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Abstract: Rumen fermentation in ruminants results in a loss of 2% to 12% of feed energy as
methane, which not only represents an energy loss but also has negative environmental impacts.
Consequently, finding economical and effective methods to reduce methane emissions from ruminants
has become the focus of current research. Proper feeding and grazing management strategies can
reduce methane emissions by modulating the metabolic pathways of rumen microorganisms, inhibiting
methanogenic activity and enhancing the host's nutrient utilization efficiency. This review summarizes
current research on the effectiveness of different dietary strategies, including adjusting dietary
composition, optimizing forage selection and utilization, and improving forage processing and
preservation, as well as grazing management strategies such as stocking rate, grazing methods, and
grazing intensity. It also discusses the applicability and potential of these strategies, providing
theoretical insights and practical guidance for methane mitigation in ruminant production.
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Fal K AL B W K B R 4% & 1% R 7 2 (volatile fatty
acid, VFA) \CO M HLAF AR 7= , I v ™= B Joc 17
P i B0 W AR RO B i CHL . R CHL A AR R 32 2
L =R SV SRR (CO-Hoif LR 12 ) |
OB & 7 A0 L8 R AL AR Hrh AU R A
WA R E CH AR R E8 X, KL 80% Ay~ H
Jot T T 2ok M R 4R CH, 8 B N CHL A RS2 2 Fh
PR 28 52 ), 32 A 5 2 R 2SR R AR S R R
AL R R T R LA R A R R
FUUAE L Hoh ORI RS (AN R RS ) KO R
(o7 7 30 4= 55 08 028 ) 169 1 4 3 R A 38R v A A
fERGARE L CH A AR R E R B
SR B AN A b 0 R T A 3 S R mT 4 D R
W B R D U2 HL B8R, DA R IR CHL A . U
A, 9 AR W R R 2 R b R s e CHL AR B R
W&,/ CH, ™ i 3 W) 1 B IR E FH(Lachnospiraceae)
198 H Bk B B (Ruminococcaceae ) =F B %% & , 1 Ik
CH, " &= ah W W 2 3% [RTE & (Sharpea spp. ) F B3
R At PR 2 T AR Ak PR R R TR R
7 B4 i ) % A, AT R 52 ) CHL HE UK - o

VLAE S W0 4 3 CHL HERLE ol 4Bk 56
ER R . A 2000 4E A FAO B A (e &
(LR B 5% < B8 [n) J1 5 3 6 )i 485 DA Sk, A G 2 il
R85 7] JBE 5% s 1) AR 5 O W G L R AL R 4R = B
Az 7 3 DA RIS CHL HE 5 RS Jn 550 00 1 7= BR o 13
TR, DL R AR ST 5 7 e TR S e S A
GE R B, A WA ) KGRk B K I DR
(B K AL B W3 3 52 e 9 N VEA B EL B 5
Y ¢ B 5 i CHL i i85 200 A3k 25 o, DT 52 ) CHL 2
B S IR B (Y S R A S e o e T
A K, s FLTE SR B N I B0 RS P B AR CHL 2R
BRI A i ] M S5 R AT R A
BHAE IR H PN I T E TR 2 TR e R S AR W AR
KORVEGE 0 > CH HEC ™ . 3 B O S 97 45
RN A= S 1 = R YW o s o o
JEE T2 S it L A TE A Y CHL ek HE O s
SR, B HTOC TR S 77 8 45 5 CBUE BEXS J 4 3)
Yy CH.HE B e (4 WF 55 475 A %A BR, JG L2 76 AN [\
MR FR S Ty 3 RO R g T T ATy i — 2P
TRAFEDT o BEF 1, 7 SCM AR 85 35 04307 2
J7 16 K, FR G0 AR 98 D 4 3h ) CHL HE R B Ak
W, LA R F O Y T RSk &R AR S IR AR B
PRI ISR 5 S B dE S

1 BERSzHY CHHEMBERE 7RI

VR R R IR 2 R R T R AR CHL HF
) R o RDRR 4 BE A S i A X R
K HAR W =, 1 i 5 m CH, AR B85 HE L ; AR, AN
[Fi) ) e} 28 78 K T it 25 3 3 CHL HEOK F- 1 42
1o PRt AR E 57 A AN T i B TIC A
ERSEAS BN CR I A @ N il N ST =) B
PRAETT I, AT A S 08 18 R e X, e K ™ Y e
GRS PR, AT 8 2 CHL HER, 2 32 S5 44 3l 4 57 4 1) 7T
Fes R .
1.1 AZARARK

