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=EaRAREDN RGN H R
BHE R AE A R A IR

PhF
(AR P2 BE SR BE R 24 SR 1 9 80 BB QLB PL A 132100)

W OE, YRARSHDHEREDEBREAMGIRF FAG—FBEAKR, RE23HH T
JIRHEAR A E R T AR E MK, T T HHR G BRE RN, %5 B (Brassica spp.) 4 A 1E
MEZRTHRMAL, BAEZHOERMA, EFREFF S48 R4 A BB RE L
T,ELEBAAEMRERRER Y R ashd T, LA BIFaak B RAT xR, A2 G
A RE AIA LR FE RS B EABERBSR BEMAEDF T @FT — 2R L 2L
WA ERE, AL GEETEZERBARENR Y R 430 TR st Rt &, FRT T THeey

B HEALEL |

KR, ZEZEMAAEY, TIRd R, R 2 1E A L

HE 525 :S816 XHEkFRIRAD: A
SRR RIEZ 8 S NN ZxkE, A
G BN (AL FE T A A 7 ) HEBCW R & A 1 %
£ 8> S U S e DAL I P 8 5 B2 $11 )
S ARON A T E AR L A RO Ak
i 21 £i5 SEREAEHEA RS B RS 42~
6 12 t, HIETE RS i ok 8.4 4R &R
N6 Bl A 0 B e HE R Ak 62% , o
24 S HERL 8 R ot o A lb HERL Y 58% ) kb
M, A 2 SRR AR 4 B HE R 1) 11%
Horb 5 % Wil S T AN AR 72 A 1 L 3 R ARl
HET Y 54% ', D\ 1949 4E 2 2003 4F, & & H ke ik
W AR K 2.4% ", AT UL, F Holk 2 e HERL Y
FHEORIE, R EHEBESHEHEBR D, R4 shY
Hecmy 4R 2 sh W i B e HE O (B & T
HiER A IR 2O, T LR i K & AE G, Ak
BEHEALBAERN 3.9% ~10.7%"", Hm, >
28 B e HE R R ORI 5 453 1 AT 5 AR
A, HETRHIEA G IE 5% 1 8RR R 2 8l W Joe v HE

K #s B H#A:2018-04-11

XEHS:1006-267X(2018)10-3797-08

BB, SR TRTE AR MRRAS TG R FH A D6k HE F
i 2% I8 ( Brassica spp.) Tl FH A 4 )2 5 B A9
PRCRL AT SE A B, X 2O BE R 0l 2D I 2 3
P T BEHER o AR SR 25 5 Ja ) FE AR 4 s
Sz 224y W e HE ) BT 98 0 R 4T 2558, IR R
ATREA I HEPLEE

1 REzhd Bk HE R ROR HE R e

I 4 4 HE TR R e 32 B AE R I R
Tl RHTE TR PN B G A R i e T, AR R s
[ =N = R A /N SR e 7/ B | B
e Ay FRBE R A2 R 6

Jed 8 PN R A T SIS R S o H e ) AR R, R R
FEA TR R L R AN T R AE B R e
WiEEAEKAN pH N 6.0~7.5, FIR&E 5.5~6.5,
i H pH IRET NI WK Z . HEAHSH
o255 M F e A i, 988 AU R A e el T
TRk B I A A T B TR RS SR A AT

HEETH . SRR F G R R sh & LT H (RS F[2018]5 5001 %)
TEE B IV (1964—) 5 VLI N B2, Wit N3 A ship s 352 RO & U R BEHEOF5Y . E-mail: xuezhaos @ hot-

mail.com
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S 30 %

PRBR (T 18, DA 2> FE g A 7

Wk 2D 52 24 sl W o HlE AT 3 a0 H A
o R AL R e HE o B ke S B, ok 2D B e A i
BB AT 38 o 18 e A2 A B AR T AR S E R
P HE B L4 A, T AR TR B R e, b ] B 22 91 4l
FOGE R TG 1, F P22 AR R 2R AR AL B R 3
LB R g R TG PR R B P AR 2 h A
2 MRS LSRR B Ak i e e A
b BRI AR T VR R AN e HE 5 A e A
B F 7 e HE R R E AR AL AR
TR 2B | B o AR Ak R R IR A B B
K& fRFEAE R P2 5 B R KR A SR b
HEBL A2 & B d A2 X se i il 5 T HE )T R
FH .55 5 28 A Az, b ) B 40 480 5 T 2R 5
17, URKE IS A . SE bR MERCR 1 2484
7 % ( Lolium perenne) # ., 25 5 J& 17 FIAE ¥ 7] K
RS (-30% ) F e kR ™ WoR T KA A9 R

