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ABSTRACT 

 

The overall objective of this study was to investigate the effects of level of dietary concentrate 

and live yeast (LY) on milk yield, milk composition, rumen fermentation and nitrogen 

metabolism in lactating dairy cows. Four primiparous Holstein dairy cows in early lactation 

(average weight 500 ±9 kg and 20 days in milk (DIM)) were used in a 4 x 4 Latin Square design 

for a period of 44 days. The animals had seven days of adaptation to the treatments and four 

days for measurements. The treatments were, Low concentrate to forage (C:F) diet (40:60) 

with no additive, High C:F diet (60:40) with no additive, High C:F diet with LY and Low C:F 

diet with LY.Cows weremilked at 06h00 and 16h00 daily and milk samples were analysed for 

fat, protein, lactose milk urea nitrogen (MUN) and somatic cell count (SCC). Proximate 

analysis of feed samples was done and daily feed intake was recorded. Weight and body 

condition score were determined at beginning and end of every experimental period. Faecal 

and urinary nitrogen (N)were determined. In vitro batch fermentation was conducted to 

determine ruminal fermentation kinetics. Data generated from the feeding trial was analysed 

for a 4 x 4 Latin square design (LSD) using the PROC MIXED procedure of SAS (2009) and 

data for the invitro trialwassubjected to ANOVA using PROC GLM (SAS Institute, 2009) for a 

complete randomized design. Addition of LY affected only dry matter intake (DMI) (P<0.05), 

which effect was pronounce when cows were fed low (40:60) C:F diet resulting in better feed 

efficiency(FE). Cows fed high C:F diet consumed more feed, produced more milk with high fat 

and protein content (P<0.05). Both LY and C:F reduced (P<0.05) N intake as result of low 

DMI, but reduced (P<0.05) N excretion in manure. Addition of LY decreased ruminal ammonia 

and increased total VFA’s (P<0.05). The effects on ammonia suggest a better utilisation of 

diet proteins and probably more incorporation of products of CP degradation into microbial 

proteins, which support the observed reduced manure N excretion. The opposite was 

observed with high C:F diet, which increased ammonia and decreased total VFA’s. Propionate 

and butyrate were increased and decreased, respectively by high C:F diet.Addition of LY 

reduced SCC and MUN compared to control.The effects of LY were better pronounced on 

most parameters at low C:F diet. It is therefore recommended that the effects of LY be tested 

at low C:F on a larger scale of animals over longer periods to observe its effect of the rest of 

the parameters. 

 

Key words: diet, concentrate, yeast, nitrogen, milk yield, quality. 
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1. Background 

 

The rumen microbes are mainly bacteria, protozoa and fungi. Bacteria are the major group 

involved in ruminant’s feed digestion. The dairy cows require amino acids (AA) from microbial 

protein synthesis andrequirements depend on the age of the animal and level of milk 

production. As milk yield increases, amino acid requirements increase accordingly (Hopkins 

and Whitlow, 2007). Ruminal degradation of protein from dietary feed ingredients is one of the 

most important factors influencing intestinal amino acid supply to ruminants (Stern et al., 

2006). These AA must come from either microbial protein synthesized in the rumen or from 

undegraded dietary protein (UDP) in the rumen (Hopkins and Whitlow, 2007). Microbial protein 

synthesis in the rumen provides the majority of protein supplied to the small intestine of 

ruminants, accounting for 50 to 80% of total absorbable protein (Stern et al., 2006). 

Carbohydrates are the main source of energy for bacteria, although they can also be used as 

carbon skeletons for protein synthesis in combination with ammonia (Stern et al., 2006). 

Rumen microbes incorporate rumen degradable protein (RDP) into microbial protein by 

utilising readily fermentable carbohydrates (both fibrous and non-fibrous) as energy sources 

along with ammonia. When energy is limiting, microbial protein synthesis is also limited. 

Readily fermentable carbohydrates such as starch or sugars are more effective than other 

sources such as cellulose in promoting microbial growth (Stern and Hoover, 1979). Diets 

limited in energy should be supplemented to aid microbial protein supply to the small intestines 

to assure adequate supply of AA for vital biological processes. 

 

During normal feeding, before protein is used for microbial protein synthesis in the rumen, 

large part of protein passes through the ammonia pool (Hristov et al., 2005). Conversion of 

dietary protein to ammonia, and overall ammonia utilization in the rumen is depending on 

readily fermentable carbohydrate (RFC) availability (Russell et al., 1993). When carbohydrate 

availability is higher, as it is in high concentrate diets, amino nitrogen (N) is incorporated into 

microbial protein, reducing ammonia production (Russell et al., 1993; Hristov et al. (2005).  

Conversely, when rate of protein degradation exceeds the rate of carbohydrate fermentation, 

large quantities of N can be lost as ammonia (Nocek and Russell, 1988). Feed additives such 

as live yeast (LY) represent an interesting tool to improve feed efficiency and performance 

(Chaucheyras-Durand 2014), because they benefit from a natural and well-accepted image 

by the consumer, as they are not involved in health disorders and do not have any detrimental 

impact on the environment. Nowadays, major species used are Saccharomyces boulardii and 

Saccharomyces cerevisiae yeasts (Duarte et al., 2012). The use of probiotics in animal feeding 
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provides the opportunity to promote animal production while reducing pollution from livestock 

manure excretions. This is important due to the changing climate that requires livestock 

production enterprises to produce their products with low contribution to greenhouse gas 

emissions. Probiotics are live microbial feed supplements which beneficially affect the host by 

improving its intestinal microbial balance (FEFANA, 2005). The application of probiotics 

provides a potential alternative strategy to the traditional practice of sub therapeutic antibiotic 

use (Yirga, 2015). Probiotics are designed to encourage certain strains of bacteria in the gut 

at the expense of less desirable bacteria (McDonalds et al., 2010). Feeding probiotics may 

promote the growth of the gut bacteria there by improving the microbial profile in the gut 

(Quigley, 2011). Probiotics act extensively on the gut mainly based on competitive exclusion, 

bacterial antagonism and immune modulation (Hughes & Heritage, 2002; Steiner, 2009). 

Currently, there is a growing interest concerning the use of probiotics in animal nutrition but 

there is still a need to clarifythe effectiveness of probiotics and to define their mechanism of 

action broadly in the gut. 

 

1.2. Problem statement 

 

The increase in grain prices has forced producers to look for strategies to reduce production 

cost. The wide-scale use of conventional nitrogen supplements such as fishmeal, soyabean 

meal and cottonseed meal, by most smallholder farmers is constrained by the high cost (Baloyi 

et al., 2014). This increase has led to farmers feeding more forage than concentrate because 

forage is easily available and affordable. Providing more roughage than concentrate in the 

diets has its disadvantages like causing rumen dysfunctions and not providing adequate 

nutrients to the animal. If there is no enough fermentable carbohydrate available in the rumen 

to use the free ammonia, then rumen ammonia levels increase. The excess ammonia is 

absorbed through the wall of the rumen and travels to the liver, where it is metabolized to urea 

(which is less toxic than ammonia) (Hopkins and Whitlow, 2007). It costs the cow 

approximately 7.3 kcal of energy for each gram of ammonia that is converted to urea in the 

liver and this is energy that could be used for milk production (Hopkins and Whitlow, 2007). 

Therefore, ways to increase nitrogen utilization by dairy cows should be investigated. 

 

Animal production and emission from animal manure contributes to air and water pollution 

(USEPA, 2004). In the agricultural industry, livestock production seems to be one of the major 

contributors to nonpoint N pollution from animal manure excretions. Therefore, ways to reduce 

the animal footprint in nonpoint N pollution are vital for investigations and nutrition is one way 

to reduce N emission from animal manure. 
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1.3. Justification 

 

Conversion of dietary protein to ammonia and overall utilization in the rumen is dependent on 

the carbohydrate availability (Russel et al., 1993). When the carbohydrate availability is higher, 

amino N is incorporated into microbial protein, reducing ammonia production (Russel et al., 

1993; Hristov et al., 2005). Live yeast is reported to decrease the rate of degradation of 

peptides, which may reduce ammonia wastage and may increase the amount of rumen 

undegradable protein (RUP) available to the cow (Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2005). This can 

be explained by its negative effect on S. bovis and protease activities. Improving the efficiency 

of microbial capture of ammonia in the rumen by increasing carbohydrate availability is likely 

to reduce urinary N losses and subsequently gaseous and emissions from cattle manure. In 

addition, the effect of LY on S. bovis and protease activities would reduce protein degradation 

and reduce urinary N losses. However, the addition of LY to a diet with low ruminally 

fermentable energy might enhance the utilization of ammonia for microbial protein synthesis, 

decrease urinary N losses, and reduce the ammonia emitting potential of dairy manure.   

 

There is increasing concern of the role of livestock on climate change thus nutritional 

strategies that aim at decreasing N loss in the rumen are becoming of high interest and the 

use of yeast promises good results. Therefore the aim of this study is to contribute towards 

mitigation of climate change through reduction of nitrogen in the rumen. There is a paucity of 

data on the effects of LY on milk production and rumen fermentation parameters that could 

improve animal performance through improving N metabolism in dairy cattle. 

 

1.4. Objective 

 

The overall objective of this study was to evaluate the effects of dietary concentrate level and 

supplementation with LY on milk yield, milk composition and rumen fermentation parameters 

of early lactating dairy cows. 

 

 

1.5. Specific objectives 

 

The objectives are to determine the effects of dietary concentrate level and LY on;  

1. Milk yield and quality, 

2. Urinary and faecal  N excretion, 

3. Nitrogen metabolism, 

4. Ruminal pH, total VFAand molar proportion VFA. 
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1.6.  Hypothesis: H0 

 

It is hypothesised that the addition of live yeast to diets with low ruminally fermentable energy 

would; 

 

• Will not influence milk yield and composition 

• Will not decrease urinary and faecal N loses 

• Will not increase N metabolism 

• Will not reduce rumen pH and increase total VFA and molar proportion VFA. 
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CHAPTER 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1.  Introduction 

 

The production of milk and milk products is highly affected by the nutrition and health of the 

animals. Feed costs accounts for 45-60% of the total cost of milk production (Ishler et al., 

2006). Forage availability and nutritive quality are frequently lacking in livestock nutrition   

(Ayad et al., 2013). Finding strategies to raise dairy cattle economically and efficiently is 

important in order to increase dairy industry profitability (Lascano et al., 2009). The dairy 

industry is faced by a lot of challenges like the rising feed cost, variable market prices, less 

predictable farm incomes, but with an increasing demand for safe, high quality beef and dairy 

products. Animal production and performance can be increased through improved animal 

nutrition, while taking into consideration the profit margins of the production. 

 

Feed additives and growth promoters have been used for ages (Beeson & Perry, 1952) and 

based on a growing concern over the use of antibiotics and other growth promoters in the 

animal feed industry, interest in the effects of microbial feed additives on animal performance 

has increased (Ayad et. al., 2013). Lately, with increased consumer’s concern about safety, 

quality of animal products and also environmental issues, the current purpose of using these 

“natural” additives is not only to increase productivity, but to limit excretion of pollutants 

(Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2008). Yeast products have been widely utilized as feed additives 

for ruminant animals (Enjalbert et al., 1999; Chaucheyras-Durand & Fonty, 2001;ABD EL-

Ghani, 2004; Kamel et al., 2004;Robinson & Erasmus 2009; Bruno et al., 2009). Products 

containing Sacchromyces cerevisiae have been used to improve daily gain and milk 

production in ruminants (Wallace, 1994). Live yeast addition was reported to increase 

nutritional value of poor quality forages and high grain diets (Arambel & Kent, 1990). All these 

reports on yeast have highlighted health and production benefits with yeast used as a feed 

additive in animal production.  

 

Yeast products (YP) (active dry yeast, live yeast & culture yeast) are increasingly being used 

in ruminant nutrition as feed additives to improve feed efficiency and performance, and at the 

same time, to prevent health disorders (Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2008). These products 

are particularly useful in high-producing ruminants whose digestive microbial balance can be 

altered by high-dietary energy input. In order to achieve maximum production, increasing feed 

intake is critical, but difficult to achieve especially in early lactation due to physiological 

changes in the dairy cow, which cause negative energy balance. During this period, increasing 
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energy density of feed become necessary, and this is usually achieved with addition of feed 

additives such as live yeast.  

 

2.2. Feeding early lactating dairy cows 

 

The increase in milk yield of dairy cows requires the use of large amounts of concentrates that 

are rich in energy and crude protein (CP) to meet their nutrient requirements (Cabrita et al., 

2009). Ruminant diets should be formulated to provide adequate CP and energy because the 

two nutrients have a substantial impact on production (Weiss, 2002), this means feeding 

forages along with grains (concentrates).According to the National Research Council (NRC) 

(2001), the diet of a fresh Holstein cow in early lactation should have 19.5% CP, and this 

dietary protein should have 10.5% readily degradable protein (RDP) and 7% RUP. The protein 

must be well balanced to meet the RDP requirements to feed the rumen microbes for the 

requirements of high milk production. The requirements of absorbable proteins imply that more 

dietary protein escapes rumen degradation with the risk that ruminal NH3 concentrations is 

sufficient to support rumen microbial CP production (Julien et al., 2015), this is likely to cause 

a depression in fiber degradation, resulting in decreased DMI and energy supply to the animal.  

 

Dietary carbohydrate is composed of neutral detergent fibre (NDF) and non-fibre fractions, 

which collectively constitute 65% to 75% of the diets of lactating dairy cattle. Non-fibre 

carbohydrates (NFC) may provide 30 to 45% of the diet on a dry matter (DM) basis (Hall et 

al., 2010). Fiber and carbohydrates should be included at the a rate of NDF 25-33%, ADF 17-

21% and NFC 36-44% (NRC, 2001).This has led to the modern feeding strategies evolving 

from primary forage-based to progressively more readily fermentable carbohydrates feedstuffs 

in dairy rations to meet the energy content requirement in the diet (Madern et al., 2008).This 

strategy results in an increase in non-structural carbohydrate (NSC) supply which can favour 

the occurrence of ruminal acidosis due to a production of large quantities of lactate in the 

rumen and precipitating depressed fiber degradation (Julien et al., 2015). It is critical to 

balance the NSC and RDP to maintain optimal rumen function and the increase in production, 

because an imbalance of NSC to RDP results in uncoupled fermentation and a consequent 

reduction in ruminal microbial activities. In emphasizing the balance of NSC to RDP, Russel 

et al. (1993) stated that NH3 utilisation in the rumen is intrinsically related to carbohydrate 

availability, meaning that ruminal proteolysis and deamination will proceed to complete 

conversion of dietary protein to NH3 if carbohydrate availability is low. Ammonia production 

decreases when the carbohydrate availability increases, thus ruminal N will be incorporated 

into microbial protein and not wasted as urea in urine. Minerals also form a vital part of the 
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cows ration and dietary Calcium, P and Mg should be 0.74%, 0.385% and 0.36%, respectively 

(NRC, 2001) 

 

Addition of cereal or grain to ruminant diets maximises production which is also good for farm 

profit. Non-structural carbohydrates are an essential part of diets for high yielding dairy cows, 

with grains being the most important sources of NSC. Non-structural carbohydrates provided 

energy at the animal level and supply rumen microbes with energy needed for capture of 

degraded feed protein into microbial protein. Block (2006) reported that microbial production 

appears to be maximised when the carbohydrates (RFC) are provided along with protein 

(RDP), proving both energy and N for microbial growth. In support, Russel et al., (1993) 

reported that increasing carbohydrate fermentation rate increase microbial efficiency, 

therefore increasing protein also increase. The increase in microbial protein results in the 

increment of milk produced by the cow.  

 

2.3.  Forage and concentrate feeding in early lactating dairy cows 

 

The consumption of forage should be controlled in early lactation since cows are in a negative 

energy balance, this should be done to avoid cows consuming too much forage leaving no 

room for concentrate consumption which are necessary to meet energy requirements for 

production (Adesogan, 2009). Concentrates are an important part of the cows ration and they 

provide for energy requirements. The amount of concentrate mix fed depends on; i) the 

amount of forage consumed, ii) amount of milk produced and iii) composition of the milk 

produced (Adesogan, 2009). Concentrates must be fed at 60% to avoid changes in proportion 

of ruminal VFA which occurs at concentrates levels above 60%. The change in ruminal VFA 

proportion results in the reduction of milk fat (Adesogan, 2009). The concentrate to forage 

ratio (C:F) ratio varies from time to time depending on the stage of lactation as the nutritional 

needs of the cows changes. 

 

2.3.1. Effect of dietary concentrate on feed intake 

 

Dietary characteristics influence milk yield and composition (Min et al., 2005). Low-protein 

diets may have a negative effect on milk production as this type of a diet reduces DMI. If an 

average lactating cow diet has around 17% CP, diets with CP at or below 16% can be 

considered ‘low-protein’. These kinds of diets may or may not be deficient in metabolizable 

protein (MP), which is the unit used by NRC (NRC, 2001) to define protein requirements. There 

are well-established positive responses in milk yield that accompany increases in dry matter 

intake (DMI) of dairy cows (Hristov et al., 2005) and, given that DMI responds positively to 
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increased dietary CP concentration (Newboldet al., 1995). It follows that a significant 

component of the milk yield response to dietary CP (Ipharraguerre and Clark, 2005) resides 

in improvements in voluntary intake. 