3 3k 1Y H O P UE Ry A R IO R SR
TR E B, T LR R Y R R T L BRI CHL R . 5
o) WKL ) AH LG, 45 B2 3l ) ) IR 22 0 8 ) )
CRE B v 8 # HOR) B] DA /D i 3 CHL 3 Bl 1Y) e
PR ARG HORE o AR AT A o R R
SF 4 R 3R R 7 i, DN AR 2E 7 G TR Y 3
B 3G CHL AR B o T e U8 by H AR U0 ok 4 0
Ko fife T A 02U TR R VR RE TS LA LR Sy v )
R DRI TR 3 A, AR TR 5 TR TR L A1), 2 3 TN TR A
B, BEAR CHLHERC ™ o BE4b, T 2 09 KS 1) A 3 A I8
ST B O AR T e A 4 R B
FR s R Ao L), DA TR A1 o SR 7 A i — 2P k> CHLHE
R B FE R 2 sl FORR R RS A 4 25ORS 1)
A (ol A MR A et A v I ARDRE) BT LR = B R
7 i CHLHERK

Li 85100 24 3k TR 4 4 1) A WL 55 2F 4 A i T
AR, RS RANAFRE TR,
H, A1 CH, ™ 5 578 8, 1 4 PR v Y A H R 4 D)
RS TR R, W RER T H A CH, ™ &
Van Gastelen 252738 5 24 Wi BF 98 38 350 1 ok 728 45 )
ERURE LU A5 ORS RE EL ) X 2 56 W8 3L 05 40 IR 2R 19 5%
Wi, % B0 BE 2 H R R ORS R L9 B 35, A I 4 B
Wi CH, HER B ¥ PR . IR0 & 3, kS Kt
o ¥ (dry matter, DM) & & % ¥ 18 fn =
386 g-kg "W, 4 2E WA RN A A B CHLHE L &= 5 )
W T 6% 1406 .26 Y0 5 [A] I B A 3 B 9 CH, 38 2
WA BT BE A FEREAR T 1090, WA FRAR T 27 %,
PR R T 31%°,

SR, B AR ML L i AL S 44, %2 H R4
B BN RN SR RS S 2R R R, M H
R A 4 O £ 2 2 R AR B B 3 1096 19 H O RE
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It B CHL HF M4 2% 5 2S0RG BHAS i i 24 3026 ~40%
I, CH.HE R i 23 AR O 2 P sl /D, ) I 5l 9y A 57 ) 42
5 20K R R 50 %0~55%6 i, Xof 2R 45 i
{14 7L THT 52 W 3¢ Ay BH 200 5 2R AL S o i ) 80 %6
I, CH, R & 2 35 N B AR 300~420 1Y H AR A RE
B CHLPO™ ) HR, oG RE B R o 21 4 &
AR, R EUE E pH FEAL, KW ] fe 2 8sh Y
B W2 MR H R 8 (subacute ruminal acidosis,
SARA) B ¢ T % 0 S5 0 0 R T R 1 n 3%
i v AT e WA ML v B S 3RS0 % A7 B Y CHL HE
LG
1.2 HEEERSHA