=R
A=,

2 =EBERRAAEYX RSz PR HER
ER
21 =ERARBED
Z=HEBEMEY R T HFHEREY ., =58
1R FAAVEY) B P H ¥ ( Brassica oleracea) |6
#H (B. campestris) i 2% ( B. napus) FIFEH H
W ( B. napus ssp. rapifera) " F% [E 255 & b AR
V) ¥ A IEH B #5 ( B. napobrassica Mill.) | H ik
(B. oleracea L.) ./N 4 3¢ [ B. campestris L. ssp.
Makino ( var.
Lee) | M€ ( B. campestris) . J6 7 ( B. ra-
pa) " HETER E R B A A,
=E W HEY A BR P E e, 2
FEAEY) X T EEORON o oA AR K W]
FHAE L IR Rl e e Bk R R 7 g 4 1L 7 St 1A
FHT L 2016 AEARON D K 14 4 RN A I 45 4 77
R (2016—2020 4F ) )1 448 78 R 7 [X 4
PRI FE v B A R ) P b 5, A R bl DXt ml ] T
BNEFENEFAEY, Wit XAEY AR —F
AR BN IE T SUORE R, #H
HbZs PRI K R O BRI 3 i AR 20
ZEHEEE Y &, G0an, 48 = 1
BN VOB B 7 AR AT o, AEFRIEA TR A )T
S SRR R AR JE R A, R R

chinensis communis Tsen et

feniE 78 Fu . WM S E R B 3.0% ~
14.0% HLIENG 1.6% ~2.3% , MK 45 6.4% ~6.6% |
HE R W A 4E 54.0% ~ 57.0% . R PE Uk I 4F 4
32.0% ~35.0% "%, 25 @ A FAE Y72 )24 3h )
i A e, O AR AR RE R T 2 AU
FOREAE YRR R MABELS BRI S E
KB IEH AR R SR A H 3 E BT A =0 ( Tri-
folium repens) (BT HE R
22 ZEREFABEDRGEHERER