 

2.3.2.  Effect of dietary concentrate on milk yield and composition 

 

In ruminant animals, increasing the dietary protein content in the ration enhances DMI, milk 

yield and BW, but the responses are greatly according to the type and level of protein 

supplements (Ipharraguerre and Clark, 2005). Producers often feed high CP rations to ensure 

a sufficient supply of MP for maximal milk and protein production of dairy cows (Colmenero & 

Broderick, 2006). However, other studies have reported no improvement in milk protein 

production with the increase in dietary CP in the diet (Leonardo & Armentano, 2003). Reports 

on the effects of LY on milk composition have been quite variable no effects (Bruno et al., 

2009), to decreasing effects (Robertson and Erasmus, 2009) and increasing effects in some 

parameters like energy corrected milk, milk fat %, solids-non-fat, lactose and milk true proteins 

(Bagheri et al., 2009; Bruno et al., 2009). In goats, high dietary CP diet (65%) depressed milk 

yield in late lactation compared with 50% CP diet (Goatsch et al., 2001). However, these 

results did not support similar response of dietary CP and energy levels with dairy cows (NRC, 

2001). Rations with more than 60% of concentrate may result in changes in the proportions of 

VFAs, which may in turn result in a reduction in milk fat. Milk yield is negatively affected by 

low dietary CP diets and this is through the reduction in DMI with low CP diets. 

 

2.4. Feed additives in dairy cows. 

 

Adesogan, (2009), defined feed additives as typically non-nutritive compounds or additives 

added to the diet to improve dietary nutrient utilization, enhances performance, minimise the 

risk of metabolic diseases and curtail adverse impacts of diets on the rumen environment. 

Feed additives are required in the rumen as it is the most important organ in the digestive 

system and optimising its function means booting animal performance and increasing 

production. Rumen function problems may reduce feed intake, digestion and animal health 

thus lowering animal performance which can affect farm profit as well. Feed additives are then 

required to exert the following effects; i) modulate ruminal pH, ii) reduce the risk of the 

development of metabolic disorders, iii) enhance rumen development in neonatal animals iv) 

improve the efficiency of ruminal N utilization and v) increase the level and efficiency of animal 

performance (Adesogan, 2009). Feed additives support nutrient intake and digestion and are 

important to maintain the animal in a healthy but high productive state. 
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2.4.1  Ionophores 

 

Ionophores are organic compounds mainly from Streptococcus species that facilitate selective 

transportation of ions across the outer cell membrane (Adesogan, 2009). According to 

Kennelly et al. (1998), ionophores function primarily in the rumen and improve the efficiency 

of production by influencing energy metabolism and nitrogen metabolism. As well, ionophores 

tend to reduce the incidence of lactic acidosis, bloat, and ketosis through their effects on 

rumen fermentation (Kennelly et al., 1998). Ionophores exert their effects via their influence 

on rumen microbial populations and metabolism. Gram negative (-) bacteria tend to be 

resistant to ionophores. Gram positive (+) bacteria are more sensitive to ionophores due to 

the structure of their cell membrane (Bagg, 1997). Ionophores alter the movement of ions 

across the cell membrane of gram (+) bacteria forcing the bacteria to expend energy to 

maintain intracellular pH and ion balance (Bagg, 1997). This energy expenditure reduces the 

bacteria's ability for growth and reproduction, leading to their eventual death. The resultant 

change in the ratio of gram (-) to gram (+) bacteria favours the production of propionate and 

succinate and reduces acetate, butyrate, hydrogen, ammonia, and lactic acid (Kennelly et al., 

1998), the effects therefore favour milk production. 

 

Ionophores are extensively used in many divisions of the poultry and ruminants industries to 

aid animal performance. Commonly used ionophores include Monensin sodium, Lasalocid 

Sodium, Salimomycin and Laidlomycin Propionate Potasium. Monensin as an ionophore was 

first approved in 1971 for use in broilers to control coccidosis (McGuffy et al., 2001), and by 

1975 gained approval from the Food and Drug Administration of the USA for use in confined 

cattle to improve feed efficiency.  Monensin is the most commonly used of all ionophores and 

is a polyether antibiotic which is orally fed as a sodium salt (Yang et al., 2007), it is a carboxylic 

ionophore produced by a naturally occurring strain of Streptococcus cinnamonensis. The most 

consistent and well documented rumen fermentation alteration observed with feeding 

ionophores is the increased molar proportion of propionate with a concurrent decrease in the 

molar proportions of acetate and butyrate (Erasmus etal., 2005), and this increase in VFA 

production enhances the energy available to the host animal.  

 

2.4.2. Direct fed microbial 

 

There is increasing pressure for livestock producers to minimise the use of antibiotics as feed 

additives and growth promoters in food animals (Jacela et al., 2010). This has led to the 

increased use of feed additives containing live microorganisms and (or) their metabolites to 

alter rumen fermentation and improve animal performance in response to demands for using 
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more “natural” growth-promoting substances (Sontakke, 2012). The original concept of 

administering microorganisms to animals involved the feeding of large amounts of “beneficial” 

microbes to livestock when they were “stressed” or ill (Denev et al., 2007). Microbial products 

used in this manner were originally called "probiotics", or products “for life”.  Fuller (1989) later 

defined this beneficial microorganisms as direct-fed microbials (DFM). In the year 1995 the 

definition was narrowed to “a source of live, natural occurring microorganisms) (Yoon & Stern, 

1995). In the last two decades DFM were later defined as “alive, natural microorganisms that 

have been used to improve digestive function of livestock” (Krehbiel et al., 2003; Yang et al., 

2004). Over the years the definition of DFM has been very broad because it need to cater for 

the specific and con-specific bacterial and fungal species used. There are three main 

categories of DFM; 1) Bacterial, 2) fungal and 3) a combination of both. 

 

Probiotics are live cultures of organisms that can beneficially affect the host animal by 

enhancing the microbial balance in the gut. Probiotics are utilised as feed additives to improve 

the balance of bacteria in the gut (Jacela et al., 2010). A probiotic must possess the following 

traits to be an effective feed additive; i) Stability and ability to survive in feed, ii). Ability to 

replicate after passage through the stomach, and the iii). Ability to block the effects of harmful 

microorganism (Sulabo et al., 2007). The ability of probiotics to alter rumen fermentation 

makes them the ideal tool to improve rumen function which is the basis of animal nutrition in 

the ruminant animal. Manipulating rumen function through feed supplements is a nutritional 

strategy to increase feed efficiency, growth and production. 

 

Prebiotics are none digestible feed substances that selectively stimulate the growth of 

bacterial favourable species in the gut and therefore benefits the host animal (Jacela et al., 

2010). These substances are derived primarily from none digestible oligosaccharides and they 

provide readily available substrates for normal bacteria to grow because they are not absorbed 

by the host animal (Zimmermann et al., 2001). Probiotics generally used as feed additives are 

oligofructose, fructooligosaccharide and inulin. However, research studies conducted on these 

probiotics has in the past resulted in contradicting results regarding the beneficial aspects 

(Smiricky-Tjardes et al., 2003; Loh et al., 2006). The biological importance of probiotics to the 

animal are improved digestion, stimulation of gastrointestinal immunity and increased 

resistance to infectious diseases in the gut (Kommera et al., 2006). Prebiotics are of plant 

origin and nourishes good bacteria in the colon of the host animals which benefits the health 

and digestion of the animal. In this way prebiotics plays a vital role in aiding animal production 

and performance. 
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2.4.2.1. Bacterial direct fed microbial 

 

Many microorganisms are used in DFM formulations and the commonly used microbes include 

Lactobacillus aidophilus, L. casei, Enterococcus diacetylactis and Bacillus subtilis. The most 

common used bacterial organisms in DFM products for ruminants are Lactoballi.These 

organisms appears to have a better effect in the lower gut than in the rumen fermentation 

(Ware et al., 1988). Their mode of action depends on many factors including dosages, feeding 

time, feeding frequencies and strains of the DFM used (Elghandour et al., 2014). Puniya et al. 

(2015) reported how some of the DFM act within the rumen while others impacts the 

gastrointestinal tract. Bacterial DFM strains maybe classified as Lactic acid utilising bacteria 

(LAB), Lactic acid producing bacteria (LUB) or other microorganisms.  

 

 

2.4.2.2. Fungal direct fed microbial 

 

The commonly used fungal DFM are Saccharomyces cereviciae (yeast) and Aspergillus 

oryzae (Elghandouret al., 2014; Puniya et al., 2015). These DFM have been extensively used 

in ruminants for improving performance and normalizing rumen fermentation (Elghandour et 

al., 2015).  Many mechanisms of action has been explained to how these DFM exert their 

effects on ruminal fermentation and improvement of animal performance. Direct fed microbials 

have been suggested to provide a source of exogenous enzymes and B-vitamins or may 

supply other unidentified growth promoting factors (Kung, 1997). 

 

2.5.  Yeast products 

 

Yeasts are unicellular eukaryotic fungal micro-organisms and their properties are completely 

different from those of bacteria (Sontakke, 2012). Saccharomyces cerevisiae (Yeast) is of high 

industrial importance due to its ability to convert sugars into ethanol and carbon dioxide. It is 

widely used in the baking, brewing, distillery and liquid fuel industries, as well as in agriculture 

as an animal feed additive. Probiotic yeast cultures based on Saccharomyces cerevisiae are 

currently well accepted and widely used in ruminant diets (Thrune et al., 2009; Sontakke, 

2012; Ayad et. al., 2013). They have a high nutritive value, and are rich in enzymes, fatty 

acids, vitamin B complex, unknown growth factors and amino acids (Sontakke, 2012). The 

main purpose of using such additives in ruminant diets is to prevent rumen flora disorders and 

disturbances, especially those associated with the consumption of high energy concentrates 

(Sontakke, 2012).  
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Various strains of yeast products have elicited different responses in the cow, but published 

literature has not shown conclusive evidence that supplementation is beneficial at all times 

(Yoon & Stern, 1995; Erasmus et al., 2005). Microbial additives of probiotics such as 

Saccharomyces cerevisiae products have been widely used in ruminant nutrition to 

manipulate rumen fermentation and improve animal performance (Bruno at al., 2009). Yeast 

culture supplements contain some viable S.cerevisiae cells, whilethe yeast live cell 

supplements contain higher amounts of yeast with a minimal amount of carrier. Live yeast 

cells and yeast culture have similar effects on ruminal fermentation (Lynch & Marthin, 2002). 

Newbold et al. (1995) noted that strains of yeast differed in their ability to increase the number 

of viable bacteria in vitro (Lila et al., 2004; Chaucherus-Durant et al., 2005) and in vivo, and 

responses to yeast were highly variable and apparently influenced by the compositions of the 

diet. To date, the most consistent positive effects of YP have been reported to have biological 

importance on rumen microbial activity in young ruminants, stabilisation of rumen pH and 

prevention of acidosis, as well as stimulation of growth and activity of fibre-degrading bacteria 

(Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2008).  

 

2.5.1.  Live yeast and yeast culture 

 

Live yeast products contain only viable yeast (De Ondarza et al., 2011). Live yeast products 

are differentiated according to their particular strain of S. cerevisiae (SC). Yeast culture (YC) 

products contain the media in which the yeast was grown, the metabolites made by the yeast 

cell during a manufacturer’s fermentation process and dead yeast cells (De Ondarza et al., 

2011). Mašek et al. (2008) reported that YC is produced by fermenting selected liquid and 

cereal grain raw ingredients with baker’s yeast (S. cerevisiae) and drying the entire culture 

medium without destroying components associated with the yeast, such as B vitamins and 

other fermentation products.  

 

2.5.2.  Active dry yeast 

 

Active dry yeast products (ADYs) is yeast that has its biomass dried to preserve cell viability 

and metabolic activity and, in some products, the cells are mixed together with their 

fermentation medium (Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2008). ADYs are well accepted as having 

beneficial effects in livestock production. These products are generally characterised by a high 

concentration of viable cells (>10 billion cfu/g) similarly to LY, with the most common species 

being S.cerevisiae.  In dairy ruminants, ADYs have been reported to improve animal 

performance, the most consistent effects being an increase in dry matter (DM) intake and milk 

production (El-Ghani, 2004; Sniffen et al., 2004; Jouany, 2006; Stella et al., 2007). Again, in 
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beef cattle or young ruminants, growth parameters (average daily gain & BCS) have been 

reported to be improved by daily ADY supplementation in several studies (Lesmeister et al., 

2004; Galvao et al., 2005). 

 

2.5.3.  Yeast mechanism of action 

 

The effects, modes and mechanisms of action of yeast as additives on rumen micro biota have 

been extensively investigated over two decades now. Several mechanisms have been 

described, mostly from in vitro studies but also from in vivo studies with live animal 

(Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2008). Three main effectsthat have been identified 

(Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2008), are: (1) improvement of rumen maturity by favouring 

microbialestablishment, (2) stabilisation of ruminal pH and interactions with lactate-

metabolisingbacteria, and (3) increase of fibre degradation and interactions with plant cell wall 

degradingmicroorganisms. However, Robinson & Erasmus (2009) reported the mechanisms 

to explain why yeast products could stimulate DM intake and productivity in growing and 

lactating cattle. 

 

 The oldest hypothesis is that the yeasts are able to grow, at least for a short period of time, 

in the rumen thereby directly enhancing fiber digestion and/or producing nutrients that 

stimulate growth of rumen bacteria, which do the bulk of the fiber digestion (Robinson & 

Erasmus, 2009). The alternate mechanism is that it is the yeast culture itself, which is created 

in the yeast fermentation process, provides a mixture of micro-nutrients which stimulates 

bacterial growth in the rumen thereby facilitating increased fermentation of fiber and/or 

utilization of the end-products of fiber fermentation to prevent their accumulation in the rumen 

(Robinson & Erasmus, 2009). The rumen is an anaerobic chamber, and its microbial 

population’s survive at an oxygen free environment. Live yeast’s has an oxygen scavenging 

ability, and this lowers the redox potential (Chaucheyras-Durand and Fonty, 2002), which 

should improve growing conditions for the anaerobic rumen microbes, especially the 

cellulolytics, which are more sensitive to the presence of oxygen in their environment. This 

growth of yeast in the rumen utilizes the trace amounts of dissolved oxygen, particularly at the 

interface of the cellulolytic bacteria and fiber, thereby stimulating growth of rumen bacteria, to 

which oxygen is toxic (De Ondarza et al., 2011). Yeasts utilize nutrients, such as lactic acid 

and if allowed to accumulate in the rumen, could suppress bacterial growth and/or suppress 

DM intake by driving rumen pH down. Accumulation of lactic acid in the rumen is associated 

with rumen dysfunctions like bloat and acidosis which are detrimental to the animal’s health 

and milk production. Live yeast on the other hand as reported for its negative action on S. 

bovis would supress the rise of rumen pH caused by lactic acid level rise in the rumen. 
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2.6.  Effects of live yeast on dairy cows 

 

2.6.1. Effects ondry matter intake 

 

Yeast products have been reported to have a variety of biological importance to cow 

performance and rumen fermentation dynamics, but their role in increasing DMI is of major 

concern since increase in DMI is associated with increased milk production or animals 

performance. However, diet composition has been suggested as a factor that influences the 

variability of responses when S. cerevisiae (SC) is fed to ruminant animals (Ghasemi et al., 

2012). Many investigations on the effect on YP has been done to check its effect on DMI, and 

quite a number of authors (Williams et al., 1991; Shaver and Garrett, 1995; McCoy et al., 1997; 

Sanchez et al., 1997; Bruno et al., 2009) agree that in commercial dairy herd trials, the use of 

YP as feed additive increased DMI. Bruno et al. (2009) reported that feeding a yeast culture 

of S. cerevisiae improved yields of milk and milk components in heat-stressed multiparous 

Holstein cows. This means that YP as feed additives have more beneficial effects in this 

manner. 

 

2.6.2. Effects on milk yield and composition 

 

Milk production has been documented vastly to be increased by addition of YC as a feed 

additive by a number of author’s (Williams et al., 1991; Shaver & Garrett, 1995; McCoy et al., 

1997; Sanchez et al., 1997; Bruno et al., 2009). Live yeast increased milk yield and feed 

efficiency across multiple experiments, possibly due to improved rumen function or reduced 

nitrogen waste (De ondarza et al., 2011). In a study done by Mašeket al. (2008), a significant 

increase in total milk yield and morning milk yield in dairy sheep fed yeast as an additive was 

reported. 

 

Addition of YC to diets has been shown to increase volatile fatty acid (VFA) concentration 

(Mutsvangwa et al., 1992) and propionate molar proportion (Harrison et al., 1988), and to 

decrease lactic acid content of ruminal fluid (Erasmus et al., 1992). Milk fat was found to be 

significantly increased in the cows fed the LY diet but milk composition was not affected 

(Mašek et al., 2008). The level of concentrate in the diet, stage of lactation of the animals and 

environmental temperature fluctuations may have contributions to the increase or decrease in 

the response of the LY cells in the diet (Mašek et al., 2008). Bagheri et al. (2009) documented 

an improvement in nutrient digestibility and numericaly increase in fat-corrected- milk (FCM) 

and energy-corrected-milk (ECM). Compared to cows not given YC as a supplement in the 
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diet, Bruno et al. (2009), found an improvement in milk true protein, solids-not-fat (SNF) and 

lactose from cows fed YC as a supplement. Milk composition is very important as consumer’s 

preference for high fat milk has changed to high protein milk. With yeast being reported to 

increase certain milk components, its addition to dairy cow’s rations will in feeding according 

to the desired milk components. Not all yeast strains favours the same response, therefore 

strain selection is important. 