W R A s ) DR SRR, 3 i CHL,
77 i B A BT A T A R 0 1 i S
BT Fr R BT RS B O AR L H
) LA e i BE 23 8 4 3 W) CHL ™ & 77 4R 35 5
M) o A ] 24 A8 A e ) S R JB R B R 25 AR K
AN TR b L 2 R — ) A A AN [R] o A R) 0 A A o S
SRR A 25 507
1.2.1 RARHY Z 4 4z R B (perennial
ryegrass, PRG; Lolium perenne) R H: 3 & 1) 7= & I
TE RO b B e A R & WOl 2 7 R e i
WL R R — ) R R, Y AR R A B
K ¥ P Bk K fk A ¥ (water-soluble carbohydrates,
WSC) 5 i Bk % £F 4k (neutral detergent fiber,
NDF) F 4] 5 3 5 fn i, A 25 WA 3] CH, 7™ & 19 9
Ao H O PR R, AT AR AR WSC T
() 22 4F A B Rk R R R . Waghorn S50 )] 45
PR, 3 2 5 45 2 1R R AT = BRAR 4 A A
MR L CHL HE A Ll ) M5 2247 A R 27 AN
= B R A 5 (white clover/PRG, WCPRG)
CH HER AR 2000 ~520%
1.2.2 SRHEY HARAFHEY A, ZFHE
Y HA SR AU CRI R R s R B BT
R JEE DL R PRI o 2 A B i Y . SR W) R
FEAL CH HE sy IR I T e 5 K& A 4 & T
(condensed tannin, CT) ERAYLF4E & & B m T
W) 4% A B (dry matter intake , DMT) DL R % H () 96
(ERIRLB ¥ A
1.2.2.1 =mH (clover) : H = I % (white clover,
Trifolium repens) Fl 21 = W . (red clover, T.
pratense) HA NG KA 0 E N AEY) AT A 8 m
FrBE T, B UL B B A A O R g R AR AR IR

B | FANE ) N VR B/ SR I PV A TIE Il S
e T (A4 b ) 0 FR e 6 A B A P ) R KT = B 118 D
AR Iy oA A B, = ik R AT R S a5 R
FE A W SIS A 3 I A G, T R R R I
PR iy CHL A . WF9T R WY, FH = i ] M 3 44 i
CH, HE % & A T 0 2 4F A R A2 w0 AR IR A%
2106 A, 06 T = M BN A A AR 77 P iR AT CH,
HE 5L 52 1 28 TF B 4270 o Jonker S UOIF 5
A, 5 0 T H At A A BT A W AR AR LG R T
WCPRG #9954 CH, HEC R 0> T 9% o 724
FHRPBMEAELEBERTMA = HEHAG G, H
CH AR ZEERERH ZHFEEBER S
B AR R RS AT R A Bl T 27 %
1456 F0 17 % 1 55 22 4F A B 27 RORn 21 = it o 21 A
o, CH HE il & 0 8 % 22 5. Whoe R, m CT &
A = RORT AR A O AR R G T A U HE
it AELRE N T T 58 B A 7 1 AT 4 T DT Al X
YA IR
1.2.2.2 &% (Alfalfa; Medicago sativa) Fl H K AR
(Birdsfoot trefoil; Lotus corniculatus) : & & A & kiR
U M DR WL S RME Y . SRR, 5 Rk
%€ 2 ( Bromus biebersteinii) ¥ EC , B 1 5 5 b 48 &
(TR X A A CHL HE LA 0 52 ) , Horb 4096 19
T A5 1600 1Y HE Hb 48 A2 VR K T 45 P 4R CHLHE L =
BEAIR 13,3061 5100 78 %4 B A& A 2204 1Y B b 48 22
TRA% W]l R 4 CH HE R FRAR 9. 1261, SRR
A FHPCR R I3 AH L, ) R AE Y A CHL HE
FEAR T 6,425, BRI, B 18 72 05 28 1) 35 vh . 32 B
T REAR CHL AR & A0 0, ) M A B9 5 4 CHL,
HE R A M = R AR 0> T 14. 3% . |
Jok AR PR 5 A5 488w KA 09 CT, 78 I 4 sl W) 1l 37 v Xt
FEAR CHL HEC &t B A B 3 8O o phoR 3R T, i
KR 1) 45 2 CHL HE 2 55 1) W 22 41 A 8 27 e (1) 4
U T 33%, H DMI TG B 3% 454k, Woodward
SEU e B, AR DR 2. 6220 CT Y O AT 103 24
) CHL RO A 17. 804 o

AR G RO A 9 g% CHLHE R 7, (0
7 S B N T G — 2e PR B an, SRR R A IR
1B A A XA AR A MR AR A S A e A o i
, MR S ORI R E S B S REY
LX) AR B h & U E Y R B S A KR i
A BURE T A SR B TR A 2 T Tk
ESGIER AR E KA RIS R E

