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Effects of banana peel silage on milk yields in lactating dairy goats
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ABSTRACT: The banana peel is a by-product or waste from the banana industry as it can be applied
to be a roughage source for lactating dairy goat. Therefore, this study aimed to investigate the effects
of banana peel silage on milk yields and milk quality of lactating goats. Eight native lactating dairy
goats at an average age of 2 years and average body weights of 33.5 kg. The animals divided into
2 groups of 8 animals and using T-test for statistical analysis. The control group, milking goats was
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fed with para grass as a roughage and the experimental group was fed with banana peel silage as
a roughage. Both groups were fed with 950 g/goat/day of 16% CP concentrate feed and fed with
roughage ad libitum. Experimental period lasted for 56 days. The containing nutritional composition
of dry matter, crude protein, ether extract, crude fiber, ash and gross energy in banana peel silage were
15.11, 11.42, 7.94, 21.29, 14.94% and 3736 kcal/kg, respectively. After the goat fed with different
source of roughage throughout the trial period, it was found that milk yield and milk quality of goat
were not significantly different (P>0.05). According to the results of this research, it is suggested that

banana peel silage could be alternative to fresh para grass as a roughage source.
Keywords: banana peel silage, milk quality, milk yields, roughage

Unun

iwaenndael (Banana peel) ilunanaasls

mn@m@’mnﬁum@mnmm’mwuﬂ?mmmﬂu
mmmwwmhﬂ S IHAANAULIMTY Lavd
w@ﬂi:wummme@@ugw‘lquu MINUINN
wlsgiduennsdndipanigesasdaaaniinymn
fanann lagiaennane InasanusNne 4,158
Keal/kg Tulsiuveny 6.16 wedfidus ladumeny

6.11 wafidus wazitialaveny 16.11 wofifus
(u3nua wazaleau, 2560) TneinisAnsnigld

seTgmiannuasnnanaiveruetnsuesinum
(Detering and Cook, 1979; Pimentel et al., 2017)
wmﬁmmﬁ‘alﬂjLﬂummﬂm‘lﬁﬂuuimLﬂu'amqm
B LL@”imuuuuqumqmu (Nambi-Kasozi
et al., 2014) Lu@\‘mﬂmaﬂ@ﬂimmLﬂ@@ﬂﬂmﬂm
TN 72.51% (4ry1e WazANLE, 2555) T481aaNNNIn
‘mmﬂiuﬂﬂm“l%‘lummﬂuumumuim Bounziily
AT TTIINAAN W F LR
TULY INTIZUNE Lﬂuﬁmmmawuﬁﬂlmm LAY
28Iy m‘wamu Tignlatlay 2 Asan slfﬁwumam
FRsIF mum@mwmm@@uim uazNgNAtyAD
TudndTiaesing Fauneiudiessnunsaign
Faunuazulnald (ninwmuniugdnd now
Urdnd, 2544)”%\1@'1nmgmmmmmﬁu (2524)
meudunsiuilediiunedy 0.75 flandy
sadu Tudadlviun 245 du uazihunzesunsd
ERLIRTEEN LL@.;LI??mm"qummﬂmumm
Tm@ﬂmvmu 3.48 uay 5.23 wlefiius (Ceballos
etal., 2009) uazianNiy wiardrAtynanaile