 

2.6.3.  Effects on rumen microorganisms 

 

It has been reported that cellulolytic rumen microorganism’s establishment is more rapid in 

calves and lambs receiving S. cerevisiae daily (Sontakke, 2012), and also the cellulolytic 

population of animals supplemented with S. cerevisiae is more stable than that of animals not 

receiving supplement. Previous studies done (Chaucheyras-Durand & Fonty, 2001; 

Chaucheyras-Durand & Fonty, 2002), have shown that protozoa appeared earlier in calves 

supplemented with S. cerevisiae, this is because protozoa appears in the rumen once the 

bacterial population is present and the S. cerevisiae stimulates the growth of rumen cellulolytic 

bacteria by providing a mixture of micronutrients that stimulate bacterial growth (Sontakke, 

2012; Robinson and Erasmus, 2009). Basically, the maturation of the microbial ecosystem is 

accelerated in the presence of the yeast (Sontakke, 2012). Post-prandial variations of pH in 

sheep were reported from sheep fed LY deist’s (Mathieu et al., 1996).  Wiedmeier et al. (1987) 

reported an increase in the numbers of cellulolytic bacteria and ruminal degradation of fibre 

(Chademana and Offer, 1990) and this is in agreement with reports from other authors 

(Chaucheyras-Durand and Fonty, 2001; De Ondarza et al., 2011), who also reported positive 

results.  

 

Chaucheyras-Durand and Fonty (2001), noted that the addition of LY to the diet of 

gnotobiotically reared lambs showed that it accelerated the establishment of rumen cellulolytic 

bacteria, enhanced the activity of fiber digesting enzymes and tended to increase in situ dry 

matter degradation of wheat straw. A number of scientific investigators (Newbold et al. 1996; 

Beauchemin et al., 2003), are in agreement that yeast addition improves the development of 

rumen lactate-consuming bacteria, prevents accumulation of lactate, and rumen pH drops. 

Yeast stimulates lactate users, increasing their numbersand serves as a competitor with 

lactate producers by utilizing lactic acid, which if allowed to accumulate in the rumen, may 

supress bacterial growth and DIM by lowering rumen pH (Nisbet and Martin, 1991; Sontakke, 

2012). Lactic acid is the primary cause of acidosis in lactating dairy cattle, reducing its 

concentration can have a significant effect on the pH (Sontakke, 2012), rumen pH fermentation 

is beneficial to cellulolytic microorganisms which are sensitive to acid. Live yeast favours 
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cellulolytic microorganisms by having a negative on lactic metabolising bacteria and 

maintaining rumen pH stability favours optimum rumen function. 

 

2.6.4.  Effects of live yeast on rumen fermentation 

 

2.6.4.1. Effects on volatile fatty acid production 

 

Ruminal propionate is the single most important substrate for gluconeogenesis in lactating 

dairy cows (Drackley at al., 2001). Estimates of Seal and Reynolds (1993) indicated that 

propionate supplies 32-73% of the energy demands (glucose). Rumen microbial populations 

hydrolyze and ferment dietary compounds into volatile fatty acids (VFAs), whose amounts 

drive pH evolution. Moreover, lactic acid is a common product of carbohydrate fermentation, 

produced by bacterial species such as S.bovis, Selenomonas ruminantium, Lactobacillus sp, 

etc. S. bovis is considered as a major contributor in lactate production from high fermentable. 

Changes in ruminal fermentation and digestion are thought to be responsible for these 

improved performances when using YC as feed additives (Enjalbert et al., 1999). Addition of 

YC to diets has been shown to increase volatile fatty acid (VFA) concentration (Mutsvangwa 

et al., 1992) and propionate molar proportion (Harrison et al., 1988), and to decrease lactic 

acid content of ruminal fluid (Erasmus et al., 1992). A study conducted by Enjalbert et al. 

(1999) is in agreement with this findings, they found YC to have significantly increased molar 

percentage of propionate and decreased the acetate: propionate ratio before feeding.  

 

Yeasts decrease the partial pressure of O2 in the rumen and favour a fermentation pathway 

that will be less acidic. The conversion of propionate to lactate and vice-versa is a function of 

the partial pressure of O2 in the rumen. In situations where partial pressure of O2 is low, the 

lactate to propionate reaction is favoured and in situations where the partial pressure of O2 is 

high the propionate to lactate reaction is favoured (Sontakke, 2012). Proportion of 

concentrates in the diet may influence effect of YC on ruminal digestion or performance, the 

greatest improvements being, encountered with high concentrate diets (Williams et al., 1991; 

Carro et al., 1992). However, results may depend upon the strain of YC (Newbold et al., 1995). 

On the other hand, responses can be affected by the time of sampling when separate meals 

are fed (Williams et al., 1991). With LY being reported to increase VFA’s dairy cows this 

suggest why LY supplemented cows have increase milk production, the dairy farmer’s most 

important objective is to increase milk yield which increases profit for the enterprise. 

 

2.6.4.2. Effectson rumen pH 
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According to Chaucheyras-Durand et al.,(2012), rumen pH is a function of DMI, where it 

becomes below 6 when the DMI exceeds 3.8% of body weight and usually high producing 

animals with alleviated nutritional requirements become more prone to pH drop. Dairy cows 

in early lactation are usually at a negative energy balance, have alleviated nutritional needs 

and are more at risk to ruminal pH drop. The quality of feed consumed directly matters also, 

as where the pH drops below 6 when the rumen digested starch accounts for greater than 

40% of the consumed diet. 

 

Ruminant diets must be formulated to meet CP plus energy requirements because these two 

nutrients have an important impact on production (Weiss, 2002). Dairy cows are often fed high 

concentrated diets by addition of cereal or grain to their diets and forage is usually limited in 

the ration. However, this puts dairy cows at higher risk of metabolic disorders as this diet types 

may produce a large quantity of lactate. Cows fed high concentrate diets will have a lower 

rumen pH, acetate, and butyrate concentrations, where else propionate concentration will rise 

(Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2012). When the rumen acidity is alleviated with a buffer, total 

VFA production increases and so does milk yield and milk fat content especially to cow fed 

high concentrate diets. 

 

Incorporation of LY to diets of ruminants is thought to help reduce ruminal lactate (Marden et 

al., 2008), and enhance NH3-N utilisation by rumen microbes (Galip, 2006). High fiber diets 

will not sustain elevated propionate production which negatively impacts milk lactose 

synthesis and overall milk yield (Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2012). Quick microbial 

fermentation results in increased VFA concentrations in the rumen which contributes to lower 

rumen pH (Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2008). The decline in rumen pH out favours lactate 

producing bacterial species at the expense of lactate consuming bacteria. Martin et al., (2006), 

reported that when the rumen pH is low, microbial diversities is compromised as the protozoa 

numbers declines. 

 

Live yeast has been reported to stabilise rumen pH (Robinson & Erasmus, 2009) and also has 

interactions with lactate metabolising bacteria (Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2008). This is 

explained by its effect on S. bovis and protease activities. Stimulation and growth of lactate 

utilizing bacteria such as M. eldenii or S. ruminatium were observed in vitro in the presence of 

different yeast (Nisbet and Martin, 1991; Newbold et al., 1996), this was through a supply of 

different growth factors and organic acids essential for thelactate-fermenting bacteria. A 

number of investigators have reported the effect of LY on ruminal pH stabilisation in different 

animals an in vitro (William et al., 1991; Lynch & Martin, 2002; Lila, 2004; Marden et al., 2008). 

With this positive reports on LY’s ability to maintain rumen pH stability and adequate balance 
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between soluble N and carbohydrates supply can enhance microbial growth. Meaning that 

more digested carbohydrates would be incorporated into microbial protein and not wasted as 

urea which cost the cow a lot of energy to convert (NH3 to urea) and therefore this energy 

would be utilised for milk production. 

 

2.7. Effect of live yeast on nitrogen metabolism 

 

Yeast products based on S. cerevisiae strain have been used with variable success to 

favourable modify the rumen environment and promote microbial growth in ruminants 

(Hristove et al., 2012). Yeasts are aerobes and are unlikely to proliferate in the rumen 

environment and only negligible amount of yeast (live or not) are reportedly beneficial to the 

rumen microbial population (Beauchmen et al., 2003). Mwenya et al. (2005), found yeast 

culture to have decreased the rumen methane production in sheep. Enteric methane pollution 

is the major cause of pollution from livestock production and yeast’s N metabolising effect 

promises to reduce nonpoint N pollution from ruminant farms. 

 

According to Wallace et al. (1997), most of protein are rapidly degraded by bacteria and 

protozoa into peptides, AAs and NH3 in the rumen. A part of NH3 is converted into microbial 

protein which represents an essential source of N for ruminant animals and part is recycled in 

the form of urea by the animal. Meanwhile, an important proportion of NH3 produced in the 

rumen is excreted and represents N loss of 20-25% of dietary N intake (Leng & Nolan, 1984), 

this portion contributes to the undesired greenhouse gases (GHG) emissions from livestock. 

Data documenting the effects of LY on N metabolism to reduce NH3 concentration in the rumen 

are very limited and inconsistent. This is mainly due to the nature of the diet, dosage of LY in 

diet and physiological stage of animals used in experiments. 

 

The effect of YP to stimulate rumen bacteria numbers may increase the rate of substrate 

fermentation and microbial protein synthesis (Wallace & Newbold, 2006) .Figure 1 shows how 

LY decreases the rate of peptide degradation which may reduce NH3 wastage and can 

increase the amount of RUP available for the cow (Chaucherus-Durand et al., 2005; Jouany 

& Morgavi, 2007). Ammonia concentrations in the rumen can decrease with LY inclusion in 

ruminant diets as its addition can improve the efficiency of microbial capture of NH3 by 

increasing carbohydrate availability. This is likely to reduce urinary and faecal N loses to the 

environment and may lower nonpoint N pollution from ruminants. 

 

The mechanism of yeast’s action on N metabolism by a competition between LY cells and 

bacteria for energy supply and its direct inhibitory effect on yeast small peptides on targeted 
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peptidases suggest how best yeast increase N utilisation in ruminants. However, dietary level 

of soluble N is a key parameter that drives the production response of yeast (Sniffen et al., 

2004).  Therefore, with an adequate balance between soluble N and carbohydrates supply, S. 

cerevisiae could enhance microbial growth and decrease N loss from ruminants (Fonty & 

Chaucherus-Duran, 2006). More studies should be carried out on LY’s effect on ruminal NH3 

concentration since previous data reported shows promising effects.  

 

Figure 2.1.Possible sites targeted by feed additives to improve nitrogen metabolism in the 

rumen (   : decrease of rumen function;    : increase of  rumen function) (Jouany & Morgavi, 

2007). 
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CHAPTER 3. EFFECTS OF DIETARY CONCENTRATE AND LIVE YEAST ON 

MILK YIELD AND COMPOSITION 

 

3.1.  INTRODUCTION 

 

In many regions of the tropics and sub-tropics, feeds for ruminants are primarily based on 

natural pasture resources and/or crop residues (Sanh et al., 2002), these natural pastures 

decrease in nutritive value as they mature or during the dry season. Attempts to improve the 

quality or quantity of nutrient supplies through grass and legume cultivation are constrained 

by variable rainfall and several other factors, the emphasis of research strategies in such 

circumstances has generally been directed at improvement of efficiency in milk production by 

genetic improvement of cows rather than nutritional means (Cronje, 2000). Feed additives on 

the other hand provide improvement for low quality feeds and they their availability is not 

affected by environmental conditions but are cost implicated. The economic advantage of 

probiotics depends on its relevant prices and on the levels of milk production of the dairy cows 

(Vibhute et al., 2011). 

 

Limitations of high quality forage is a worldwide epidemic in the livestock industry. Dairy cows 

are often fed high concentrate diets with low quality forages putting dairy cows at higher risks 

of metabolic disorders like ketosis and sub-acute ruminal acidosis (SARA) (Zhang et al., 

2013). The health and performance of dairy cows depends on the intake of digestible and 

metabolisable nutrients from feeds. Certain amounts of fibre from roughage are necessary for 

rumination and rumen processes (Meyer et al., 2001; Meyer et al., 2002). But normally 

roughage is less digestible than concentrate and cannot provide enough energy for high 

yielding cows. However the addition of LY in feed rations stimulates the bacteria’s growth 

which digest cellulose and hemicellulose as Fibrobacter succinogens and Ruminococcus ssp, 

this increase fiber digestion in the rumen and may result in higher consumption of organic 

matter and consequently increase milk production (Vieira et al., 2014). Live yeast aids 

digestions of poor quality forages by its beneficial effects on rumen microbes and providing 

nutrients for the microbes.The specific objective of this study was therefore to determine the 

effects of dietary concentrate level and LY on milk yield, milk composition and nitrogen 

metabolism early lactating dairy cattle. 
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3.2.  MATERIAL AND METHODS 

 

3.2.1.  Study site 

 

The study was conducted at the Dairy Section Unit of the Animal Production Institute (Irene) 

of the Agricultural Research Council of South Africa (25̊89’ S and 28̊20’ E) Pretoria, at 1475m 

altitude and average annual minimum temperature of 14˚C and annual maximum temperature 

of 24˚C. 

 

3.2.2.  Cows, diets and experimental design 

 

Four fresh primiparous Holstein dairy cows (350-450kg), were usedimmediately after calving 

in a 4 x 4 Latin square design with 11-d periods. The first seven days of each period were 

used to adapt the cows to treatments, and the remaining 4 d were used to collect data. The 

four experimental treatments were in a 2 x 2 factorial arrangement: Low C:F diet with no 

additive, Low C:F diet with live yeast, high C:F diet with no additive and high C:F diet with live 

yeast. Live yeast was added to the two basal (high and low C:F diet) TMR’s (Table 3.1) at 

2g/d per animal.Animals were housed individually in 5mx7m pensand had access to a dirt 

exercise lot. The animals were fed only their assigned experimental diets offered ad libitum 

once a day in the morning at 08h00. The feeding rate was adjusted to yield orts of about 5-

10% intake. The basal diet was formulated to meet the requirements of Holstein cow diet using 

CNCPS ver 6.1 of the Agriculture Modeling and Training System (AMTS. Cattle, USA). 

 

3.2.3.  Sampling and analysis 

 

3.2.3.1. Feed intake 

 

Feed allocated and orts were recorded daily at 8:00 am before feeding. Feed intake was 

calculated as the difference between feed offered and feed refusals.  

 

3.2.3.2. Body condition score and body weight measurements 

 

Body condition score (BCS) and body weight were determined at assignment and termination 

of the period (day 1 and day 11). Cows were scored using the 5-point BCS scale of (one: very 

thin & five: very fat) (Wildman et al., 1982). 
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3.2.3.3.  Milk production and composition 

 

Cows were milked twice at 06h00 and 16h00 in a twelve-point DeLaval herringbone parlour 

equipped with an Alpro Herd Management System (DeLaval. (Pty) Ltd, Heilbron, 9650, South 

Africa). Milk production from each cow was recorded on a daily basis. Composite milk samples 

were prepared from consecutive morning and afternoon milking once for all the days of 

measurements. A mastitis test cup was used to check for mastitis daily before feeding. The 

Broad Spectrum Microbtabs ® II milk preservative was used to preserve the milk samples pre 

analysis.  Milk analysis was done by means of a System 4000 Infrared Analyser (Foss Electric, 

Hillerod, Denmark) at Lacto Lab (Pty) Ltd, Main road, Irene. Milk was analysed for fat, protein, 

lactose, milk urea nitrogen and SCC. 

 

3.2.3.4. Nitrogen metabolism 

 

Faecal grab samples were done daily by hand collection directly from the rectum using a 

gloved hand for the 4d of measurements and weighed. A 100 g/kg sub-sample of the faecal 

sample from each cow will be collected and stored daily. Approximately ±50 g of the faeces 

was dried at 60oC for 48h for DM determination (Muya et al., 2011). The remaining faecal 

sample were bulked for each cow for each period and kept at 4oC for organic matter (OM) and 

N determination.  

 

3.2.3.5.  Determination of nitrogen in urine 

 

Spot samples of 50 mL of urine were obtained from all cows at the 10th day of each 

experimental period (Freitas-Júnior et al., 2014),  four hours after the morning feeding, by 

vulva massage stimulation into plastic buckets with approximately 100 ml of 10% sulphuric 

acid () to maintain a final pH below 4. A sub-sample of 50 ml was taken and stored at -20oC 

prior to analysis for N. Analyses of N in the urine was performed through commercial kit 

(Labtest Diagnóstica, Uréia CE, Lagoa Santa,Minas Gerais) via enzymatic colorimetric 

method.  

 

3.2.3.6.  Chemical analysis 

 

Samples of TMR ration and orts, within a cow, were collected daily, frozen and composited by 

treatment. The DM contents of TMR and orts were determined by oven drying at 60̊C for 48 

hours (Muya et al., 2011). Dried TMR and orts were ground (through a 2mm screen) and 

analysed for organic matter (OM), ether extract (EE), calcium (Ca), potassium (K), magnesium 
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(Mg), phosphorus (P) (AOAC, 2000). Ash and OM contents were determined as described by 

AOAC (2000).Aluminium pans were dried in an oven at 100°C for 15 minutes then cooled in 

desiccator, weighed and recorded. Two gram of feed samples were added to the pans, 

weighed and recorded. The pan plus feed samples were placed in an oven at 100°C for 12 

hours then cooled in desiccator, weighed and recorded. After recording the pans plus sample 

were placed in a muffle furnace at 500°C for three hours to determine ash. After the three 

hours, the furnace was cooled for eight hours, the samples were cooled in a desiccator, 

weighed and recorded. Ash was calculated as %Ash (dmb) =(Ash weight/ Dry weight) x 100. 