E XA E
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I, HE R 0 Sl AR R R X R AE L i R —
(28 Ge s ok
1.2.3 HEAMEY %j 1 (Chicory; Cichorium
intybus ) VEN I 2 sh P kL, BAT B4 978 3= (i
AR A, HE R AR CHL 0% 20 58 PR i 5 2R
[ A BT 22 5 0 RS R WL, 21 48 15 A hy B — k) ok
PR O HEROR B B2 . B, 5 WCPRG
(10 26 2 H0 EL 1) PR A A 4 3 CHL HE B AR T
37%,HDMI @ # 25" 5 — Wik,
L5 ) W 22 A A B RO 4 M L T R A Y 4
CH, HER B AT T 22. 7% SR, Y451 5 Hiflh
MR A M, H CHOBHESCR I Bk 2 57 .
N, K 22 A7 A B A2 R 5 4 T A L R A R, )
v S OR B DR R SURE ZE 9 i g ik
B D A e B CH AR AR L T 24 BB
TP T 4.9%Y IR, 5 AR A A R =
- R A DL A G, 44 1 RN 41 = i YR A ) I il
W5 4 CHL HE ik 2 08 /0 28. 6% . SR fi , Williams
SECTWE ST R B, 5 W AE B W5 R L e A
3 B A R B 5 4 CHL HERC RS fn T 24. 3%,
] i P 4 R . X — B4 T g SR 08 T A
B KT RT3 B8 HE AR R %, 51
HE TR A B A, DT 52 i % 4 %) A 77 1k B I CHL
HER . (EA TR, Y05 A4 HORR b 2 09 =
i I, AT R 2 B I A 0 S5 A

55— 7 0, ZE 1 ¥ (Plantain; Plantago) H F H
352 v 1 T I P R ARG ) £ A YA B T R AR
S22 8 i) CHLHE R, A8 L B R AR R AL AT R 58 4
MR . BF 52 & B, 5T WCPRG TR A Rl 55 b
(0 47 25 AR B, A3 1 R 24 i o S RO RE 9 o T Y
Mo, W54 CH HERCE > T 16 %1, b, 78 251l 51
547 = v REIR A FIORE 0 b 2R CHL HE R D3
A>T 32. 7% HOEA O 4L iR A 45 X CHL
TR T B A AT 38 S A BR, G R B X 1 1A AR 1 AH
KAFFAF B BAE .
1.2.4 ZERBEMEEY  EEBREAEYD £
ALFE TR T EE CH O RO I R A R AR K
P i CE SR E S SRR S RAFHL Y A
B, 25 85 T ) AR 4 5 A 45 v ) T RL T Ak R R WSC
T, LR A L), T RE S S BUR E RN
i 5 S 5 1N, pH AR, BTG T 7 e 1 A A7 T
SR /0 B CH,o Al R 3 B 7T A J2 CHLHETX
WOk 2 (18 5 DAL A R R ) B 2 R i P Y CHL

A 7 A TR R BF AT S S A S S R Y R SR
W iR A AR AR AR R 10451 R W Uk AR AR
Wy Ve R A B AR 4 B 9T (Glucosinolate,
GSL) . B i °F Bk & 12 T 1 (S-Methyl-L-cysteine
sulfoxide , SMCO ) K H AR 1 7= ¥y ] 6 88 it 4 4 13 g
5% B Bsf (), 4 v R R A G RO ek 2 CHL HE R
Sun" X 4 AR AR 25 B R HAEY 5 2 44 R
22 B CHLUCHEVE 1 SE A7 PP Al & 3024 45 2 1] IR 4]
PN S FIAE 75 H W i, L CH, 77 i el i HLAE
LA R R SR L BE A SRR AR R A sh
CH., HE -
1.3 HERRE

AR R SR R S 24 3N ) CHL HE TR 22
Ko BEE PR, /25 L R B (ZEAT E I 3
I, R L ) 25 A T AR 22 | [R] B 25 NDF
TE B NDF 4 &7 Fe TF 8, NDF I8 1k R B A% (SR ER
RE R NDF W46 R & T 2587 ) i & S 83U
FFEM AR AL, CH, ™ BB '™ 224 4B g 28 5
e B, LA IR B N A R I S R b 4 A T 2 1 HL R
LR R W e R BRI T 22 B R, DT £ 2E CHLY
G WEFE W], SR A R (AR R R X R Y 4
B PRl 20 S B s NDF SR, A BT
Pt v AR O Ak 3R R U E R ) CHL R AR .
7T G 22 B0 8 (K 30 N0 381 1% A ) vl R I R
KA W EE BRI R 7 P UL A MRE B 4 (2R
Y LR RO R ) B, 5 2sh Y ik 1
FA DMIFFEAE , T3 I CHL =5 gbah A wF
FE R B, B AE B RO ) A CHLHE R = TR A
Blew xS EPERFNRAERS
FE