FH 25 T8 1 FH AR i 20 B 24 30 4 R e HE i
FHE TR L IR 5 ZAE R F
K B = AT, WA oY E R TR AR
2 BRI AL AT T DR

Durmic %% F 4045 25 %5 & 1 VR 9 76 9 1
10 PR AT AR ML B R TS R R e, R
Hi =3 (T. vesiculosum) W fir= S i i, 6
S M4 38 Fh ( B. napus cv. Winfred ) Fll1 36 %
B F e 7 1 L i i = i R 30% , 1B ] — #4 RO
[ A ot TR PR e 7 £ AH 22 AR K. P4 22 46 (B. olera-
cea) FNAa) HIVH 2 5 H 85 22 28 # ( B. campestris X B.
napus) W B & 5 6 it =M RRCA B 2 R
T A E A WE B ( XFRIT T, GSL) % &2 & 1Y 7
22 A i o 5 S AR A e G i R B 2
5t Dillard %Y FI S 77 R BER GO T 2
& T i AR 4 8 70 I Ak 2R s 7 R ok
S 7= 5, 35 32 8 W) 1 — 2 W8 2 ( Dactylis
glomerata) , 75 —>F43 5| g 15 I S R SR (B.
napus) o5 . — 4 B B (L. multiflorum) , %%
KI5 JE 1 AR P S R D R e
pH | LR 7 5 B I 105 2 BE R L 5 — 4R Ak R A
FJC I 35 25 S, (B P b SR FURE I e 5 o R o
SNELHE R U7 R PE R L IR T — 4F A2 TR AZ BT N )
FHSRE A T IR o7 5% B i R BE R LU T — 4R
ARER, ZEREEY W G 2R T — 4
Az R R R SO HLY) R PR VE R AT 4R nT T AL
ALY PTIEA TR R A e, B 2 R A
VERIIE T —4F A B 5, Sun 55 P H K
R A EEHEMZEERERR TR
K WA g A S HE R 35 T2 IR, & 25 8 s )
YEVIR) SR/ NIRRT 2 4F A TR B (B e 7~
HEZFERERRAREER BN EA(RER
)R TCFI R 22 2 WY 5 T 32 410 o 9 A 5 ) A R
RN, fEIRSNE B R BRSNS B
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AN B 2 [ — i 58 v [a]— R 9 O R AR o
SRR — S, R R R B AR S
SN REAS AR I A58
SRS o5 7 i, BT L N B AT T 8
MR HI R A L R 1 A T AT,
4 B DL 22 B R A T VR SR AR H R T LR
TSR T W, 43 A by M — T e} ] i <55 i) 24
7 JRE e F e HE R, 5 AR S X IR 2 AR A TR
RO E, B T R B Y B B HE R, B
ft 7= & (g/kg DMI) , 50 5108 2> 10% 6% . 25% Fl
23% ., =& B AED TP ALY LR
FA B R O 1A% 2T A R M 0 U4k A A 1 5 LT £k
R 2 AR AR R B Fe L AT AR T i
AR BT, X 4 B2 & R R AR Y e 2 AR AR R
F IR 27% 23% 39% F1 43% W HERL, 2
& AT T — RSPk, S R YR EE R
T FVED A B e sl R iRk 2 E &
FHEAT , LA FH T SRR Ay i — T e ] PR 2 ) 445 5 7
J& 5244 B M, W e d b 30% , 4E
KA B 15 JE R0 R e, 2 S R e P AT RE DR
229 X —IRE IR E TR IR Y BN AL
T RE T A AU T AR R RE R S R
I1ESH S R WS S R T A
T b, 45 5 s A SR L 2 A AR R A
FRE SR e LA 3 S e HE O L 4 ]
WA= PERE T RE T 4, 50 3. 7 &%, U4 E R
RIS, RIS RS N R T 04T, T3 8R LA
] IR S A S M — A kL, 5 R AE RO L, & N A R
SME L T W B ik 37% 565 12 JR >
31% ; AT 58 7 JR A 32% 56 12 JE >
34%"7 ) X —IR AR I 2 T B W Ak e R 7E 4
IS B i B 4 =F H S 80 315~365 g,
T R U 4R 2E (210~ 307 g) . i
O R 3 00 4 56 T8 52 800 46.2% , s T TR AL
BERMNMFE(42.9%) . %58 T 5035 = HF g
St Sy 41.0~48.2 g M B # K 62.5~
123.8 ¢, KU 4. 7F b7, BRAR R IE 3 0t
RRIFEH MW E N (Raphanus sativus) 7 0%
A3 AR SRy o — TR R R R4 R L4 B e S R
B/ SR A O (FR BT, BB 92% , H —
M 6% , 245 2% ) M EE, FH Be 5= & 2 B s 2> 20% |
33% .22% 10% ", X4 5. 8 & Z= kAT, LAAA
T S A kg I — s e ] R 5 A 4 5 VS 33 K ESS

66 K43 7 AW W e HE, Hbe 5 HA 11,5 ~
14.2 g/kg DMI™ | i3 6. 76 5 FFEAT, LUt
SERITEH Sk ) I S A ) I R BRORR
FETE 3 AR by il — ) et ] R <R A 4 5L 32 d R U
FE R , 5B R SR A O (e
1,67% :33% ) M LL, 2 B S5 5 | Sk 75 18 AT S
AR P03 B A e 15% 16% 13%
HERAR Y JE ¥ F e HE 8 i 13% %, iR 7. 1
A ZEEAT , LA 4] FH S 22 A A TR A7 R 5
TV £ ) M ] MR <3 ) 48 5 T 4 b iRDRR ) ] FH 9l
S0 R T EIR B 100% . 75% 50% 25% |, i
W24 d J5, 5 4l B A R E, H b e b
64% 43% 27% 9% , T2 Tk T X — ik 56
W T E SR A e T BT LR
BRSBTS br, 1R R SR R T
50% A AU £, iK% 8. fE & T AT, LI fF
o] PRI A S o — DGl MR /INBE 2R 32 d DL 2
REMEGEREZR 6% 1= 3% JH 1% 1R
AR G RIS e s 43% Y