Organic matter was then calculated as %OM (dmb) =%DM-%Ash (dmb). Crude fibre (CF), P 

and EE was determined according to AOAC (2000). Feed efficiency (FE) was calculated as 

FE=( energy corrected milk x DMI). CP was determined using the Kjeldahl method, through 

calculations using the N value. Ca, K and Mn were determined according to Giron (1973) using 

the Perkin Elmer Atomic Spectrophotometer (USA). Neutral detergent fiber was determined 

using the heat-stable α-amylase (sigma-Aldrich co. LTD., Gilingham, UK, no. A-1278) with 

sodium sulphite (Van Soest et al., 1991). The ADF was determined according toGoering and 

Van Soest (1970) as modified by Van Soest (1991) using the Fibretech system equipment 

(Tecator LTD, Thornbury, Bristol, UK). Non fiber carbohydrate (NFC) was calculated from the 

assayed nutrients as NFC= 100 - (CP + Fat + Ash + NDF) (Hall, 1998).  

 

3.2.3.7.  Calculations 

 

Total Manure excretion (Me) was determined by using the equations of Nennich et al. (2005) 

based on DMI and urine excretion as described by Nennich et al. (2006) based on MUN. 

 

Manure excretion (Me), kg day-1 = [DMI x 2.63 (± 0.10)] + 9.4 (± 2.8) 

 

Urine excretion, kg day -1 = [MUN x 0563 (± 0.115)] + 17.1 (± 2.0) 

 

3.2.3.8.  Statistical analysis 

 

Data on DM intake (DMI), milk yield and milk contents were analysed for a 4 x 4 Latin square 

using the MIXED procedure in SAS software (SAS, 2000). Least square means are reported 

and differences (P<0.05) are indicated by different subscripts in the table.The Turkey’s test 

was used to compare the treatment means. 

 

 

The model was; 
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Yijkl = μ + Ci + Lj+ Ak+ Pl+ (C x L)ij+ eijkl
 

 

Where;  

Yij = observation value for measurements  

μ = overall mean of the population 

Ci= ith effect of dietary concentrate  

Lj = jth effect of live yeast  

Ak= kth coweffect 

Pl = lth period effect 

(C x L)ij= fixedeffectofeffectofdietaryconcentratei andliveyeastj; 

eij = error associated with the measurement taken  

 

Linear regression were also performed to evaluate relationship between N intake and N 

excreted in urine and faeces, using MINITAB (2012). 
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3.3.  RESULTS 

 

The chemical composition of the diets are summarised in Table 3.1.  

 

Table 3.1: Chemical composition (g/kgDM) of experimental diets. 

Item 60:40 C:F 40:60 C:F 

Dry matter, (g/kg) 695 598 
Organic matter  940 933 

Crude protein 173 173 

Readily undegradable protein 372 331 

Neutral detergent fiber 337 303 

Forage NDF  169 254 

Starch 280 293 

NFC 388 416 

NEL, ¹ Mcal/kg  16 162 

Calcium 10 9.8 

Phosphorus 
Magnesium 
Potassium 

0.36 
0.25 
1.26 

0.35 
0.25 
1.40 

¹Calculated using National Research Council (2001);C:F: concentrate to forage ratio; NDF: neutral 
detergent fiber; NFC: nonfiber carbohydrates; NEL; net energy for lactation; 60:40: 60 % concentrate 
and 40 % forage; 40:60: 40% concentrate and 60% forage; DM: dry matter. 

 

The results on effects of dietary C:F and addition of LY on feed intake, milk yield and 

composition, somatic cell count and feed efficiency are presented in Table 3.2. Cows fed low 

C:F diet supplemented with LY had lower DMI and lower milk yield, but greater FE compared 

to cows in all other groups (P<0.05). Milk fat yield was lower (P<0.05) for cows fed low C:F 

diet supplemented with LY compared to cow fed high C:F with no LY. These cows had also 

lower protein yield (P<0.05) compared to all other groups. No differences in milk fat %, milk 

lactose (% and kg/d), MUN, SCC and energy corrected milk (ECM) were observed between 

groups. 

 

Dry matter intake, milk yield, milk protein (% and Kg/d) as well as ECM were higher (P<0.05) 

in high C:F compared to low C:F diet. No effects of dietary C:F were observed on milk fat and 

milk lactose and SCC (P>0.05). Addition of live yeast decreased (P<0.05) cow’s DMI, tended 

to decrease ECM and milk protein yield, tended to increase FE (P<0.10), but did not affect 

(P>0.05) milk yield and composition and SCC. There was an interaction (P=0.03) C:F x LY on 

FE (data not shown). Diet C:F and LY did not affect MUN. 

 

The results on body weight (BW) and body condition score (BCS)  as affected by dietary 

concentrate level and live yeast supplementation are presented in Table 3.3.  
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Table 3.2: The effect of dietary concentrate level and live yeast supplementation on feed intake, milk yield and composition, somatic 

cell count and feed efficiency 

 

 
C:F 

 
LY 

 
DMI 

 
MY 

Milk quality  
ECM 

 
FE Milk 

fat, % 
Milk fat 
yield, 
kg/d 

Milk 
protein 
yield, % 

Milk 
protein 

yield, kg/d 

Milk 
lactose 
yield, % 

Milk 
lactose 

yield, kg/d 

MUN SCC 

60:40 C 22.3a 26.5a 3.9 1.04a 2.9a 0.79a 4.9 1.31 16.6a 5631 27.8 1.29b 

 LY 21.1a 26.1a 3.6 0.93ab 2.9a 0.76ab 5.2 1.36 12.3b 5319 26 1.26b 

40:60 C 20.3a 25a 3.6 0.9ab 2.8b 0.7b 5.6 1.37 13.4ab 5975 25 1.25b 

 LY 15.1b 23.3b 3.5 0.82b 2.7b 0.64c 4.9 1.14 13.8ab 5531 22.9 1.59a 

SEM  0.58 0.38 0.12 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.17 0.04 0.82 418 0.59 0.04 

Concentrate to forage means   

60:40 21.7a 26.3a 3.8 0.99 2.9a 0.77a 5.1 1.33 14.4 5475 26.9a 1.3 
40:60 17.7b 24.1b 3.6 0.86 2.8b 0.67b 5.2 1.26 13.6 5753 23.9b 1.4 

SEM  0.58 0.38 0.12 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.17 0.04 0.82 418 0.59 0.04 

Live yeast means   

C 21.3a 25.7 3.76 0.97 2.89 0.74 5.26 1.34 15 5803 26.4 1.27 
LY 18.1b 24.7 3.56 0.87 2.82 0.7 5.05 1.25 13 5425 24.4 1.42 

SEM  0.58 0.38 0.12 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.17 0.04 0.82 418 0.59 0.04 

Significance   

C:F ** ** NS NS ** ** NS NS NS NS ** NS 
LY ** NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
C:F x LY * NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
SEM  0.58 0.38 0.12 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.17 0.04 0.82 418 0.59 0.04 

ab Means within a section of a with different superscripts differ (P<0.05) for comparison between groups; *significant effect (P<0.01); ** significant effect 
(P<0.001); *** significant effect (P<0.0001); NS:non-significant (P>0.05); SEM: Standard error of mean) for interaction C:FxLY; NS: Effect non-significant 
(P>0.05) for interaction; SEM: Standard error of mean; 3LY: Live yeast; 2C: Non-supplemented diet; SCC: Somatic cell count;ECM: Energy-corrected milk = 
((0.327x kg milk)+(12.95x kg fat)+(7.2x kg protein)) (Orth, 1992). FE: Feed efficiency; FE = ECM/DMI; C:F: concentrate to forage ratio; MY: milk yield; DMI; dry 
matter intake. 
 



27 
 

Table 3.3: The effect of dietary concentrate level and live yeast supplementation on 

body weight and body condition score 

 

Concentrate LY Initial BW, kg Final BW, kg BW change, kg BCS change 

40:60 C 438 456 18.5 0.6 

 LY 440 440 -0.7 0.6 

60:40 C 430 452 22.2 -0.6 

 LY 430 427 -3.5 0.06 

SEM  8.72 7.27 7.49 0.04 

Concentrate to forage means 

60:40 430 439 9.5 0.00 

40:60 439 448 8.9 0.06 

SEM  8.72 7.27 7.49 0.04 

Live yeast means 

C 435 433 -2 0.06 

LY 434 454 20.3 0.06 

SEM  8.72 7.27 7.49 0.04 

Significance 

C:F NS NS NS NS 

LY NS NS NS NS 

C:F x LY NS NS NS NS 

SEM  8.72 7.27 7.49 0.04 
ab Means within a section of a with different superscripts differ (P<0.05) for comparison between groups; 
*significant effect (P<0.01); ** significant effect (P<0.001); *** significant effect (P<0.0001); NS: Effects 
non-significant (P>0.05); SEM: Standard error of means; NS:non-significant (P>0.05) for interaction; 
SEM: Standard error of mean; 3LY: Live yeast; 2C: Non-supplemented diet; C:F concentrate to forage 
ratio/ dietary concentrate level 
 
 



28 
 

Body weight and BCS were not affected by both the dietary addition of live yeast and dietary 

C:F (P>0.05) and averaged 444 kg and 2.45, respectively. Dietary C:F and LY did not affected 

BW and BCS. Body weight and BCS did not differ between cows fed low C:F diet with LY and 

cows fed high concentrate diet with no LY. 

 

The results on nitrogen metabolism as affected by dietary concentrate level and live yeast 

supplementation are presented in Table 3.4. Intake and excretion of N were affected by 

Dietary C:F and addition of LY. Increasing dietary C:F increased Intake of N, but also it 

excretion in urine, faeces and in total  manure. The opposite was observed with addition of 

LY, which decreased intake of N and it excretion in urine, faeces and in total manure. Intake 

of nitrogen was lower (P<0.05) for cow fed low C:F diet with LY compared to the rest of the 

groups. Faecal N was higher for cows fed high C:F with no LY compared to cows fed high C:F 

with LY and cows fed low C:F with no LY.  Urinary N total manure N were lower for cows fed 

high C:F with no LY compared to the rest of groups.   

 

Faecal and urinary Nexcretion were evaluated as percentage of N intake and results are 

presented in Figures 3.1 and 3.2, respectively.Addition of LY did not affect (P>0.05) faecal N 

excretion for cows fed low C:F diet, but decreased it (P<0.05) for cows fed high C:F diet (Figure 

3.1). Cows fed high C:F diet excreted more (P<0.05) N in faeces compared to low and high 

C:F diets supplemented with LY. Addition of LY decreased urinary N for cows fed low C:F diet, 

but did not have effect on cows high fed high C:F diet (Figure 3.2). Urinary N excretion was 

higher for cows fed low C:F diet without LY compared to the rest of the groups.  

 

The linear regressions to determine whether the change in urinary and faecal N were due to 

the amount of N intake indicated a strong positive relationship (R2 =0.61, P˂0.001) between 

N intake and urinary N, and the equation was:  

Urinary N (g/d) = 14.4 + 0.32 N intake (g/d) (Figure 3.3). 
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Table 3.4: The effect of dietary concentrate level and live yeast supplementation on 

faecal and urinary nitrogen 

 

Concentrate LY N intake, g/d N in feaces, 

g/d 

N in urine, 

g/d 

N in manure, 

g/d 

N retained/g 

40:60 C 563a 169b 217b 422b 141b 

 LY 437b 232ab 142b 276b 161b 

60:40 C 625a 248a 225a 432a 217a 

 LY 592a 153b 361b 231b 231b 

SEM 16.4 16.8 18.3 35.2 10.6 

Concentrate to forage means 

60:40 608a 232a 206a 393a 224a 

40:60 500b 169b 179b 349b 151b 

SEM 16.4 16.8 18.3 35.2 10.6 

Live yeast means 

C 514b 153b 165b 318b 196b 

LY 594a 248a 267a 427a 179a 

SEM 16.4 16.8 18.3 35.2 10.6 

Significance  

C:F ** ** ** ** NS 

LY ** NS NS NS ** 

C:F x LY NS NS NS NS NS 

SEM 16.4 16.8 18.3 35.2 10.6 
ab Means within a section of a column with different superscripts differ (P<0.05) for comparison between 
groups; ; *significant effect (P<0.01); ** significant effect (P<0.001); *** significant effect (P<0.0001); 
NS: Effects non-significant (P>0.05); SEM: Standard error of mean; NS: Effect non-significant (P>0.05) 
for interaction; SEM: Standard error of mean; 3LY: Live yeast; 2C: Non-supplemented diet; C:F: 
concentrate to forage ratio. 

 

 

Figure 3.1: Faecal Nitrogen (N) as percentage of N intake.  
abcMeans with different superscripts differ (P<0.05). 
 

c 
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Figure 3.2: Urinary Nitrogen (N) as percentage of N intake.  
abMeans with different superscripts differ (P<0.05). 

 

 

 

Figure 3.3:Relationship between N intake (g/d) and urinary N (g/d) 
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3.4.  DISCUSSIONS 

 

3.4.1  Feed intake, milk yield and milk composition 

 

Reports on the effects of yeast on DMI have been very inconsistent and variable over the 

years and diet composition and origin plays a great role in the variation, therefore it has been 

very difficult to conclude on the effects on yeast on DMI. Yeast culture provides soluble growth 

factors that stimulate growth of cellulolytic bacteria and cellulose digestion (Callaway & Martin, 

1997), which can aid DMI improvements. In the present study, the average DMI ranged from 

15.1 for cows receiving LY in low C:F to 22.3 kg/d for cows fed high C:F with no LY. The 

decreased effect of LY on DMI is in agreement with a number of previous studies (Alshaikh et 

al., 2001; Erasmus et al., 2005; Kudrna et al., 2007; Titi el at., 2008; Cikoruglu et al., 2010). 

While some studies reported an increased DMI (Dann et al., 2000; Garg et al., 2000: Guedes 

et al., 2008; Bagheri et al., 2009), others ( Bruno et al., 2009; Bagheri et al., 2009; De Ondarza 

et al.,2010; Yalcin et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2013) did not observe any response. Although 

numerous findings reported no effect of live yeast on DMI, some researchers documented 

positive effects of live yeast on DMI, while some trials reported no response (Bruno et al., 

2009; Bagheri et al., 2009; De Ondarza et al.,2010; Yalcin et al., 2011;). Although yeast 

supplementation is reported to cause a number of effects in the rumen, including increased 

pH (Beauchemin et al., 2003; Sontakke, 2012), increased number of cellulolytic bacteria 

(Chauchryus-Durant & Foty, 2002; De Ondarza et al., 2011), VFA concentrations (Enjalbert, 

1999; Mutsvangwa et al., 1992) and increased rate or extent of ruminal fiber degradation 

(Robenson & Erasmus, 2009). The DMI with addition of LY observed in this study may be due 

to low microbial population with enough soluble growth factors such as organic acids and AA 

(Dann et al., 2000). 

 

The effect of yeast on DMI is dependent on the status of the energy balance of the cows, 

where when (˂70 days in milk), yeast is expected to increase DMI in early lactation, when 

cows are under negative energy balance (Zhang et al., 2013), which was not observed in the 

current study. The response of DMI to yeast is believed to be related to a number of other 

factors. Guedes et al. (2008), indicated that the influence of yeast on fiber degradation are 

dependent on the inherent digestibility of dietary forages, with the largest DMI improvements 

reported in cows fed low-quality forages. The effect of yeast on fiber degrading bacteria is also 

influenced by the number of cells of the fiber degrading bacterial in the yeast and the inclusion 

rate/dosage of yeast supplemented. In our study, the level of yeast was very low compared to 

dosage levels which were found to be effective on DMI improvements with yeast 

supplementation. A number of investigators reported the dosage level of 20g/day to be 
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beneficial in DMI improvement (Wohlt et al., 1998; Konyves et al., 2005; Vibhute et al., 2011). 

Wohlt et al. (1998), documented that an additional 10g/day of yeast culture at 29 days in 

lactation added to 10g/day of yeast culture fed from 30 days prepartum to 28 days in lactation 

increased DMI from the 5-18 week of lactation, this suggest that higher levels of yeast 

supplementation are likely to improve DMI. In high dosage levels, yeast cells are available in 

abundance to attach to the feed particles and therefore be available in the rumen in adequate 

amounts to provide effects to the rumen microbes. Feed efficiency values were similar for all 

the treatments and were in the range to be expected for early lactation cows (Hutjens, 2005), 

and although DMI was decreased with LY, feed efficiency (FE) was numerically increased. 

More recent reports are in support of the current study that yeast had no significant influence 

on FE (Yalcin et al., 2011; Szucs et al., 2013).  

 

Milk yield ranged from 23.3 to 26.1 kg/d for the LY supplemented and 20.3 to 26.5 kg/d for the 

unsupplemented diet. Addition of LY did not have an influence on milk production, which is in 

agreement with previous studies (Dann et al., 2000; Alshaikh et al., 2001; Schingoethe et al., 

2004; Erasmus et al., 2005; Kalmus et al., 2009;; Yalcin et al., 2011; Bayat et al., 2015;), but 

contradicts others (Kudrna et al., 2007; Vibhute et al., 2011; Szucs et al., 2013) that indicated 

an increase. This discrepancies could be well associated with differences in breed type, parity, 

stage of lactation, diet composition, yeast product used and length of the study period used in 

the different experiments. Supplementation with LY increased milk yield only when the diet 

was high in C:F, which was associated with higher intake of DM by cows in this group.  