FRAE ) 0 R [RLRR AR, 0 b AR L ) R A
HURAS CAn e+ 22 i 2L ) 45, BV R A] R T
R WP g E RME, SRS AET T
B, CHL = B3t DRt f) MR 7 2 5 B K L ]
Vs MR K AL 5 O R R Al OO RE A B T ek
O 5 O R I CHL T
1.4 HENMISREARX

T WAE Sy — T DR R AE T3 15 AN AURT DLk 5
BRI PR B AR E IR A K I BR B LA
F 2, H i Bl aE B R L CHL R . B 75
HE A S Bk AT AR AL i TR A
R OB U S A, PR, R O A I Y
B CH, HE L & 7] BB i 5 T B K F sl 2tk A W)
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T3 H W TR B K ) AR S5 A oK LA
(40 s b ) & H o, TR HORL IR & Bh
1 5 1 Al R AIC CHL HERL™ .

B8 K T 0 L ) R R A SR R i
IR > CH, HERCR A RO NS . BFE R 3, 5
T L ) I R OK T I W AL A R e A, CH,
HE i B AR, X A R O B R T AR W FL A
A= H AR 4 B AR TR LG (375 g+ kg DMD) Y &
KA W R I R B, SRR F A A, ok
AR CHHE R W > T 24%, HE5HEE
s EORF W (75:25) #H L, 1] A 35 I . B oK
W (25:75) W4 4= B AL T 4 ot R B o FHERL 5 7 5
(9 CH, HE il & 20 0 2> 17 13% F16%7 0 b, &
A E R AR T R K T I RE S 0 AR i
B0 R AR O B AR FLAR (0 R Y H AR TE B
W 3 I8 B FOK OV I, A R A AR 5 AR B AR
CH. HEjik ™

Tk o T 3 o U A A R S T R R
DL R Bl CHLHE L, (HL o B 0 T 25 (4] ek 0k
JEAT A, T B BEAEIE b 45 R 46 g B AR
T RHIE AR o B ST 3 B R ARDRE S R A R R T L
R R R 2> 20 %0~40% #9 CH, HE i
W M H OB oS R LG I35 2 80 %6 1 AH L
T W ZR IR R OK ) M R VOB PR K Y A 4R 3R A
HE R S i R, CHL ™ b '™ Hales 48758 1o
P W AR RS v 2 0 W A T WEE A [ L R i T
O SR A oK (3 TR R Bk 5728 R &
K, RBZEFE R ERMIEAARE & CH HE =
WD T A 17% . Yang % 0NE i R K A2 BORS % N
T CRR i K 22 0k iy 35 5 72 PR B FLAR B ) 5 1%
Sm T CRIR A e K 22 AV K 22 91 1 — Fh LRI B
BEATELHD) , KBRS S T4 T 43 5 DMI,
T EHE A A R (F 1),

2 BIKR &304 CH,HERY B A 5 18 R B
A7 RGN 2 FEE BRI R Z R 4 3
Y iE CH, HEBCR) Iy v ) et L gl 20 3 2 Jy 32 %
W57 S sl B AR R R RE ) i 52 . AN TR
IR B W R 4 sh ¥ CHL HE il i 2% k1 [l 4%
K, Bk 409 CH, HE R 2 107~421 g-d ' (39~
154 kg 1) , B H 2 M 10.9~41.7 g-d ' (3.9~
15. 2 kg 451" 3 F A A ) 22 5 e B, 5 b
T PR Wk 2D B 24 Bl 1 CHLHE R A R 1

TR A ) BRE R 2R R B R O B
WS BT R A% 45 ) R T S T W)
R 24 470 B 3 1 A 2SO T A 0 RO B R
AR > CHL HE L, 8 BB £ i s W i A2 7= kg, ok
WO AT R R e AR AL IR SR

