with or
without mask) with the respiration chamber. Comparison of L/day data.
Only the period 1 data of the experiment 3 were used due to the similar
methane reducing trend with the respiration chamber.

L/day A3 e
&
=R 168 100%
(reference)
CO
, 2% 138 90.9%
(with mask)
CO
_ 2 136 89.6%
(without mask)
A dolH & o}
Ao w7 Aon ALlsto]
B 3 AAEF 3=
(COM #/z53
) *100
AMEL HESAHA COMS 58 vlws] & A3, COMS TF3AHE
thalste] AFEE 5 Qe ZheAel AE AowE AZAHEY. B A= 5
¢} Hlwste] COH e wehdAsF =458 4 Hext gxsgo] ggd4ox 3
ZFE QAT s S o] &5k vl Aol WX o] wjitol] thekst oMol o}
sk HolH=Z ¢ WaEst dE7F Hasit. 2 COMS dA4 A #4 Fo 3
om 3 FTEAWO AL glo] on—site WHFEE wWEg =AHHoF o)L £ Q)

2 oz ARdh
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