Williams 25 76 0047 T 25 I8 1 FVE )
(Foi 51 FH MR 52 i) T R A4 e, e
Shh =8 G 5 A H W ZLIH & 1 1% 4 X B4
R ER A B A R 0T AT A T R IR R R
KA, TP, RS A E 41% HTE 34%
Tk 25% B 50 1R R B i 25 R TR A AE P4 4
T AT, AR A o AR, %
SRR 10 d HEAEH 6~ 10 KM E e HE kL, & B
] DR 25 5 T AV 9 1 3 2 B AT MR 4 I 1) 0% 4 P
A9 5 R A HE A B0 D 21 % , B 7
= HER H ek 27%

AU SEE TR AR FAE W AE AN TR 221 & ) sl
e TR A PR M BLF, BRI AN, IR A
SN AN [ R R o/ W e HE R, T L 3% 2 4
W15 JE B IR HERCR AT 2K

3 =EBERAREYN RS R EHE
RIBEALIE
3.1 ARMEERS

— ZR AR e 7 RV AE 2 A
Or, WRLR oy AL 1B RLIR W7 | T o Pk ok 1 &
Yy R TE R R EVE TR AT 4 R PRV A A R
BR 5 K B s KA A 105 S5 PR B OK A 5 B Y
FUAE (SR £ | I 3 45 A7 AR OC o0 A, e BLAUHL
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EHF (n=287,r=-0.584,P<0.001) Flfiy fiR £k
(n=210, r=-0.530,P<0.001) A 2575 5 it 11 41
Ko BB MHAEDMREFE N 7.1 ~
750.0 mmol/kg DM ( & 0.1 ~10.5 g/kg DM) "/
PALTE IR K, 4% M8 1 mol AR Eh IS i £ W]
k> 1 mol F e HEC Y T, 7E Sun 1Y B 5G
L SE TR Z A BB R, iR i £
ALY/ B BEHEL 0.1~0.6 g/kg DMI, 164 S48 i
T, 25 E W AW s R & AR T 2 A A 2R
R BT E A RRRMY Rk, mY AR £k A
SR 25 T R FAE 2 B o HE il A TR, (AN
SEARA B IR AR 5T RN A R R e R OE A DG
(n=50,r=0.584,P<0.001) , o] figt K itk 5 Y 4 =
HEAAHSC, B B i S R b S o R AT 20T
[ 7B, B AR PR L J5 () R® 2R 0.450[ A
(df)=134,P<0.001 ], H rh iR M Uk i 21 4 2 1E A8
KRR KA G W02 1 AR B XU W] DR E
2 AT A REFR o0 1 T 25 5 T ) AR 0 H 6 7 it 1
AR5 EERPERUK B R K AL S e — e fEH
32 EEAESH

¥ 8 AR FNRE P e 218 H A MR FH 3
SRR I 8 R BB 5 R e o B R AT R G
s, RS REM R/ NI (r=
0.393) (LMR+THR) /NI (r=0.411) LR (r=
0.420) N (r=0.350) %M (r=0.473) ¥ 3 LU
FEREFTM(r=0.295) HIHNEE (r=0.322)
A — R, ZIThIE S g R R,
KB HIAE S AR L YRR DT IR FE L LR/ IR
(LTR+T R ) /TR IR i 2 AT, B AR i )5
B R® H0.417 (df=202,P<0.001) ., K& 5k
W SRR R S ) R® O 0.418 (df =133, P<
0.001) , X LR ¥R B3k B /K (P=0.042) , X
Lot R 25 F & 1 VR W e HE ik 55 98 1 K 1%
FEARVA Ry A S

Z ool A5 Hr 2 5 W B HERCE O, J R
Z 5 B Y AR R

4 2] PR FH I SRR FE 24 h N T AT SR FE B
] 25098 1 pH AR MR 22 45 A SR A7 REAIR ] FH 7 52
1 6.02, T B&E V14 6,71 — N K E pH
Al LA M B e HE S, F R B R A R 1R pHL 1
TR0 I TE W i) FH 3l 3 R Ao HE il IR R TR

B pH™,

3.3 ZERAAEYNEERENNZIN

o] W2 ) ] 9 2 00 4 5 L9 B A A T L Y
N D g A = B S ] M 22 AR A R R A
FHZEARAC 0T LR FH I =2 A 4 2088 1 N = L A
T, W9 BR 1 & ( Ruminococcus) . A JAZE ) (un-
classified ) 7% & Bk # £} ( Ruminococcaceae ) M 12
H ( Clostridiales ) B4 B , %= 570, 1 B A= 1l 19 &
A ERED INZEZ N, T 6T B
B B