2.1 HEE

MR B A K AN, 207 & (— & BT
DAL AN TET R 7 T R T A A AR ) 2 B R e Ak
F R AR i X HOE SR (R HE TR Bl )
REEMCH " ®™, R LI k& Sk
R e A W 10 RS SR A R 4 R A
AR FR AR B . AR B B, 40 4 A RE v
B, EARSERS AERZSa2RD R E
J& B 1G I DM, 47 %5 & Wy 7 9 B b (0 dilr B8 I ra]
AR CH, ™= 5™ 0 SR, 2480 Y 7T 3R 45 1 22 3] R
il JC W L B SRR R B B A BT
RE2X 34 CH. HE i 38 1 a7 &

McCaughey 5 B 58 T N 8] 4y 20 (G 22 ik
WA AE 10 e b %8 50 ) F1 4k & 2 (1.1 steerrha '
2.2 steer~ha ") X & &5 (Medicago sativa) #1 5 i 48
Z (Bromus biebersteinii) I A FhAE B9 5 1 (60:29) |
] 2F (steer) CH, HF 805 A9 52 ), e 90 7 14 22 i e st
Ao (R4 F BB A9 CHLHEL & (306. 7 Led 1) &
Ew TR E R B CH R (242.2 L-d 1) ;
H LS A A B TS, T 2 Y CHL R 3t JF 8 W 3%
2 5 (0.77 vs. 0.64 L-kg ' BW-d ') (BW: Body
Weight) . fHILZ T fERR BB AT, Tk 2R &
T B B CHL HEA I (280, 1 L-d 1) i J2 i 8 7 &t
B B i B 9 CHL A B (263. 8 Led 1), B AR AL
& 25 . Alcock Al Hegarty' ™ il 14 GrassGro™
IR A B, e R PO (& 80 9 ewes+ha '
BEAE - 000 1 CHL HE AR & 2 R 2 B8 JE 07 (3
BEy 3.5 ewes+ha ) 2. 365 H Y LIE B &
Sy T R A ) CHL HE k& 1, I 3 A U 3
i % 7A5 fk . Pinares-Patino % 7E il A Y 5
2 RHAT P T A ) b b X A By 2E - o LT 2= )
A B SR A R] B0 SR R A B T (R Y
I CH HERC B B8, A S A M 1. 1 LU ha !
(LU: Livestock Unit) #{ fil 2 2. 2 LU-ha "I, JCi
&AL T BT B A R R A F Y B O E
CH HEL , ¥ AR KRB 35 22 5% o [A#E, Chiavegato
S IR 5 A% i A 1O R e b R L N T I 4
HE(lwvs. 2.5cow+ha )X} CH, HEjik & W JC i &
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285, XSGR I X 7E MR A Y AT 34T L 3R
B TE 8 £ PR BRI S DL T L 3 W0 oR B R R B
Al REAS O — B, Nl CH HE R A Z HE B
W, SR, X T RARFHN &, B Fm X T
- iy 5 AR A R e b CHL B HE A e i R R
%, Tang %" # UL, b [ B AR 25 R G0 0 AR R
FE B K T 2 sheep-ha '-year ', LA 4 £5 50 i 4 3 X
KA CH, W W RE 71, T HRIH 52 2 3h ) 18 i 18
R T AR AR ) B R A

DL EBFSR 3R, AN m) 1Y) 2% 75 1 W] e 25 5 B0 B
(9 CH, HE i £, 32 28 MR T 037 2% 1 (A0 45 0w
A RKRO B A B A 3SR
4 ) L R, CTE 4w 3 W DR A R R B
Az 7 B Y TR IR R A 2 E e, 5 A B A Y ik
e B DT 20 4 BR s Ol 19 CHL AR R, 52 90 &
NALIESR % 3/
2.2 MHAR

BT A = 3 T T 4 R 7 e S HE
I U (B A 48 B O, — 23 o B8 45 AR (rotational
stocking) Al % 22 it #% (continuous stocking)'"™ . #&
8 T PR R RN A S — O A TR A B O kL T
2 A 7 R B R ARG R BORE ) S
R BRI R M AR A R G CHL HE A 1 A il i =K
Z o R R, FE ORI 4 A LIS BT
SR OB AE S e S W) 2 B SRR SR B, DA
P B AR B AN [ A ik 2O6E CHL HE i
FRY 52 e 45 2R 0F A —E