 

In the current study, milk fat (yield and percentage) was not affected by yeast supplementation, 

which supports recent investigations (Dann et al., 2000; De Ondarza et al., 2010; Szucs et al., 

2013; Bayat et al., 2015). Milk fat responses of dairy cows to yeast supplementation have 

been quite variable. Other reports indicated milk fat increase (Alshaik et al., 2001; Zhang et 

al., 2013; Ayad et al., 2013), or numerical changes (Bhageri et al., 2009; Bruno et al.,2009; 

Vibhute et al., 2011). Lack of milk fat yield response might be an indicator of no effects of 

cellulolytic bacteria, and could be an indicator that the stimulation of fiber-digesting ruminal 

bacteria was sufficient for milk synthesis in the current study (Arambel & Kent, 1990).  

 

As for other milk components, response on milk protein (yield and percentage) to LY varied 

(Kudrna et al., 2007). The lack of effect of LY on milk protein is in agreement with some authors 

(Dann et al., 2000; Nocek et al., 2011; Bayat et al., 2015) but not with other authors (Bruno et 

al., 2009; Maarmouri et al., 2012) who reported an increase in milk protein percentage when 

a direct fed microbial was supplemented.  Other studies reported a decrease (Kalmus et al., 

2009; Majdoub-Mathlouthi et al., 2009; De Ondarza et al., 2010; Szucs et al., 2013) in milk 
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protein in response to addition of LY. Improvement of milk protein yield and percentage has 

also been widely demonstrated (Bruno et al., 2009; Zhang et al., 2013; Maarmouri et al., 

2014).  

 

As for milk protein, milk lactose was not affected by addition with LY, supporting some reports 

(Erasmus et al., 2005 ;Kudrna et al., 2007; Bruno et al., 2009; ; Nocek et al., 2011;Bayat et 

al., 2015). Szucs et al. (2013) and Yalcin et al. (2011) observed and increase in milk lactose 

with LY. Lactose concentration in milk usually is not affected or is only slightly altered by 

dietary manipulation (Casper et al. 1990; Kim et al. 1991), which is confirmed in the present 

study.  

 

3.4.2  Body weight and body condition score 

 

The lack of effects of LY on BW and BCS are in agreement with findings of Lacsano et al. 

(2009) and Yalcin et al. (2011), respectively.  Reports on BW have not always been consistent 

as other investigators reported a decrease in BW (Dann et al., 2000; Erasmus et al., 2005), 

there is a paucity of data reporting the increase in BW with yeast. The low BW for the cows 

supplemented with LY can be associated with the low DMI. These results are indicative of a 

higher mobilisation of endogenous reserves for cows supplemented with LY, suggesting a 

greater requirement of energy. Several studies also previously reported similar results to our 

finding on BCS (Schingoethe et al., 2004; Bruno et al., 2009; Bahgeri et al., 2009; Kalmus et 

al., 2009; Yalcin et al., 2011). These authors documented a BCS range of 2.3-2.5 which are 

in consisted to our study. An decrease in BCS has been also reported (Dann et al., 2000), 

while others reported yeast supplemented cows to have a better effect on BCS from the last 

2 weeks prepartum to 6 weeks postpartum and also yeast was found to minimise weight loss 

around calving (Ayad et al., 2013).  

 

It has been well documented that LY supplementation alters ruminal VFA concentrations by 

decreasing the molar proportion of acetate and butyrate and increases the molar proportion 

of propionate (Mutsvangwa et al., 1992; Enjalbert, 1999). Increasing the amount of propionate 

produced in the rumen provides more glucose for the cow, resulting in increased blood sugar 

levels, improved energy balance and decreases loss of BCS (Erasmus et al., 2005). The 

improvement of energy balance resulting from increased propionate in the current study 

helped cows to maintain BCS. The results from a study conducted by Enjalbert et al. (1999), 

indicates that modifications of ruminal fermentation due to YC addition are time dependent 

when the diet is fed twice daily. This is may be one of the reasons and possible explanations 

to why contradictory literature is available on the effects of YP on animal performance and 
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rumen fermentation dynamics. Feeding frequency increases DMI and this might be why other 

studies have found an increased in weight or BCS while studies’ results differed. In the current 

study cows were only fed once, which can be reason enough to why there was no 

improvements with yeast supplementation. 

 

3.4.2.  Nitrogen metabolism 

 

The effects of dietary concentrate level and addition of LY on DMI resulted in high and low N 

intake with high C:F and LY, respectively, but supplementation with LY showed lower excretion 

of N in urine and feaces, suggesting improved ruminal digestion of CP (Yoon & Stern, 1995; 

Miller-Webster et al., 2014). Urinary N or total N loses have been rarely investigated with yeast 

products (Hristove, 2012). Live yeast had an increasing effect on intake N and faecal N on the 

low C:F diets (Table 3.4. ), but on the rest of the other parameters LY had a decreasing effect 

on both high and low C:F diets. The low levels of N excreted in manure caused by LY 

supplementation might suggest that N microbial metabolism in the rumen was enhanced with 

LY addition. Since in the rumen, most of the dietary proteins are rapidly degraded by bacteria 

and protozoa into peptides, AA and ammonia (Wallace et al., 1997). Microbial conversion of 

peptides and AA into ammonia in the rumen is unfavourable to the host animal, because 

energy is required for microbial protein synthesis, and not all ammonia is incorporated into 

protein (Wallace et al., 1997). Live yeast is also reported to decrease the rate of degradation 

of peptides, which may reduce ammonia wastage and may increase the amount of RUP 

available to the cow (Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2005). In addition, the effect of LY on S. 

bovis and protease activities would reduce protein degradation and reduce urinary N losses 

as in the current study. This has also been proven in gnotobiologically-reared lambs, in the 

rumen of new born lambs and in adult ruminants (Kumar et al., 1994; Chaucherus-Durand and 

Fonty, 2001; Chaucherus-Durand and Fonty, 2002). 

 

3.5.  CONCLUSIONS 

 

Addition of LY affected only DMI, which effect was pronounced when cows were fed low 

(40:60) C:F diet resulting in better FE. Cows fed high C:F diet consumed more feed, produced 

more milk with high fat and protein content. Live yeast reduced N intake as a result of low DMI, 

but reduced N excretion in manure.   
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CHAPTER 4. IN VITRO DETERMINATION OF THE EFFECTS OF DIETARY 

CONCENTRATE AND LIVE YEAST ON RUMINAL AMMONIA AND 

VOLATILE FATTY ACIDS 

 

4.1.  INTRODUCTION 

 

The dairy industry is continuously searching for environmentally friendly alternatives to 

enhance production or prevent and treat disease conditions of livestock without the use of 

antibiotics (Thrune et al., 2009). For some decades now, ruminant nutritionists along with 

microbiologist have been interested in manipulating the microbial ecosystem of the rumen to 

improve production efficiency by ruminants (Galip, 2006). According to Williams et al. (1991), 

inclusion of YC in ruminant diets produce a range of beneficial effects in the rumen including 

increased pH, reduced ruminal concentrations of VFA’s and acetate to propionate ratio (A:P), 

reduced methane production, increased in total number of microorganisms and cellulolytic 

bacteria. 

 

The main purpose of using yeast in ruminant diets is to prevent rumen micro flora disorders 

and disturbances, especially those associated with high energy concentrate diets (Sontake, 

2012). Dairy cows are usually fed high concentrate diets because of their nutritional 

requirements especially in their early stages of lactation. The main goals of rumen microbial 

studies are to improve feed utilization, animal health and performance, which may be achieved 

by facilitated desirable fermentation while minimising ruminal degradation and excluding 

pathogens (Elghandour et al., 2015). Live yeast provides this benefits by having effects on 

lactate metabolising bacteria, fiber degrading microorganisms and interaction with cell wall 

degrading microorganisms (Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2008). 

 

Ruminant diets mostly contain about 300g/kg of cellulose and hemicellulose and their 

degradation is sometimes limited because plant cell wall polymers are insoluble, structurally 

complex and are not totally physically accessible (Forsberg et al., 2000; Chaucheyras-Durand 

et al., 2008). Live yeast has been reported to influence the growth and activities of fiber 

degrading microorganisms and cellulolytic bacteria in the rumen (Sontake, 2012). Lactic acid 

accumulation in the rumen is associated with drop in pH. The drop in pH is usually due to diets 

having readily fermentable carbohydrates and leads to reduction in the number of cellulolytic 

bacteria (Williamset al., 1991). Yeast stimulates lactate users, increase their numbers and 

serves as a competitor with lactate producers (Sontake, 2012). This can be explained by its 

effect on S. bovis, since lactic acid is the primary cause of acidosis in dairy cattle. Therefore, 

reducing ammonia concentration will have a significant beneficial effect on ruminal pH taking 
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into consideration the effect of live yeast on cell wall and hemicellulose degradation and its 

ability to stabilize rumen pH, LY promises to be an ideal additive to maintain optimum rumen 

function through its ability to alter rumen fermentation. The specific objectives of the current 

study were to determine rumen pH,NH3, total VFA and molar proportion VFA in vitro. 
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4.2.  MATERIALS AND METHODS 

 

4.2.1. Collection and preparation of rumen fluid 

 

Rumen liquor was collected froma Holstein rumen fistulated cow and rumen content was 

squeezed through a two layer cheese cloth into pre-warmed flasks and a small amount of 

inoculum (Table 4.1) was added. The flasks were completely filled with rumen liquor before 

being capped to keep the anaerobic milieu while they were transported to the laboratory. The 

rumen fluid with inoculum was blended in pre-warmed industrial blender (Warning Commercial 

® Heavy Duty Blender, Warning ® Coroparation, New Hartford, CT, USA), at a low speed for 

10 seconds to free bacteria that may be attached to solids (Goering & Van Soest, 1970). The 

rumen fluid was then filtered through a two layer cheese cloth into beakers and maintained at 

39 ⁰C in the water bath while being flushed with carbon dioxide (CO2) to sustain anaerobic 

condition. 

 

Table 4.1. Composition of in vitro inoculum 

 

Macro mineral Reagents  1L volume 

 Distilled water 1000 

 Na2HPO4  anhydrous (g) 5.7 
 KH2PO4 anhydrous (g) 6.2 
 MgSO4,7H2O 0.59 
 NaCl (g) 2.22 

Micro mineral Reagents  100ml volume 

 Distilled water 100 
 CaCl2, 2H2O (g) 13.2 
 MnCl2,4H2O (g) 10 
 CoCl2,6H2O 1 
 FeCl3,6H2O 8 

Buffer solution Reagents  1L volume 

 Distilled water 1000 
 Na4HCO3 (g) 4 
 NaHCO3 (g) 35 

Reducing solution Reagents  100ml volume 

 Distilled water 100 
 Cysteine Hydrochloric acid (g) 0.625 
 KOH pellets (g) 10 
 Na Sulphide no hydrate (g) 0.625 
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4.2.2. In vitro batch fermentation 

 

The effects of treatments on rumen microbial fermentation were evaluated in in vitro batch 

fermentation according to Lila et al (2004). The dietary treatments (Low C:F diet with no 

additive, Low C:F diet with live yeast, high C:F diet with no additive and high C:F diet with live 

yeast were used for the feeding trial were used as the substrates for in vitro fermentation. The 

feed was dried at 65°C and grounded in particles of 1 mm. Feed samples of 0.5±0.005 g were 

weighed into bottles containing a magnetic stirrer each. These bottles were then flushed with 

CO2 after adding 40 ml of reduced buffer solution each bottle. The bottles were closed and 

placed in a water bath at 39ºC until the medium was reduced, after which bottles were re-

opened and 10 ml of rumen fluid added while flushing with CO2. The bottles were tightly closed 

with rubber stoppers, crimp sealed to contain the gas pressure and placed in a 39 ⁰C water 

bath and periodically mixed. All fermentations were performed for 3 time periods (0, 24 and 

48 h) with three replicates per time (n = 9). The mixture (Table 4.1) was stared and flushed 

with O2-free carbon dioxide then sealed. All fermentation tubes were then incubated at 39ºC 

for 48 hours.  

 

4.2.3. Sampling and analysis 

 

Ten millilitres samples of ruminal fluid were collected from all bottles after each incubation 

time. The pH was measured immediately and sample were stored at -20 ⁰C pending analysis. 

For analysis the samples of ruminal fluid were thawed, centrifuged (15,000 x g, 4 ⁰C, 15 min) 

and analysed forNH3.Ammonia was determined by serie-automated colorimetry (O'Dell, 

1993). The sample was buffered at a pH of 9.5 with a borate buffer in order to decrease 

hydrolysis of cyanates and organic nitrogen compounds, and was distilled into a solution of 

boric acid. Alkaline phenol and hypochlorite react with ammonia to form indophenol blue that 

is proportional to the ammonia concentration. The blue colour formed was intensified with 

sodium nitroprusside and measured calorimetrically and ammonia-N was determined 

according to Broderick and Kang (1980). The VFAs were determined with a Varian 3300 flame 

ionization detector (FID) gas chromatograph (Varian Associates, Inc., Palo Alto, CA, USA) by 

the procedure of Suzuki and Lund (1980).  

 

4.2.5 Statistical analysis 

 

The data on pH, NH3, total VFA and molar proportion of VFA was subjected to ANOVA using 

PROC GLM (SAS, 2000) for a complete randomized design. Least squares means for all 

treatments were reported, and significance was tested at P < 0.05. The Turkey’s test was used 
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to compare the treatment means. 

 

The statistical model measure: 

 

Yit= μ + αi+ βt+ (α x β)it+ eit 

 

Where; 

Yit= an observation value for pH, ammonia, total VFA and molar proportion of individual VFA  

obtained from treatment iat time t; 

μ = overall mean for the population;  

αi= fixed effect of treatment i, where i= 40:60 diet with no LY, 40:60 diet with LY, 60:40 diet 

with no LY or 60:40 diet with LY;  

βt= fixed effect of time t 

(αβ)it= fixed interaction of effect of treatment iand time t;  

eit= error associated with each Yit. 

 

Statistical differences were declared at P ≤ 0.05 and differences between were considered as 

a trend toward significance. 

 And 
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4.3.  RESULTS 

 

The results on pH, ammonia and volatile fatty acids as affected by dietary concentrate level 

and LY supplementation are presented in Table 4.1.Ruminal pH on the supplemented 

treatments did not differ statistically to the unsupplemented diets on both low and high C:F. 

However, LY tended to numerically increase rumen pH compared to the control (6.29 and 6.26 

respectively). Ruminal ammonia in the unsupplemented and supplemented group of cows fed 

low C:F diet did not differ, and was lower compared to unsupplemented and supplemented 

groups of cows fed high C:F. Total VFA’s was higher in the supplemented group fed high C:F 

compared to unsupplemented of cow fed high C:F diet. Acetate was higher in the 

unsupplemented group fed low C:F compared to supplemented group fed low C:F diet. 

Propionate and butyrate did not differ between supplemented and supplemented group fed 

high C:F where it was higher and lower, respectively, compared to unsupplemented and  

supplemented group of cows fed low C:F diets. For cows fed low C:F diets, the 

unsupplemented group had higher and lower in acetate and butyrate, respectively compared 

to the supplemented group. Iso-valerate was lower in supplemented group of cow fed high 

C:F compared to cows fed lower C:F. The acetate to propionate ratio (A:P) did not differ 

between the supplemented group in both low and high C:F. These two groups had higher A:P 

compared to the  unsupplemented group fed low C:F diet. No difference in A:P was found 

between the unsupplemented and supplemented groups fed high C:F diet. The interaction 

between LY and C:F for propionate, iso-valerate and A:P resulted on propionate being 

increased (P<0.05) by LY in low C:F diet, but decreased (P<0.05) in high C:F diet. Iso-valerate 

was increased (0.05) by LY in low C:F and decreased (P<0.05) in high C:F diet. 

Supplementation with LY increased (P<0.05) A:P ratio in high C:F, but decreased (P<0.05) it 

low C:F diet. Rumen pH was not affected by LY on both dietary concentrations, also control 

did not differ from treatment with not being influenced. This is in accordance with other reports 

who found no influence with LY treatment (Enjalbert et al., 1998; Bagheri et al., 2009; Ghasemi 

et al., 2012), but contrary to others who reported an increase in rumen pH (Giger-Reverdin et 

al., 2004; Thrune et al., 2009). 

 

Effects of supplementation with LY were observed on all rumen parameters except for iso-

butyrate, valerate and A:P ratio, while effects of C:F were observed on all rumen parameters 

evaluated except total VFA and acetate. Ruminal NH3 and propionate were higher (P<0.05) 

in high C:Fdiet compared to low C:F diet on both the supplemented and unsupplemented 

groups. The remaining affected parameters were higher on the low C:F diets compared to the 

high C:F diet (Iso-butyrate, Butyrate, iso-valerate and valerate). Addition of LY reduced 
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ruminal ammonia, increased total VFA’s and Iso-valerate, but did not affect the molar 

percentage of acetate in the rumen. Iso-butyrate and valerate were not affected by LY, but 

propionate and butyrate tended to be increased with LY. As for high C:F, addition of LY also 

decreased the A:P ratio. There were interactions between LY and C:F for propionate, iso-

valerate and A:P. 