] WER ) 9 32 00 4 S0 8 v, W B TR
FLAR S 2 A A PR R 4 SRR R R e
B A S A EEAE S bE, mAMSE S AR ZN
AR Y G B ] A AL S e R (S
7 B T A I, e R R B, X T
e HE st 38, i AR v/ DAL SR e D FE e H
St PR AN T BB A2 ] FH 7 =5 R o HE ke o a0 1 Dt 1AL

i) W) FH i S 00 4 E B e R R R R AR
K, FUAIRE B R A AR TR R o] HERR
3.4 HIEEMGYIR

ARTEIE B AR AR5 B e 7 i 0 g 4
R (B A5 B 0 S R AN B 3R AR b
BRBCRENE D R A Z 2, 25
FJE N VYA &8 A 1 W b w0 ) o sl H:
YERTT L ZBEANTT . GSL % 2 = FY il Bl FILAEG 1)
Fft B e e b AT 22 571 R GSL A A 3 R e
PR B EH
3.5 ZEERAABAEYH GSL MBAREHAIER
AP &K ( SMCO ) I € B9 HE 1 A
3.5.1 GSL #l SMCO

GSL il SMCO 2 2 ZEAa Y U BV, T
CHETEREEY S, B THERNTF, 2%
&R MEY# & A GSL Al SMCO, 1 78 £ 4 2k
BERPILTAE,

GSL /& — & 5 B 1 B 25 25 7K M AR 0 I AE AR
WYy, A D e B-D—T AL 1 R
AR G FE AR 1 A4Sk VR T & ER 4 4% Y . Sun
UL A S R AR TSR A A
SRR H s P A5 18 Fh GSL, AR 59 ~
16 A, Hirr 3~ 4 Fh by S5 10 80% LA 1, JF H &
PR & A ) E 2 GSL #AR —FF  (H 4— 13005 L
AT RS & s e 2, W I e A
TEH PSS EEN 40% , BIF T HAEPIAAH
W S R 30% , GSL A A B,
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5 BG40 i (PR IT TR ) 45, B AR
WMV Y T, GSL 5 B - A% 7 45 4
it A7 AE T AN [ 9 240 B 25 [ — 208 ML AN ] X3
T L) 52 WL SR B 5 & & A g, R A 1
AW TE Y I A AR R B o EUR R
(ITC) G2 IABhG A e —2 B i, Hirp ITC 2
R EER Y,
3.5.2  GSL Fl1 SMCO 7£ Jz 4 sh ) & I 1 B it 5
A= B

FEJRE o GSL FZAE A ITC FIG 2, 76 P
HiEM A 21%~41% FEF HEW A 37%
T H W AR K EAR TP A 50% (1 GSL #5745 i i 21057
HEREPIRE I E D 23 h WA
EREAEEH B K ERAMMN A5 24 h N5
R

GSL X B %6 1) 5% i 47 — 26 {& S0 320 50 i 3
Soliva &1 4% 75 mg/L ¥ IS 5 R I TN B, &
BT8R AP s /0 TR L BB N R e T R 2 |
AR, Lee %17 & S5 SRR M T4 B8R 10 7T 3
o TN 3.33 .5.00.6.67 1 8.33 g/L, #1714k
HMEESR A R A RUEE S, (E A AT ol P A v
i TR ARG AL T BE IR B v B . GSL X B 1
S A DL B Wi 06 4

SMCO /& —FfaE R A5, £ = &R Y
T EIS 1% ~2% " FH Y 4 90058 5 iR
H ) 2 Tk 2 TR IV R 24 A it R K, 4 SMICO 43 fifk 1l
S DI R £ A H B R . SMCO 7698 8 N 58 & 7%
Ay IR AR T AN S R P A
gia R P RN, Flan e L E E =N
R, EL A5 R AT, 58 52 AL A H fh 2R P 5 RN B
AR R AR 7. SMCO BESE N I 3¢ v A4 K i
FOR R R 2K 3 BE R LA MUK 2 R A
A, LA B — B R 3 (O 2B L, SMCO
Xof R b I T %) 5% T iy A DL 43
3.5.3 GSL I SMCO X} [z 4 sl ¥ W ke Jk HE
Al HEAYAE