WFoE & B, S LML, BT A E &
(Paspalum notatum) F M) F & (Cynodon dactylon)
B 5 4R CHL 3B 23 3 B AR T 2196 559617
A S e P AR S T 2 CHL HE B A B
KA Sy o Savian % BESE T W RO R RT
(traditional rotational stocking, f& 4t & 44 ; U R J5
W B 4 R 25 em S em) 5 RN(“rotatinuous”
stocking, — Ff 3t B 5 W 5 i 2 i 4R AE 1 JB0CHORE
3 PR SR R S B 18 em AT 11 em) o A5 R K
B, 5 RT ML, RN BSR4 59 CH, B HE &
(24.8vs. 22.2 g-d™ ") W EWE N, HAAL A HLY A
it (organic matter intake, OMI) i) CH, HEjif & (31. 4
vs. 35.8 grkg ' OMID) i} 3 B¢ ik, 8 f H 3 &
(average daily gain, ADG) 19y CH, HE it & ik 2> T
63% (217 vs. 586 g+kg ' ADG) . MAKT 5, RN B
AT A WA CHy HOHE R B RT 2> 1 392

(645 vs. 1056 g-d '),

SR 6 H i A =X AR #8823 Wl 22 2 ) CHL HE
B, IR 5 B R R MO A 6 . MR DL A
YAV S T3 B 3 S T T KR R 22 R (Lolium
multiflorum) %3 Bf , B T AL CHL HE B & 5 e 4k
(0.76 vs. 0.78 kg-ha '-d" ") L I 3 & 7, (HiE
SRR E BEAR T 4 H XS W CHL HE &
(171 vs. 263 g-kg ' ADG)"™ . F W7 A= 9y 1
Fr I v I B rh M B R AR, 3 B I S AR
AR h i RE N T ARG Ve B R A O R A T
B H ok & B A ADG. McCaughey 257 & B, i
o AR R 3R (3 SR OO AE 10 B 1 56 ) 2k
Z (1. 1steer-ha ';2. 2 steer-ha ), { 4= 75 1 75 Fl
Ol e A TR A BB ORE Y B M (60: 29) F Y SR & iR
CH, ™ JC AR Mk . B, JC 8 2 iy Xk 2
R H AR BB AT S Bl i BE R B i,
WM TG 75 2 T SR £ o R b S SR I CHL 7= i 119 728
o FF L, 3% B2 S e 40 OO L IR S & — B
R W HE SRR A A5 B SR W, AH B, AN R i R
o5 g 0 PR R A B 2R R AN I Y Bl S RO A
R iff R 2o 2 30 A I

g LTIk, 75 EEAR 4 b A ) A R
T AP AR A X, S Al AR S R SR 2 A
FH R 1 Sh RS 4 22 18] 6 Z , AAXAT B T 2 415 0 b 1) 2E
AR, I BB AR TE R & 0 R Uk 7 DT AE VR Sk B U
D CHL R HERC . SR, B AR 6 3 22005 4 6 ik
WO BB AT o0 A BR L il 29 T o CHL HE L 52
U R TR e 0 A = =T il N R TR S A (19'¢
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2.3 HMIHGERE

G GRS A S TE NS E S e i
A E B BB B Sk B O T AR Y B (R R
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(0 A 7= 317 S R B R R R A X e R A
Wy i B4 52 e 5 /0N T R S A D 2 S 2 O IRl A
FAE Yy, B CH, HE R B .