 

As shown in Figure 4.1, effect of LY on major VFAs were more pronounced in Low C:F than 

high C:F diets., Acetate was decrease by 5.5% in low C:F diet, but was slightly increase in 

high C:F diet. Propionate and butyrate were increase by 3.26 and 1.27 % in high C:F diet, 

respectively, but were slightly decreased and increased, respectively in high C:F diets. 
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Table 4.2: Contrast of effect of dietary concentrate level and live yeast supplementation on ammonia nitrogen and volatile fatty acids 

 

Concentrate LY pH NH3, 

mg/l 

Total 

VFA 

Acetate, 

molar % 

Propionate, 

molar% 

Iso But, 

molar, g/l 

Butyrate, 

molar, g/l 

Iso Val, 

molar, 

g/l 

Valerate 

molar, 

g/l 

A:P 

40:60 C 6.26 5.49c 107ab 61.5a 20.3c 1.3a 14.3b 1.1b 1.5ab 2.04c 

 LY 6.34 5.33c 114ab 55.9b 23.6b 1.34a 15.6a 1.34a 1.9a 1.67a 

60:40   C 6.26 7.58a 98.9b 58ab 27.6b 0.09c 11.1c 0.9c 1.3bc 2.14b 

 LY 6.26 6.33b 118a 59.2ab 27a 0.11b 11.3c 0.96c 1.15c 2.2ab 

SEM 0.03 0.19 3.28 0.89 0.64 0.1 0.38 0.06 0.05 0.08 

 Concentrate to forage means 

60:40 6.26 6.9a 108 59 27.4a 0.1b 11.2b 0.9b 1.2b 2.2 

40:60 6.30 5.4b 111 58.7 22b 1.3a 15a 1.4a 1.6a 2.7 

SEM 0.03 0.19 3.28 0.89 0.64 0.1 0.38 0.06 0.05 0.08 

 Live yeast means 

C 6.26 5.8b 116a 57.4 25.4 0.73 13.5 1.4a 1.4 2.3b 

LY 6.29 6.5a 103b 60.2 24 0.7 12.7 1.0b 1.4 2.6a 

SEM 0.03 0.19 3.28 0.89 0.64 0.1 0.38 0.06 0.05 0.08 

 Significance 

C:F NS * NS NS NS NS NS *** NS *** 
LY NS *** NS NS *** *** *** *** * *** 
C:F x LY NS * NS NS NS NS NS *** NS *** 
SEM 0.03 0.19 3.28 0.89 0.64 0.1 0.38 0.06 0.05 0.08 

abc Means within a section of a with different superscripts differ (P<0.05) for comparison between group; *significant effect (P<0.01); ** significant effect 
(P<0.001); *** significant effect (P<0.0001); NS: Effects non-significant (P>0.05); SEM: Standard error of mean. NS: non-significant (P>0.05) for interaction; 
SEM: Standard error of mean; 3LY: Live yeast; 2C: Non-supplemented diet; C:F: concentrate to forage ratio; VFA: volatile fatty acids; A-P: acetate to propionate 
ratio. 
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Figure 4.1: The change in % of ruminal acetate, propionate and butyrate as affected by 

live yeast in low and high C:F diets 
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4.4. DISCUSSIONS 

 

In vitro effects of S. cerevisiae on rumen fermentation parameters have been widely 

documented and they have varied over the years (Enjalbert et al., 1999; Alshaikh et al., 2001; 

Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2005; Dolezal et al. 2010;Bayat et al., 2015). Rumen pH was not 

affected by LY on both dietary concentrations. Dietary concentration did not influence rumen 

pH on both the supplemented and unsupplemented diets. This is in accordance with other 

reports who found no influence with LY treatment (Enjalbert et al., 1998; Bagheri et al., 2009; 

Ghasemi et al., 2012), but contrary to others who reported an increase in rumen pH (Giger-

Reverdin et al., 2004; Thrune et al., 2009).The decrease in concentration of rumen ammonia 

observed in the present study with LY supplementation on both high and low C:F diets is in 

agreement with some reports (Enjalbert et al., 1999; Alshaikh et al., 2001, Agle et al., 2010; 

Hristrove et al., 2012), but contradict with others (Oestruek et al., 2009; Dolezal et al., 2010) 

who reported an increase. Other authors indicated that supplementation with LY did not affect 

ruminal ammonia concentrations (Lila et al., 2004; Erasmus et al., 2005; Thrune et al., 2009; 

Bayat et al., 2015). The reduction in rumen ammonia concentration is believed to be a result 

of increased incorporation of ammonia into microbial proteins due to microbial activity 

(Williams & Newbold, 1990, Carro et al., 1992; Chaucheyras-Durand et al., 2005). 

Chaucheyras-Durand et al. (2005) indicated that S. bovis and protease activities decrease the 

rate of degradation of peptides, which also contribute to reduced ammonia wastage while 

increasing the amount of rumen undegraded protein available to the cow.  

 

The reduction of ammonia concentration with LY was more pronounced in high C:F compared 

to the low C:F diet, as also reported by Hristove et al., (2012). Such a decrease in ruminal 

ammonia concentration has been suggested to be due to a lower degradation of dietary 

proteins, as attested by higher duodenal flow of undegraded feed N in vivo (Putnam et al., 

1997). This confirms previous observations (Hristove et al., 2005), that provision of 

fermentable carbohydrates can reduce ammonia production or enhance microbial capture of 

released ammonia in the rumen. However, some investigators found the ammonia 

concentration to increase with increasing dietary concentrate level in the diet ( Moorby et al., 

2006), while others found no effect of ruminal ammonia concentration (Yang et al., 2004). 

In general, LY has been reported to increase VFA proportions in the rumen, but results have 

been variable and inconsistent. The increase in VFA observed in the present study in both 

high and low C:Fis similar to some previous studies ( Dolezal et al., 2010; Guedes et al.,  2008; 

Desnoyes et al., 2009; Sullivan et al., 2012), but differ from others who reported a decrease 

in total VFA (Konyves et al., 2005; Thrune et al., 2009). In some studies LY did not influence 

total VFA production in the rumen (Hristove et al., 2012; Bayat et al., 2015). The increase in 
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total VFA production will enhance energy availability to the host, suggesting an increase 

efficiency of energy utilization (Erasmus et al., 2005).  

 

As observed in the present study, a stimulation in the proportion of propionate at the expense 

of acetate was also observed by Newbold et al. (1990). This deceasing effect of acetate in 

favour of propionate indicates more energetically efficient rumen fermentation. In accordance 

to other reporters (Oeztruek et al., 2009; Chung et al., 2011; Sulivan et al., 2011), addition of 

LY increased butyrate and iso-valerate molar proportions (Lila et al., 2004; Marden et al., 

2008; Krizova et al., 2011). These rumen modifications can be dependent on the diet 

composition. Putnam et al. (1997) observed an increase concentration of iso-butyrate with low 

C:F diets but decreased concentrations on the high C:F diets. The A:P ratio was found greater 

in both low and high C:F with  LY supplementation, this is in accordance to others (Konyeves 

et al., 2009; Ferrerato et al., 2012), but contrary to some who reported a decrease in A:P ration 

with LY addition (Oeztrek et al., 2009; Miller-Wensteret al., 2014). However, a recent report 

found no influence on A:P ratio with LY supplementation (Bayat et al., 2015).  

 

4.5. CONCLUSION 

 

Addition of LY decreased ruminal ammonia and increased total VFA’s, with no effects on the 

rest of ruminal parameters. These effects on ammonia suggest a better utilisation of diet 

proteins and probably more incorporation of products of CP degradation into microbial 

proteins, which support the observed reduced manure N excretion. The opposite was 

observed with high C:F diet, which increased ammonia and decreased total VFA’s. Propionate 

and butyrate concentration were increased and decreased, respectively by high C:F diet.  
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CHAPETR 5: GENERAL DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Cows supplemented with LY consumed less DM with no change in milk yield and ECM, which 

resulted in better FE for cows fed 40:60 C:F diets. Supplementation with LY decreased ruminal 

ammonia nitrogen and increased total VFA’s. The decreased ammonia concentration was 

associated with reduced manure nitrogen suggesting more ammonia-N incorporated into 

ruminal microbial proteins which also benefit the dairy cowby increasing the amount of rumen 

undegraded protein available to the cow. This improved efficiency of dry matter and protein 

utilisation is of great benefit in early lactating cows, since cows cannot consume enough 

energy from reduced feed intake to support the rapidly increasing milk yield. 

 

 However, aammonia production in the presence of yeast can also be dependent on the 

availability of amino acids and could also be associated with other characteristics of the diet. 

While live yeast did not affect propionate, high C:F diet increased propionate. This particular 

change in VFA’s suggests more energy for production.High concentrate diet as proven the 

importance of high density nutrient content of the diet, which will continue to play a major role 

in improving performance of early lactating dairy cows. Results of the present study indicate 

that LY and diet composition will continue to play an important role in ruminant nutrition and 

that their effects of on rumen fermentation are substrate dependent. 

 

Feeding early lactating cows LY at 40:60 C:F resulted in better FE, which suggested that the 

effect of LY was better pronounced at the low C:F diet compared to the high C:F. this was also 

seen in the in vitro trial where addition of LY at 40:60 C:F decreased ruminal ammonia 

concentrations and increased total VFA’s suggesting a better utilization of dietary proteins and 

more incorporation of products of CP into microbial proteins. This is evident by the reduced 

manure N excretion. 

 

Feed additives and rumen modifiers such as yeast cultures and probiotics are increasingly 

playing an important role in helping to prevent metabolic disturbances and stabilise rumen 

environment. Live yeast alters ruminal fermentation in a specific way, and its effects can be 

dictated by different scenarios such as concentrate: forage ratio of the ruminant diet. For more 

pronounced effects of LY in early lactating cow’s diets, it is recommended that LY is added to 

low C:F 40:60 diets in order to increase the production potential of cows, since LY at low C:F 

diets increased FE, decreased ruminal ammonia and increased total VFA concentration. 

 

It also recommended the effects of LY at 40:60 C:F is tested on a larger scale of animals with 

longer periods as in the current study the experimental period was too short which might have 
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caused omission of some effects with prolonged time. The number of animals was also a 

limiting factor as the 4 x 4 LSD was used. Future studies on LY, must focus on the dosage 

level of LY at low C:F to better understand its effects and use a greater number of animals 

over a long experimental period.  

 

  



48 
 

REFERENCES 

 

ABD EL-Ghani A. A., 2004. Influence of diet supplementation with yeast culture 

(Saccharomyces cerevisiae) on performance of Zaraibi goats. Small Ruminant Res. 

52, 223-229. 

Adesogan, A. T., 2009. Using dietary additives to manipulate rumen fermentation and improve 

nutrient utilization and animal performance.  Florida Dairy Extension, pp. 13-38. 

Agle M., Hristov A N., Zaman S., Scheinder C., Ndegwa P.M & Vadella V.K., 2010. Effect of 

dietary concentrate on rumen fermentation, digestibility, and nitrogen losses in dairy 

cows. J. Dairy Sci. 93: 4211-4222. 

Alshaikh M.A., Alsiadi M.Y., Zahran S.M., Mogawer H.H. & Alashowime T.A., 2001. Effect of 

feeding yeast culture from different sources on the performance of lactating Holstein 

cows in Saudi Arabia. Asian-Aust. J. of Ani. Sci. 15:351-356. 

AOAC. 1990. Official Methods of Analysis, 15th ed. Associations of Official Analytical 

Chemists, 

AOAC., 2000. Official Nethods of Analysis 17thed Vol1. Assoc. Off. Anal. Chem., Arlighton, 

VA. 

Arambel M.J. & Kent B.A., 1990. Effect of yeast culture on nutrient digestibility and milk yield 

response in early- to mid-lactation dairy cows. J. Dairy Sci. 73: 1560-1563. 

Ayad M.A., Benallou B., Saim M.S., Smadi M.A & Meziane T., 2013. Impact of feeding yeast 

culture on milk yield, milk components, and blood components in Algerian Dairy Herds. 

J Veterinar Sci Technol 4: 135.doi: 10.4172/2157-7579.1000135. 

Bagg, R., 1997. Mode of action of ionophores in lactating dairy cattle. Proceedings of the 

"Usefulness of ionophores in lactating dairy cattle" symposium. ADSA. Guelph, 

Ontario. June 25-26. 

Bagheri M., Ghorbani G.R., Rahmani H.R., Khorvash M., Nili N. & Südekum H., 2009. Effect 

of Live Yeast and Mannan-oligosaccharides on Perfomance of Early-lactation Holstein 

Dairy Cows. Asian-Aust. Anim. Sci. Vol. 22, 6: 812-818. 

Baloyi J.J., Hamudikuwanda H., Ngongoni N.T. & Katsande S., 2014. Microbial protein yield 

in sheep fed forage legume hays as a supplement to veld hay. Animal Nutrition and 

Feed Technology 14: 583-591. 

Bayat A.R., Keirenius P., Stefański T., Leskinen H., Cometet-Marre S. Forano E., 

Chaucheyrus-Durand F. & Shingfield K.J., 2015. Effect of camelina oil or live yeast 

(Saccharomyces cerevisiae) on ruminal methane production, rumen fermentation, and 

milk fatty acid composition in lactating cows fed grass silage diets. J. Dairy Sci. 98:1-

16. 



49 
 

Beauchemin K.A., Yang W.Z., Morgavi D.P., Ghorbani G.R. & Kautz W., 2003. Effects of 

bacterial direct-fed microbials and yeast on site and extent of digestion, blood 

chemistry, and subclinical ruminal acidosis in feedlot cattle. J Anim Sci 81: 1628-1640.  

Beeson, W. M. & Perry T.W., 1952. Balancing the nutritional deficiencies of roughages for 

beef steers. J. Anim. Sci. 11, 501-509. 

Block E., 2006. Rumen Microbial Protein Production: Are we missing an Opportunity to 

Improve Dietary and Economic Efficiencies in Protein Nutrition of the High Producing 

Dairy Cow? Presented at the High Plains Dairy Conference, Industry Presentation p33-

5-46. 

Broderick, G. A., and Kang, J. H. (1980). Automated simultaneous determination of ammonia 

and total amino acids in ruminal fluid and in vitro media. J. Dairy Sci. 63, 64-75. 

Bruno R.G.S., Rutigliano H.M., Cerri R.L., Robinson P.H. & Santos J.E.P., 2009. Effect of 

feeding Saccharomyces cerevisiae on performance of dairy cows during summer heat 

stress. Animal Feed Sience and Technology. 150: 175-186. 

Cabrita, A.R.J., Vale, J.M.P., Bessa, R.J.B., Dewhurst, R.J. & Fonseca, A.J.M., 2009. Effects 

of dietary starch source and buffers on milk responses and rumen fatty acid 

biohydrogenation in dairy cows fed maize-based diets. Anim. Feed Sci. Technol. 152, 

267-277. 

Cakiroglu D., Meral Y., Pekmezci D. & Akdag F., 2010. Effect of live yeast (Saccharomyces 

cerevisiae) on milk production and blood lipid levels of Jersey cows in early lactation. 

Journal of Animal and Veterinary Advances. 9: 1370-1374. 

Callaway T.S and Martin S.A., 1997. Effects of Saccharomyces cerevisiae culture on ruminal 

bacteria that utilize lactate and digest cellulose. J. Dairy Sci. 80: 2035-2044. 

Carro, M.D., Lebzien, P. & Rohr, K., 1992. Influence of yeast culture on the in vitro 

fermentation (Rusitec) of diets containing variable proportions of concentrates. Anim. 

Feed Sci. Technol. 37, 209-220.  

Casper D.P., Schingoethe J. & Eisenbeiz W.A., 1990. Response of early lctation cows to diets 

that vary in ruminal degradability of carbohydrates and amount of fat. J. Dairy 

Sci.73:425. 

Chademana, I. & Offer, N.W., 1990. The effect of dietary inclusion of yeast culture on digestion 

in the sheep. Anim. Prod. 50, 483-489.  

Chaucherus-Durand F., Fonty G. & Bertin G., 1997. Effects of microbial additive, Levucell SC, 

on growth and metabolism of ruminal acetogenic bacterial strain in vitro. In: 

Proceedings of Rumen Function Conference, Chicago, USA, p.33. 

Chaucheyras-Durand F., & Fonty G., 2002. Influence of a probiotic yeast (Saccharomyces 

cerevisiae CNCM I-1077) on microbial colonization and fermentations in the rumen of 

newborn lambs. Micr. Ecol. Health Dis. 14:30-36. 



50 
 

Chaucheyras-Durand F., 2014. Live yeasts as feed additives can improve feed efficiency in 

ruminants: the rumen microbiota as a crucial target. Lallemand Animal Nutrition, 

Blagnac INRA Unit of Microbiology, France. (Abstr). Presented at a congress 

proceedings. SASAS 2014. 

Chaucheyras-Durand F., Walker N.D. & Bach A., 2008. Effect of active dry yeasts on rumen 

microbial ecosystem: Past, presen and future. Anim. Feed Sci. Technol. 145: 5-26. 

Chaucheyras-Durand, F. & Fonty, G., 2001. Establishment of cellulolytic bacteria and 

development of fermentative activities in the rumen of gnotobiotically-reared lambs 

receiving the microbial additive Saccharomycescerevisiae CNCM I-1077. Reprod. 

Nutr. Dev. 41, 57-68 

Chaucheyras-Durant F., Masseglia S. & Fonty G., 2005. Effect of the microbial feed additive 

saccharomice servicae CNCM-1077 on protein and peptide degradation activities of 

bacteria grown in vitro. Current Bilogy.50: 96-101. 

Chen, X.B. and Gomes, M.J. 1992. Estimation of Microbial Protein Supply to Sheep and Cattle 

Based on Urinary Excretion of Urine Derivatives - An Overview of Technical Details. 

