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Abstract

This study aimed to investigate the effect of amino acid additives to weaned piglet diets on the pH and volatile fatty acids
of pig slurries. A total of 135 weaned 22 -day-old piglets (Yorkshire x Landrace x Duroc) were used in this 56-d study. The
three dietary treatments were as follows: (1) Control as a basal diet, (2) 1% amino acid additive and (3) 2% amino acid
additive. Both pH and acetic acid values at 71 and 78 days were significantly different in all treatment groups (p€0.05). In
addition, significant differences in propionic acid values were observed among treatment groups at 64 and 78 days (p<0.05).
However, pH, acetic acid, and propionic acid values did not differ between 1% and 2% amino acid treatment groups. In
conclusion, adding 1% and 2% amino acid to weaned piglet diets reduced the pH, acetic acid and propionic acid contents
of pig slurries by acting as a probiotic. This may help formulate increase management strategies for improving the pig

housing environment.
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Table 1. Effects of dietary amino acid additives to weaned piglet diets on pH in pig slurry

Treatment' (%)

Day Significance
Control T1 T2

29 8.05+0.02 8.06%0.01 8.0140.02 Ng?

36 8.15+0.08 7.95+0.01 7.96%0.04 NS

43 8.10£0.13 7.9140.02 7.92+0.04 NS

50 7.86+0.02 7.81+0.02 7.82%0.03 NS

57 7.9340.02 7.9140.02 7.85%0.05 NS

64 7.8140.02 7.82+0.02 7.8540.01 NS

71 7.99+0.02° 7.9240.02° 7.88+0.01° *

78 7.9340.01° 7.9040.02% 7.88+0.01° *

*bMeans within the same row without common superscripts are significantly different (p<0.05).

Data are expressed as mean + standard error of means.

!Control: basil diet, T1: 1% amino acid additive, T2: 2% amino acid additive.

NS: not significant.
*p{0.05.
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Table 2. Effects of dietary amino acid additives to weaned piglet diets on acetic acid in pig slurry
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Treatment' (%)

Day Significance
Control T1 T2

29 5.60+0.72 6.40+0.83 5.01£0.60 N§?

36 3.75+0.62 3.59+0.24 3.9640.51 NS

43 3.31+0.23 2.93%0.65 2.35+0.37 NS

50 6.19+0.61 5.5340.87 5.47+0.97 NS

57 6.28+1.04 5.90+1.22 5.94+0.47 NS

64 8.53+1.17 6.91+0.19 7.96+0.24 NS

71 10.66£0.85° 7.14+0.80° 8.65+0.53% *

78 7.3840.97° 7.31+1.08° 6.36+0.87° *

“®Means within the same row without common superscripts are significantly different (p¢0.05).

Data are expressed as mean + standard error of means.
!Control: basil diet, T1: 1% feed additive, T2: 2% feed additive.
INS: not significant.

*p<0.05.
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Table 3. Effects of dietary amino acid additives to weaned piglet diets on propionic acid in pig slurry

Treatment' (%)

Day Significance
Control T1 T2

29 0.00+0.00 0.00+0.00 0.00+0.00 -

36 0.00+0.00 0.00+0.00 0.00+0.00 -

43 0.00+0.00 0.00+0.00 0.00+0.00 -

50 0.00+0.00 0.00+0.00 0.00+0.00 -

57 0.54+0.01 0.51+0.06 0.40+0.05 NS

64 2.2540.18° 0.96+0.08" 1.3340.15° *

71 1.18+0.28 0.66+0.06 1.06+0.25 NS

78 0.80+0.06° 0.66+0.04° 0.66+0.02° *

*bMeans within the same row without common superscripts are significantly different (p¢0.05).

Data are expressed as mean * standard error of means.
!Control: basil diet, T1: 1% feed additive, T2: 2% feed additive.
NS: not significant.

*p<0.05.
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