HAT, T E 294 9026 1Y 50 I 8 BA W] /2 32 1Y
IR Ak, 3 D AR Ao B T A O AR
gl AR T K& R B A B L%
AR 7= 1 8 CAn s A ALY A S IS (R B ) | i
HIl 55 T 4 58 X5 CH. i W U g 7 (B MR 3K 36.47%)
(] B 38 7 CH, HE 05 B2 (A A AL A B A o B PR
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5% A8 S HERCIR o AHALZ TR, 5 B A o B T 0%
CH.HE Y 52 i g /N5 5599

WF 82 B, A0 5 J0CR0O0) e b 4 398 b 1 1A 0
BT W AE S, 1R e ] B 43 e AR + b CH,
(18 7= A R FE A AR 3 2o AR S R B (LA R
Bl W B K Y ) R 25 B SRR ) X IR AR AR 7 1 R
CH, #E By 5% i, & 3024 0 B0 B2 N & B
(575 kg LW-ha ') (LW : Live Weight) f& i 3] i
(377 kg LW +ha ") B, CH, HE B 2 980> T 28%
(71.3ws. 55.7 kg+ha '-year '), 4R, 4t — L%
R i 05 B (264 kg LW -ha ') I, 8437 1 AR A CH,
HE B I oA 1 — 25 g 0 SR B 3 R A AR
5 B A B T CHLGAE AR, (H i B2 Fe A1 PT B 1 55 D
HEROCR , I 52 e 3l W) 0 A= 77 Ve

Cezimbra %"V WF 58 8, M # & & /N F
1 sheep-ha '-year 'HY% % v B MO B4R Y 4

R2 MUEBEHEEXNRSIY CH AR

HE CH, WO R 2 A I 35 A8 A, i i 32 i 3 ) e 4
CH, W Wt 98 b 24 96 ~3106 . HE LT BE 2L+
SRS B b A LB EE S K 2R B0, DA T 40 A
S PR e S A A T T P D R R CHL
(R BRBE 77 . Tang 55" 76 N 52 iy (14 = b 55 J5 28 7
(o) | SR R JOR S 7 5 ) RIS T AS (R
O JEE X CHL, W STIE i 1Y) 2 W), A B0 A i 52 0
JECH, M W F A 8 28 32 i), HG v 5 158 5 ) CHL T
W i i e, ML R RS R 2 A U o R R
S R, CH, W B A 35 A8 4k, T op 2 A
L RO 3 REAR T CHL WG &, 43 591 s > T
6.8% F137.9%.

L Pk DA R B SR g R
I JRE A A R AR 2 0 R T, AN U B T B R
5 R &E B A1, 38 n] 3 D ORCR G2 #9 CHL
HEC (3 2) , AT 52 BRAE 7= 15 PR B8 2804 1) -1

Table 2 Effects of grazing management strategies on CH, emissions of ruminants

. SHLHE \
WHEIT % i A CHAFBER oy it
L . . xperimental Emission changes
Mitigation schemes Strategies . . References
animals of CH,
# % i Stocking rate 1.1 steersha 'ws. 2.2 steersha ! &) 4~ B 21.03% [79]
ST
1.1 steertha 'ws. 2.2 steersha (GRS 6. 18% [79]
Ui
1.1 LU*ha 'vs. 2.2 LU+ha ' W H4n0.94% [81]
ST
9 ewessha 'wvs. 3.5 ewessha pE B 130% [80]
O KA BRI vs. R RS BRI S
WO 3 Grazing system % G5 S 7 SLCHO L W > 21~55% [78]
Pk 56 5 1 48 5 R E EiES > 39 %% [86]
T B Grazing intensity HpRE O S R OO T 4 e, 8% [88]
RO AR OO L ErES HIN37.9% [88]
o B O R R TRORORA L A 4R > 28 % [91]

3 MNESRE

g b AR E R SR i B HOR A A fe
(1 0 5 R L SO ORI T 5 AR A A ) Rl
Ik B HL e AR e 1 TN R A I AR TR e B T
P DL e AR R 8 L AR T A A0 A CHLHEK
T B SR s (n e A 8 R IR O AU
oo B ) W 3E a o s P SR AR R A s R B

A7 g, 320 8] 42 52 i Je 1 A e 5, e 2 H: CHL Y
HERCCIE 2) o 58T, BEE 70 7 70 A B B AN W & g
e DR 0 e 2 TR B A — 25 4 s R R
Yo fe v 5 CH, ™= A2 Z 6] 19 52 2% 56 28, DT S Hs ofE
PR B R W AR CHL A B B8 i 0 5 R B o ot
Hb xR 2 st A% e R 00 1 4 3R AR R S T
T 0 P 40 o) 0 A K A R R By CHL BHE P R 4
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