International Feed Resources Unit, Rowett Research Institute, Bucksburn, Aberdeen, 

UK., Occassional Publication, 20 pp. 

Chung Y.H., Walker N.D., McGinn S.M. & Beauchemin K.A., 2011. Differeing effects of 2 

active dried yeast (Saccharomyces cerevisiae) strains on ruminal acidosis and 

methane production in nonlactating dairy cows. J. Dairy Sci. 94:2431-2139. 

Colmenero J.J. & Broderick G.A., 2006. Effect of dietary crude protein concentration on milk 

production and nitrogen utilization in dairy cows. J. Dairy Sci. 89:1704-1712. 

Cottyn B.G. & Boucque C.H.V., 1968: Rapid method for the gas-chromatographic 

determination of volatile fatty acids in rumen fluid. J. Agr. Food Chem. 16: 105-107. 

Cronje P.B., 2000. Nutrient-Gene interactions: Future potential and application. In ruminant 

physiology. Digestion, metabolism, growth and reproduction. CAB International, pp. 

409-422. 

Dann H.M., Drackley J.K., McCoy G.C., Hutjens M.F. & Garrett J.E., 2000. Effects of yeast 

culture (Saccharomyces cerevisiae) on prepartum intake and postpartum intake and 

milk production of Jersey cows. J. Dairy.Sci.3:123-127. 

De Ondarza M.B., Sniffen C.J., Dussert L., Chevaux & Sullivan J., 2011. Live yeast aids rumen 

function, milk yield. Feedstuffs Vol. 83, No 04. 

De Ondarza M.B., Sniffen C.J., Graham H. & Wilcock P., 2010. Case study: effect of 

supplemental live yeast on milk yield and milk components in high-producing 

multiparous Holstein cows. The professional Animal Scientist. 26: 443-449. 



51 
 

DEAT, 2009. Greenhouse gas inventory, South Africa. Communication under the United 

Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. Department of Environmental 

Affairs and Tourism, Pretoria, South Africa. 

Denev S.A., Peeva Tz., Radulova P., Stancheva N. & Staykova G., 2007. Yeast cultures in 

ruminant nutrition. Bulgarian Journal of Agricultural Science. 13:357-374. 

Desnoyers M., Giver-Reverdin S., Bertin G., Duvaux-Ponter C. & Sauvant D., 2009. Meta-

analysis of the influence of Saccharomyces cerevisiae supplementation on ruminal 

parameters and milk production of ruminants. J. Dairy Sci. 92:1620-1632. 

Dolezal P., Dolezal J. & Trinacty J., 2010. The effect of Saccharomyces cerevisiae on ruminal 

fermentation in dairy cows. Czech J. Anim. Sci. 50: 503-510. 

Drackley J.K., Overton T.R. & Douglas G.N., 2001. Adaptations of glucose and long-chain 

fatty acid metabolism in liver of dairy cows during the periparturient period. J. Dairy 

Sci. 84:100-112. 

Du Toit C.J.L., Meissner H.H. & Van Niekerk W.A., 2013. Direct methane and nitrous oxide 

emissions of South African dairy and beef cattle. South African Journal of Animal 

Science. Vol. 43:320-339. 

Duarte K.M.R., Gomes L.H., Sampaio A.C.K Flavio-Rocha J.I. Granato T.P. and Terra S.R., 

2012. Saccharomyces Cerevisiae used as probiotic: Strains charactorization and cell 

viability. J. Agric. And Vet. Sci. 1: 2319-2380. 

Elghandour M.M.Y., Salem A.Z.M., Martinez-Cataneda J.S., Comacho L.M., Kholif A.E. & 

Vazquez-Chagoyan J.C., 2015. A tool for improving the utilization of Direct-Fed 

microbes: A tool for improving the utilization of low quality roughages in ruminants. 

Journal of Integrative Agriculture, 14:526-533. 

Elghandour M.M.Y., Vazquez-Chagoyan J.C., Salem A.Z.M., Kholif A.E., Martinez-Cataneda 

J.S., Comacho L.M. & Cerrillo-Soto M.A., 2014. Effects of Saccharomyces cerevisiae 

at direct additionor pre-incubation on in vitro gas production kinetics and degradability 

of four fibrous feed. Italian Journal of Animal Sciecne, 3:295-301. 

El-Ghani A.A.A., 2004. Influence of diet supplementation with yeast culture (Saccharomyces 

cerevisiae) on performance of Zaraibi goats. Small Rumin. Res 52: 223-229. 

Enjalbert F., Garret J.E., Moncoulon R., Bayourthe C. & Chicoteau P., 1999. Effect of yeast 

culture (Saccharomyces cerevisiae) non ruminal digestion in non-lactating dairy cows. 

J. Anim. Feed Sci. Technol. 76:195-206. 

Erasmus L.J., Botha P.M. & Kisner A., 1992. Effect of yeast culture supplement on production, 

rumen fermentation, and duodenal nitrogen flow in dairy cows. J Dairy Sci 75: 3056-

3065. 

Erasmus, L.J., Robinson, P.H., Ahmadi, A., Hinders, R., Garrett, J.E., 2005. Influence of 

prepartum and postpar- tum supplementation of a yeast culture and monensin, or both, 



52 
 

on ruminal fermentation and performance of multiparous dairy cows. Anim. Feed Sci. 

Technol. 122, 219–239. 

European Food Safety Authourity, 2008. Safety and efficiency of Levucell SC20/Levucell 

SC10ME, a preparation of Saccharomyces cerevisiae, as feed additive for lambs for 

fattening. The EFSA Journal, 772:1-9. 

FAO, 2006. Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations, 2010. (Accessed on 29 

August 2014). FAOSTAT. 

FEFANA, 2005. Probiotics in animal nutrition. EU feed additives and Premixtures 

Asssociation. 

Ferraretto L.F., Shaver R.D. & Bertics S.J., 2012. Effect of dietary supplementation with live-

cell yeast at two dosages on lactation performance, ruminal fermentation, and total-

tract nutrient digestibility in dairy cows. J. Dairy Sci. 95:4014-4028. 

Fonty G. & Chaucherus-Durand F., 2006. Effect and modes of action of live yeast in the rumen. 

Biologia (Bratisl.) 61:741-751. 

Forsberg C.W., Forano E. &  Chesson A., 2000. Microbial adherence to the plant cell wall and 

enzymytic hydrolysis. In: Cronje P.B. (Ed), Ruminant Physiology: Digestion, 

Metabolism, Growth and Reproduction.CABI Publishing, OXON UK, pp: 79-98. 

Freitas-JúniornJ.E., Rennó F.P., Gandra J.R., Rennó L.N., Rego A.C., Santos M.v., Oliviera 

M.D.S. & Takiya C.S., 2014. Addition of unsaturated fatty acods improves digestion of 

mi;lactating dairy cows. Arch. Zootec. 63 (244): 563-573. 

Fuller R., 1989. A review: Probiotics in man and animals. Journal of Applied Bacteriology. 66: 

365-378. 

Galip N., 2006. Effects of dietary Saccharomyces cerevisiae live yeast supplementation on 

ruminal digestion and protozoa count in rams fed with diets low or high ratio 

forage/concentrate. Reveu Méd Vét. 157: 609-613. 

Galvao, K.N., Santos, J.E., Coscioni, A., Villasenor, M., Sischo, W.M. & Berge, A.C., 2005. 

Effect of feeding live yeast products to calves with failure of passive transfer on 

performance and patterns of antibiotic resistance in fecal Escherichia coli. Reprod. 

Nutr. Dev. 45, 427-440. 

Garg M.R., Siddiqui M.U., Singh D.K. & Bhaderi B.M., 2000. Effect of supplementation Yeas 

Sacc-1026 in the ration of Holstein Friesian cows on milk production. Indian J. Anim. 

Nutr. 17: 175-177. 

Ghasemi E., Khorvash M. & Nikkhah A., 2012. Effect of forage sources and Saccharomyces 

cerevisiae (Sc 47) on ruminal fermentation parameters. South African Journal of 

Animal Science 2012, 42 (No. 2). 

Giron H.C. 1973. Comparism between dry ashing and wet absorption analysis. At. Absorption 

Newslett., 12: 28-29. 



53 
 

Goering H.K. and van Soest P.J., 1970. Forage fiber analyses (apparatus, reagents, 

procedures and some applications). Agriculture Handbook No. 379. ARS-USDA, 

Washington, DC., USA. 

Goering, H.K. & Van Soest, P.J. 1988. Forage Fiber Analyses (Apparatus, reagents, 

procedures and some applications). Agriculture Handbook No.379. A.R.S., U.S. Dept. 

of Agric. 

Goetsch A.L., Detweiler G., Sahlu T., Hayes J.,  Puchala R., 2003. Effects of separate offering 

of forage and concentrate on feed intake and growth of Alpine doelings. Small Rumin. 

Res. 48:209-216. 

Guedes C.M., Goncalves D., Rodrigues M.A.M. & Dias-da-Silva A., 2008. Effects of a 

Saccharomyces cerevisiae yeast on ruminal fermentation and fiber degradation of 

maize silages in cows. Anim. Feed Sci. Technol. 145:27. 

Hall M.B., 1998. Making nutritional sense of non-structural carbohydrates. Proceedings of the 

9th Florida Ruminant Nutrition Symposium, (FRNS’98), Gainesville, FL., USA., pp: 

108-122. 

Harrison, G.A., Hemken, R.W., Dawson, K.A., Harmon, R.J. & Barker, K.B., 1988. Influence 

of addition of yeast culture supplement to diets of lactating dairy cows on ruminal 

fermentation and microbial populations. J. Dairy Sci. 71, 2967-2975.  

Hofírek B. & Haas D., 2001. Comparative Studies of Ruminal Fluid Collected by Oral Tube or 

by Puncture of the Caudoventral Ruminal Sac. Acta Vet. Brno 2001, 70: 27-33. 

Hopkins B.A. & Whitlow L.W., 2007. Effective use of protein in early lactation diets. N.C 

Cooperative Extension Services. ANS01-204D. 

Hristov A. N., 2012. Historic, pre-European settlement, and presentday contribution of wild 

ruminants to enteric methane emissions in the United States. J. Anim. Sci. 90:1371–

1375. 

Hristov A.N., Ropp J.K., Grandeen K.L., Abedi S., Retter R.P., Melgar  A. & Foley A.E., 2005. 

Effect of carbohydrate source on ammonia utilization in lactating dairy cows. J. Anim. 

Sci. 83: 408-421. 

Hughs P. & Heritage J., 2002. Food and Agriculture Organisation. Antibiotic growth-promoters 

in food animals. Retrieved from Leeds, UK. 

Huhtanen & Hristove A.N., 2009. A meta-analysis of the effects of protein concentration and 

degradability on milk protein yield and milk N efficiency in dairy cows. J. dairy Sci. 92: 

3222-3232. 

Hutjens, M.F., 2005. Feed efficiency and its impact in large dairy herd. Southwest Nutritional 

Conf. Proc. 

Iannotti, E. L., Kafkewitz, D., Wolin, M. J., and Bryant, M. P., 1973, Glucose fermentation 

products of Ruminococcus albus growth in continuous culture with Vibrio 



54 
 

succinogenes: Changes caused by interspecies transfer of H2, J. Bacteriol. 114:1231-

1240. 

Ipharraguerre I.R. & Clark J.H., 2005. Impacts of the source and amount of crude protein on 

the intestinal supply of nitrogen fractions and performance of dairy cows. J. Dairy Sci. 

88:22-37. 

Ishler V., Heinrichs J. and Varga G., 2006. From feed to milk: Understanding rumen function. 

Publications distribution Center, The Pennyslyvania University, 112 Agriculture 

Administration Building, University Park. PA 16802. 

Jacela J.Y., DeRouchey J.M., Tokach M.D., Goodband R.D.,  Nelssen J.L.,  Renter D.G., and  

Dritz S.S., 2010. Feed additives for swine: Fact Sheets – prebiotics and probiotics, and 

phytogenics. J. Swine Health Prod. 18: 132-136. http://www.aasv.org/shap.html 

Jouany J.P. & Morgavi D.P., 2007. Use of ‘natural’ products as alternatives to antibiotic feed 

additives in ruminant production. Animal 1: 1443-1466.  

Jouany, 2006. Optimizing rumen fuctions in the close-up transition period and early lactation 

to drive dry matter intake and energy balance in cows. Animal Reproduction Science. 

96: 250-264. 

Julien C., Marden J.P., Auclair E., Moncoulon R., Cauquil L., Peyraud J.L. & Bayourthe C., 

2015. Interaction between live yeast and dietary rumen degradable protein level: 

Effects of diet utilization in early-lactation dairy cows. Agricultural Sciences. 6: 1-13. 

Kalmus P., Orro T., Waldmann A., Lindajärv & Kalle K., 2009. Effect of yeast culture on milk 

production and metabolic and reproductive performance of early lactation dairy cows. 

Acta Veterinaria Scandinavica. 51:32. 

Kamel, H. E. M., Sekine J.,  El Waziry A.M., & Yacout M.H.M.,2004. Effects of Saccharomyces 

cerevisiae on the synchronization of organic matter and nitrogen degradation kinetics 

and microbial nitrogen synthesis in sheep fed Barseem hay (Trifolium alexandrinum). 

Small Ruminant Res. 52, 211-216. 

Kennelly J. J., Doepel L. & Lien K. 1998. Ionophores Mode of action and effects on milk yield 

and composition. Adv. Dairy Technology 10:67. 

Kim Y.K., Schingoethe D.J., & Caster D.P., 1991. Locational response of dairy cows to 

increased crude protein with added fat. J. Dairy Sci. 74:3891. 

Kommera, S. K., R. D. Mateo, F. J. Neher, and S. W. Kim. 2006. Phytobiotics and organic 

acids as potential alternatives to the use of antibiotics in nursery pig diets. Asian-

australas J. Anim. Sci. 19:1784–1789. 

Konyves L., Brydl E., Jurkovich V., Tegzes L., Tirian A. & Kutasi J., 2005. Effect of different 

saccharomyces cerevisiae yeast cultures on ruminal fermentation, metabolic status 

and milk production in dairy cows. ISAH 2005 – Warsaw, Poland, I, 2005. P, 163-166. 



55 
 

 Krehbiel C.R., Rust S.R., Zhang G. & Gilliland S.E., 2003. Bacterial direct-fed microbials in in 

ruminant diets: Performance response and mode of action. J. Anim. Sci., 81:120-132. 

Krishnamoorthy U., Muscato T.V., Sniffen C.J., and van Soest P.J., 1982. Nitrogen fractions 

in selected feedstuffs. J., Dairy Sci. 65: 217-225. 

Krizova L., Richter M., Trinacty J., Riha J. & Kumprechtova D., 2011. The effect of feeding live 

yeast cutures on ruminal pH and redoz potential in dairy in dry cows as continuously 

measured by a new wireless device. Czech J. Anim. Sci. 56:37-45. 

Kudrna V., Poláková K., Lang P. & Dolézal J., 2007. The effect of different yeast of strains on 

milk yield, fatty acids profile and physiological parameters in dairy cows. Presented in 

the 57th Annual Meeting of the European Association for Animal Production, Antalya, 

Turkey. 61:29-33. 

Kumar U., Sareen V.K. & Sighn S., 1994. Effect of Saccharomyces cerevisiae yeast culture 

supplement on ruminal metabolism in buffalo calves given high concentrate diet. Anim. 

Peod. 59:2009-215. 

Kung Jr.L.E., Kreck M. & Tung R.S., 1997. Effects of a live yeast culture and enzymes on in 

vitro ruminal fermentation and ilk production of dairy cows. J. Dairy Sci. 80:2045-2051. 

Lascano G.J, Zanton G.I, Suarez-Mena F.X. & Heinrichs. A.J., 2009.  Effect of limit feeding 

high- and low-concentrate diets with Saccharomyces cerevisiae on digestibility and on 

dairy heifer growth and first-lactation performance. J. Dairy Sci. Vol. 92 10:5100–5110. 

(Abstr) 

Leng R.A. and Nolan J.V., 1984. Nitrogen metabolism in the rumen. J. Dairy Sci. 675:1072. 

Leonardi C. & armentano L.E., 2003. Effect of quantiy, quality and length of alfalfa hay on 

selective consumption by dairy cows. J. Dairy Sci. 86: 5557-564. 

Lesmeister K.E., Heinrichs A.J. & Gabler M.T., 2004. Effects of supplemental yeast 

(Saccharomyces cerevisiae) culture on rumen development, growth characteristics, 

and blood parameters in neonatal dairy calves. J Dairy Sci 87: 1832-1839. 

Lila Z.A., Mohammed N., Yasui T., Kurokawa Y., Kanda S. & Itabashi H., 2004. Effects of a 

twin strain Saccharomyces cerevisiae live cells on mixed ruminal microorganism 

fermentation in vitro. J. Anim. Sci. 82:1847-1854. 

Loh G., Eberhard M., Brunner R.M., Henning U., Kuhla S., Klessen B., & Metges C.C., 2006. 

Inulin alters the intsestinal microbiota and short-chain fatty acid concentrations in 

growing pigs regardless of their basal diet. J. Nutr. 136: 1198-1202. 

Lynch H.A. & Martin S.A., 2002. Effects of Saccharomyces cerevisiae culture and 

Saccharomyces cerevisiae live cells on in vitro mixed ruminal microorganism 

fermentation. J. Dairy Sci. 85:2603-2608. 

javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
http://www.journalofdairyscience.org/issue/S0022-0302(09)X7021-9


56 
 

Maamouri O., Selmi H. & M’hamdi N., 2012. Effects of yeast (Saccharomyces cerevisiae) feed 

supplementation on milk production and its composition in Tunisian Holstein 

Frieslandcow. Scientia Agriculturae Bohemica. 45:170-174. 