FE b B0 A R AN P, 25 JE R AR
ANBE 9 A Wb A G, U WD OE B Wk BE R GSL M
SMCO X9 5 P H ot i IE BB AT LA HIAE

Ui 125 — LR B R 22 (FT,) 2 IR BRI R
SRR R (T, ) A AR RS PRI, R
58 A AR VR T LA i P FT, Bk T
95 AT T S 4 2F A 2 d TS 300 wg BT, i 1 &

FT, ¥ & 8% fin, 498 1k 18 & BE 7 3 15 B B 1)
(MRT) 445" Pinares-Patino 2! JH 1 1 ) M
URF I BEAE R 1 45 B R (R I 2 5 A 45 R
A1) ) S A 2 B e 77 IR, Goopy 45 WL Ji] 1 %
FH ot 7=t ey R 9 AT BE 3 2 30 o 7 o AR 1Y)
R B ARBR /N WRORE RN [ AH £ 5 45 BRI IR) e,
WS FT,, AN #2055 M FT, We B, ml 3k B 2 B
{5 BRI 4 4, H e 7= i R R 8% MUAR IR B
TRV 3 A SRR N IV FT, e R 4% v, o ml 45
£ JBE 15 B8 B i), B AL FR o= it

Rt 2878 i Ut 72 - == & @ iR T /E ¥ GSL
Fl/B SMCO K HAR B ™y, 1E# R B 2640 T Hovk
JEERT R BE TR VA B R VR R (R T A R A
W FT, WRFE, 5 S50 B8 457 7 B[] 46 Je, AT Jik 2> HH
LEHERL o

4 IN L

ZEE R AW BE K IR 4 sh i e HE
T, FLPHHERCR , B AN G BLAN , TE AN R 2210 | fml
o R A B AR R LT, A RE R (R R M
PRI, i HL 3% 25 ) A O HE SR AN T O, AL T
1, HATARE IS B HERR T — e BB R 2, (HA AR
WIBA DRl R A0 AN B A R R oe HE i ot s 20 1
JE DR, AN A A R e T 40 o 40 Jo, i R 2k v g 2
St HERCR A ) o3 B A R IR S R R A E Y S
Je B I W) X R B A R e TS R A A
S TR O A R R pH BEAIL, (A
AARE) R LA BB o A A B A
ANHERE  EARIE SCHRHED , GSL Al SMCO K HAR 8t
FEYINTRE S B HEBOR A A O X B R 4 T AR
T, (50 W, 5 3508 JBE 45 B B g sl 2> | DA ik 2>
HGEHE R, X — iR v 75 i R Bk

T W 25 B T iR VR W) 2 — Fh i B v AT 5 T
W ARFETC TS Y IR HERS i, REGIFZ =28
JEE I AE Y, iR R s e B s L HE A
SRR MR A SR HRTER 2R i, FH
258 JE R FHAE A 2 3 a2 4 2 i R o HE T
—ANEEE AR, W GSL Ml SMCO K HAC i =4
7 F ek HE P 0 7R AR 200E 52, 25 B B R Y Al e
fn, W SR AR R, WOk A Tl e R & T 0 > T e
HEL
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Mitigation of Methane Emissions with Forage Brassicas in
Ruminants and Possible Mechanisms

SUN Xuezhao
( The Innovation Center of Ruminant Precision Nutrition and Smart Farming , College of Animal Science and

Technology, Jilin Agricultural Science and Technology University, Jilin 132109, China)

Abstract; Methane is a greenhouse gas formed mainly from the microbial degradation of feeds in the ruminant
digestive tract. Methane emissions from ruminants not only result in the loss of a large amount of feed energy
but also contribute to the global warming. Forage brassicas are important temporary “fill-in” crops with high
nutritive values. When fed to ruminants, methane emissions largely decrease. The mitigation effects can exist in
different seasons under grazing or housing conditions when fed alone or as a part of the diet. Thus, forage bras-
sicas could be an approach to the mitigation of methane emissions with a great potential to use in practice. To
find out the possible causes for the low emissions with forage brassicas, feed chemical composition, rumen fer-
mentation parameters and ruminal microbes were explored, but the mechanisms are still not identified. This re-
view summarized effects of forage brassicas on mitigation of methane emissions from ruminants and proposed
possible mechanisms. [ Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition, 2018, 30(10) :3797-3804 |
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