(Posati and Orr, 1976) At ae AR szace

a4 K ¥ A v o '
Wadnsnslflaannadawinduuasanms
NENLABHANRAUIUNLAT AN TN YR UNUNE

A8N19ANEN

NUNUNNIMARBIULLLFILITELNITMAREY
ADINANMAREINEANNITIUEATZSI (Two Sample
Assuming Equal Variances: T-test) QRN
amngeandu 2 ngn nguAuANlauenmg
venuunnnauan (T1) wazngunaaedlasy
awnmenuidudenndqevin (12) Taeldiyiaen
uazdnraandasuguiges angn aiiung 4
waw vvaeenguldiueinsdullsiu 16% dnd
naaadlAfuamnstu 950 niusdesafedu uaz
anvnsveuuLL i in Hunsuniuiasinuu
8 i engilazinni 21 Tnendwniniade 33.5 Alandu
nsaENLLUAaNdURANenugs  taavinnig
dfugnmianiadndnaaedddiog 14 fuwiay
Auviannstnanensunsynda uazldiuiazenn
wazusawrienliiunsesnan Wadndsvarnaans
dndazlAfuanmesnungunimenes uayldezey
vanlunaaed 56 U uazvitnsantiuinlFunn
dnuniuszes 7 u Inavinnnsmindasnnaoy
saeRanisduldldauindszunn 1 wufiuns
nsussaastananaaniienden Tusendng
nsldiaennanefesinnnsen luiulasnia
panliunn Tadrdeldainudnuuulildannia
(Anaerobic) lfazaziaatninndn 21 i ldlu
Al lnuuaaumn inn1samiuindFunnnug
WAAZAY WAZAATIEHRYALszNaLNIAT Y
21m1mMaaadlag (AOAC, 2000) AtAT1zviase
Usznaumainiizesiunmadates Kuehl (1994)
ndeyad ldu i FauauANLANFANNATA
2AIABINGNNIINARDILALIATIZWRANIIATA
WL FRULEUN1INAABIARINGNNARBINH
ANLTUAATARNY (Two Sample Assuming



KHON KAEN AGR. J. 48 SUPPL. 1: 251-256 (2020).

Equal Variances: T-test) Ine/ldlt/sunsngni3azil
SPSS version 19

NANISANHILATIANTDL

ANTANHIAIALITNaLNILAT YRR UNT
NAADY (Table 1) WudFHasdRgUITNTBIR
mum@;qm’uﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁawﬁﬂ (37.30 uay 15.11
wefidusl pmaneil) Wrnnddsiueuaeadaen
naneunegNseiy 11.42 wWasidus IndlAes
AultsAunenuresnafiau wigeandiniesediu
1091953neT warAnie (2561) N9enudlAaan
ndaeminillsiu 5.56 wafidus aunnlesdu
weuraInIruanLazilasnnaseusinagn

253

92U 3.74 uay 7.94 Wedidus muaiau ﬁﬁlq'ggq
NIMNNIIEULIGIYI WATATUT (2555)
meuenndaefusndniiluds 6.34 weddus
ﬂ?mmmﬂwammwmwumﬂ?mmmmﬂ
wlAenndnemsinfiszsiv 35. 75 WAz 21.29 Lﬂmmum
fmfaLﬂum@mmwmwummﬂmmm 60 91 Hua
sednguiclunniian Swjrauanniiangnis
fin 60 Ju Hilfunnutieluetissdy 27.62+0.81
wedidus (Wushined, 2555) dTunundsanuzes
wWaannanaudnegiszAu 3,736 Keallkg T9mn
N19918891U84 Tartrakoon et al., (1999); @ﬂ_l’lm
WAZADLT (2555); NANG LAYARE (2559) UAZTUINNA
wazalsay] (2560) Alasneauldisesy 4,592,
4,668.76, 4,150 WAz 4,158.16 Kcallkg ANNANAL

Table 1 Chemical composition value (% DM) of para grass, banana peel silage and concentrate feed.

ltems Para grass Banana peel silage Concentrate feed
Dry Matter (%) 37.30 15.11 95.80
Crude Protein (%) 12.43 11.42 15.82
Ether Extract (%) 3.74 7.94 19.64
Crude Fiber (%) 35.75 21.29 18.64
Ash (%) 9.77 14.94 11.73
Gross energy (Kcal/kg) 3,617 3,736 3,648
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Table 2 Milk yield and chemical composition of milk of lactating goats fed different roughage.

ltems T T2 P-value
Milk yield (g/d) 455.91+£175.25 410.04+£175.28 0.76
Milk composition
Protein (%) 4.69+1.00 4.12+0.84 0.56
Ether Extract (%) 5.24+1.66 4.61+£1.49 0.87
Ash (%) 0.09+0.03 0.10+0.06 0.22
Lactose (%) 3.88+0.47 3.98+0.56 0.77
Lactic acid (%) 0.22+0.04 0.25+0.09 0.22
Solid not fat (%) 6.95+0.85 7.11+0.89 0.90
Density (%) 23.31£3.08 23.73+2.22 0.62
Salt (%) 0.66+0.08 0.67+0.09 0.83
pH 6.51+0.02 6.44+0.06 0.07
Freezing point (%) -0.47+0.07 -0.49+0.08 0.74

**Means within columns with different superscripts were significant different (P<0.05)

T1 = Para grass, T2 = Banana peel silage
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