Majboub-Mathlouthi L., Kraiem H. & Labbier M., 2009. Effects of feeding Saccharomyces 

cerevisiae Sc 47 to dairy cows on milk yield and milk components, in Tunisian 

conditions. Livestock Research for Rural Development, 21:1271-284. 

Manni, G. and Caron, F. 1995. Calibration and Determination of Volatile Fatty Acids in Waste 

Leachates by Gas Chromatography. Journal of Chromatography A, 690, 237.   

Marden J.P., Julien C., Monteeils V., Auclair E., Moncoulon R. & Bayourthe C., 2008. How 

does live yeast differ from sodium bicarbonate to stabilize ruminal pH in high-yielding 

dairy cows? J. Dairy Sci. 91: 3528-3535. 

Mašek T, Mikulec Z.,  Valpotić H., Kušće L., Mikulec N. & Antunac N., 2008.The influence of 

live yeast cells (Saccharomyces cerevisiae) on the performance of grazing dairy sheep 

in late lactation. Vet. arhiv 78 (2), 95-104. 

Mathieu F., Jouany J.P., Sénaud J., Bohatier J., Bertin G. & Mercier M., 1996. The effect of 

Saccharomyces cerevisiae and Aspergillus oryzae on fermentations in the rumen of 

faunated and defaunated sheep; protozoal and probiotic interactions. Reproduction 

Nutrition Development. 36(3) 271-287. 

McCoy, G.C., Drackley, J.K., Hutjens, M.F. & Garrett, J.E., 1997. Effect of yeast culture 

(Saccharomyces cerevisiae) on prepartum intake and postpartum intake and milk 

production of Jersey cows, J. Dairy Sci., 80, Suppl. 1: 262 (Abstr.). 

McDonald P., Edwards R.A., Greenhalg J.F.D., Morgan C.A., & Sinclair L.A., 2010. Animal 

Nutrition 7th Ed. Pearson Books. 

McGinn S.M., Beauchemin K.A., Coates T. & Colombatto D., 2004. Methane emissions from 

beef cattle: effects of monensin, sunflower, sunflower oil., enzymes, yeast and fumaric 

acid  J. Anim. Sci. 84:3346-3356. 

McGuffy R.K., Richardson L.F. & Wilknson J.I.D., 2001. Ionophores for dairy cattle: Current 

status and future outlook. J dairy Sci. 84; 194-203. 

Meyer U., Gadeken D., Spolders M. & Flachosky G., 2001. Physical structure value systems 

in dairy cattle feeding. In: Proceedings Society Nutrition Physiology. 41:141. 

Meyer U., Gadeken D., Spolders M. & Flachosky G., 2002. A comparism of recommendations 

for the fibre supply of dairy cows fed Total Mixed Ration (TMR). In: Proceedings 

Society Nutrition Physiology. 11:133. 

Miller-Wenster T., Hoover W.H. & Holt M., 2014. Influence of yeast culture on ruminal microbial 

metabolism in continuous culture. J. Dairy Sci. 85:2009-2014. 



57 
 

Min, B.R., Hart, S.P., Shalu, T. & Satter, L.D., 2005. The Effect of Diets on Milk Production 

and Composition and on Lactation Curves in Pastured Dairy Goats. J. Dairy Sci. 

88:2604-2615. 

Minitab statistical software, 2010. Release 16.1.1 for Window. Minitab Inc. State College PA; 

USA. 

Moorby J.M., Dewhurst R.J., Evans R.T. & Danelon J.L., 2006. Effects of dairy cow diet forage 

proportion on duodenal nutrient supply and urinary purine derivative excretion. J. Dairy 

Sci. 89:3552-3562. 

Moss A.R., Jounay J.P. & Newbold C.J., 2000. Methane production by ruminants: its 

contribution to global warming. Anim. Zootech. 49:231-253. 

Moya, D., Calsamiglia, S., Ferret, A., Blanch, M., Fandiño, J.I., Castillejos, L. & Yoon, I., 2009. 

Effects of dietary changes and yeast culture (Saccharomyces cerevisiae) on rumen 

microbial fermentation of Holstein heifers. J. Anim. Sci. 87, 2874-2881. 

Mutsvangwa, T., Edwards, I.E., Topps, J.H. & Paterson, G.F.M., 1992. The effect of dietary 

inclusion of yeast culture (Yea-Sacc) on patterns of rumen fermentation, food intake 

and growth of intensively fed bulls. Anim. Prod. 55:35-40. 

Muya M.C., Nkosi B.D. & Leeuw K.J., 2011. Production response of dairy cows fed different 

dietary inclusion of cold-pressed soybean meal. ROAVS, 6:344-348. 

Mweya B., Santoso B., Sar C., Pen B., Morikawa R., Takaura K., Umetsu K., Kimuru K. & 

Takahashi J., 2005. Effects of yeast culture and galacto-oligosaccharides on ruminal 

fermentation in Holstein cows. J. Dairy Sci. 88-1404-1412. 

National Research Council, 2001. Nutrient requirements for dairy cattle. 7 ed Washington. 

D.C.: National Academy, 381p. 

Ndegwa P.M., Vaddella V.K., Hristove A.N. & Joo H.S., 2009. Measuring concentrations of 

ammonia in ambient air on exhaust air stream using acid traps. J. Environ. Qual. 38: 

647-653. 

Nennich T.D., Harrison J.H. VanWieringen L.M., Meyer D. and Heirichs A.J., 2005. Prediction 

of manure and nutrient excretion from dairy cattle. J. Dairy Sci., 88: 3721-3733. 

Nennich T.D., Harrison J.H., Van Wieringen L.M., St-Pierre N.R. and Kincaid R.L., et al., 2006. 

Prediction and evaluation of urine and urinary nitrogen and mineral excretion from dairy 

cattle. J. Dairy Sci., 89: 353-364. 

Newbold C. J., Wallace R.J., Chen X.B., & Mcintosh F.M., 1995. Different strains of 

Saccharomyces cerevisiae differ in their effects on ruminal bacterial numbers in vitro 

and in sheep. J. Anim. Sci. 73, 1811-1818. 

Newbold C.J., & Rode L.M., 2006. Dietary additives to control methanogenesis in the rumen. 

Int. Congr. Ser. 1293:138-147. 



58 
 

Newbold C.J., Wallace R.J. & Mcintosh F.M., 1996. Mode of action of the yeast 

Saccharomyces cerevisiae as a feed additive for ruminants. Br J Nutr 76: 249- 261.  

Newbold C.J., Wallace R.J. & McKain N., 1990. Effects of the ionophore Tetronansin on 

nitrogen metabolism by ruminal microorganisms in vitro. J. Anim. Sci. 68:1103. 

Nisbet D.J. & Martin S.A., 1991. Effect of Saccharomyces cerevisiae culture on lactate 

utilisation by ruminal bacterium Selemonas ruminantium. J. Anim. Sci., 69:4628-4633. 

Nocek J.E and Russell J.B., 1988. Protein and energy as an integrated system. Relationship 

of ruminal protein and carbohydrate availability to microbial synthesis and milk 

production. J. Dairy Sci. 71: 2070-2107. 

Nocek J.E., Holt M.G. & Oppy J., 2011. Effects of supplementation with yeast culture and 

enzymatically hydrolysed yeast on performance of early lactation dairy cattle. J. Dairy 

sci. 94: 4046-4056. 

O'Dell, K.M.C. 1993. The effect of the inactive mutation on longevity, sex, rhythm and 

resistance to p-Cresol in Drosophila melanogaster. Heredity 70:393-399 

Oeztuerk H., 2009. Effects of live and autocaved yeast cultures on ruminal frmentation in vitro. 

Journal of Animal and Feed Sciences. 18:142-150. 

Puniya A.K., Salem A.Z.M., Kumar S., Dagar S.S., Griffith G.W., Puniya M., Ravella S.R., 

Kumar N., Dhewa T. & Kumar R., 2015. Role of live microbial feed supplements with 

reference to anaerobic fungi in ruminant productivity: A review. Journal of Integrative 

Agriculture, 14:550-560. 

Putnam D.E., Schwab C.G., Socha M.T., Whitehouse N.L. & Kierstead N.A., 1997. Effect of 

yeast culture in the diets of early lactation dairy cows on ruminal fermentation and 

passage of nitrogen fractions and amino acids to the small intestine. J Dairy Sci 80: 

374-384.  

Quigley J., 2011. Direct-fed Microbials (Probiotics) in calf Diets. A BAMN Publication. 

Robertson, J.B. &Van Soest, P.J., 1981. The detergent system of analysis. In: James, W.P.T., 

Theander, O. (Eds.), The Analysis of Dietary Fibre in Food. Marcel Dekker, NY, 

Chapter 9:123–158. 

Robinson P.H. & Erasmus 2009. Effects of analyzable diet components on responses of 

lactating dairy cows to Saccharomyces cerevisiae based yeast products: A systematic 

review of the literature. Animal Feed Science and Technology 149 (2009) 185–198 

Russell J.B., Sniffen C.J. and Van Soest P.J., 1993. Effect of carbohydrate limitation on 

degradation and utilization of casein by mixed rumen bacteria. J. Dairy Sci. 66: 763-

775. 

Sanchez, W.K., Poppy, G.D., Gay, M.A., &Garrett, J.E., 1997. Influence of yeast on lactational 

performance and blood mineral concentrations of high producing dairy cows on a 

commercial dairy, J. Dairy Sci., 80, Suppl.1: 210 (Abstr.). 



59 
 

Sanh M.V., Wiktorsson H. & Ly L.V., 2002. Effects of natural grass forage to concentrate ratios 

and feeding principles on milk production and performance of crossbred lactating 

cows. Asian-Aust. J. Anim. Sci. 15: 650-657. 

SAS. 2000. Statistical Analysis Systems, SAS User’s Guide. Statistics, SAS Institute Inc. Cary, 

NC,USA. 

Sauvant D., Jounay J.P., Giger-Reverdin S., Vermorel M. & Fonty G., 1999. Production  

Schingoethe D.J., Linke K.N., Kalscheur K.F., Hippen A.R., Rennich D.R., 2004. Feed 

efficiency of mid-lactation dairy cows fed yeast culture during summer. J. Dairy Sci. 

87: 4178-4181. 

Seal C.J. & Reynolds C.K., 1993. Nutritional implications of gastrointestinal and liver 

metabolism in ruminants. Nutrs. Res. Rev. 6:185-208. 

Shaver, R.D. & Garrett J.E., 1995. Lactational responses to dietary yeast culture on 

commercial dairies, J. Anim. Sci., 73, Suppl 1: 54 (Abstr.). 

Smiricky-Tjardes M.R., Flickinger E.A., Grieshop C.M., Baur L.L., Murphy M.R. & Fahey G.C., 

2003. In vitro fermentation charactoristics of selected oligosaccharides by swine fecal 

microflora. J. Anim. Sci. 81: 2505-2514. 

Sniffen, C.J., Chaucheyras-Durand, F.,De Ondarza, M.B., & Donaldson, G., 2004. Predicting 

the impact of a live yeast strain on rumen kinetics and ration formulation. In: 

Proceedings of the Southwest Nutrition and Management Conference, Tempe, AZ, 

USA, pp. 53–59. 

Sontake U., 2012. Benefits of Saccharomyces cerevisiae as a feed additive in ruminants. 

National Dairy Reasearch Institute, Karnal (4098)(8). 

Steiner T., 2009. Probiotics in poultry and pig nutrition: Basics and benefits. The poultry site. 

Stella, A.V., Paratte, R.,Valnegri, L., Cigalino, G., Soncini, G., Chevaux, E., Dell’Orto,V., & 

Savoini, G., 2007. Effect of administration of live Saccharomyces cerevisiae on milk 

production, milk composition, blood metabolites, and faecal flora in early lactating dairy 

goats. Small Rumin. Res. 67, 7-13. 

Stern M.D., Bach A & Calsamiglia S., 2006. New concepts in protein requirements of 

ruminanats. Presented at the 21st Annual Southwest Nutrition & Management 

Conference Ô February 23-24, 2006 Ô Tempe, AZ – 45. 

Stern, M. D., and W. H. Hoover. 1979. Methods for determining and factors affecting rumen 

microbial protein synthesis: A review. J. Anim. Sci. 49:1590-1603. 

Sullivan H. A. & Martin S.A., 2002. Effects of Saccharomyces cerevisiae culture and 

Saccaromyces cerevisiae live cells on in vitro mixed ruminal microorganism 

fermentation. J. Dairy Sci. 85, 2603-2608.  

Sulubo R.C., Jacela J.Y., DeRouchey J.M., Tokach M.D., Neher F., Goodband R.D., Dritz S.S. 

& Nelssen J.L., 2007. Effects of phytobiotics (BIOMIN® P.E.P.) on nursery pig 



60 
 

performance. Kansas Agric. Exp. Sta Pro Rep 985; 94-98. 

http://asi.ksu.edi/DesktopModules/ViewDocument.aspx?DocumentID=4583. 

Accessed 27 October 2014. 

Szucs J.P., Suli A., Halasz T., Arany A. & Bodor Z., 2013. Effect of live yeast (Saccharomyces 

cerevisiae) on milk production and blood parameters. Scientific Papers: Animal 

Science and Biotechnologies. 46:40-44. 

Thrune, M., Bach, A., Ruiz-Moreno, M., Stern, M.D. & Linn, J.G., 2009. Effects of 

Saccharomyces cerevisiae on ruminal pH and microbial fermentation in dairy cows: 

yeast supplementation on rumen fermentation. Livest. Sci. 124, 261–265. 

Titi H.H., Abdullah A.Y., Lubbahdeh W.F. & Obeidat B.S., 2008. Growth and carcass 

characteristics of male dairy calves on yeast culture-supplemented diet. South African 

Journal of Animal Science 38:174-183. 

USEPA (US Environmental Protection Agency). 2004. National Emission Inventory-Ammonia 

Emissions from Animal Husbandry Operations. US EPA. Washington, DC. 

Van Soest P.J., Robertson J.B. & Lewis B.A., 1988. Methods for dietary fiber, neutral detergent 

fiber, and nonstarch polysaccharides in relation to animal nutrition. J. dairy sci. 74: 

3583. 

Van Soest, P.J., Robertson, J.B., and Lewis, B.A. (1991). Methods of dietary fibre, neutral 

detergent fibre, and non-starch polysaccharides in relation to animal nutrition. J. Dairy 

Sci. 74:3583-3597  

http://asi.ksu.edi/DesktopModules/ViewDocument.aspx?DocumentID=4583


61 
 

Vibhute V.M., Shelke R.R., Chavan S.D. & Nage S.P., 2011. Effect of probiotics 

supplementation on the performance of lactating crossbred cows. Vet. World. 4:557-

561. Virginia, USA. 

Vieira V.A., Sforcini M.P., Endo V., Magioni G.C. & Oliveira M.D.S., 2014. Influence of 

probiotics on dairy cows diet. Internation Journal of Biological, Food, Veterinary and 

Agricultural Engineering. 8: 778-781. 

Wallace R.J., 1994. Ruminal microbiology, biotechnology, and ruminant nutrition: progress 

and problems. J Anim Sci 72: 2992-3003. 

Wallace R.J., McKain N., Bronderick G.A., rode L.M., Walker N.D., Newbold C.J. and Kopecny 

J., 1997. Peptides of the rumen bacterium, Prevotella ruminicola. Anaerobe. 3: 35-42. 

Ware D.R., Read P.L. & Manfredi E.T., 1988. Lactation performance of two large dairy herds 

fed Lactobacillus acidophilus strain BT 1386. J. Dairy Sci., 71 (Suppl. 1): 219. 

Weatherburn M. W., 1967. Phenol-hypochlorite reaction for determination of ammonia. 

Analytical Chemistry 39:971-974. 

Weiss B., 2002. Protein and carbohydrate utilisation by lactating dairy cows. Presented at the 

Southeast Dairy Herd Management Conference, p, 72-80. 

Wiedmeier, R.D., Arambel, M.J. &Walters, J.L., 1987. Effect of yeast culture and Aspergillus 

oryzae fermentation extract on ruminal characteristics and nutrient digestibility. J. Dairy 

Sci. 70, 2063-2068. 

Wildman E.E., Jones G.M., Wagner P.E., Boman R.L., Trout H.T and Lesch T.N., 1982. A 

dairy cow body condition scoring system and its relationship to selected production 

characteristics. J. Dairy Sci., 65: 495-561. 

Williams P.E.V. & Newbold C.J., 1990. Rumen probiotics: effects of novel micro-organisms on 

rumen fermentation and ruminant productivity. Page 211 in Recent Advances in 

Animal Nutrition. W. Haresign and D.J.A. Cole, ed Butterworth, London. 

Williams P.E.V., Tait C.A.G., Innes G.M. & Newbold C.J., 1991. Effects of the inclusion of 

yeast culture (Saccharomyces cerevisiae plus growth medium) in the diet of dairy cows 

on milk yield and forage degradation and fermentation patterns in the rumen of steers. 

J. Anim. Sci. 69:3016 

Wohlt J.E., Corcione T.T. & Zajac P.K., 1998. Effect of yeast on feed intake and performance 

of cows fed diets based on corn silage during early lactation. J Dairy Sci 81: 1345-

1352. 

Wolin, M.J., Miller, T.L. & Stewart, C.S., 1997. Microbe–microbe interactions. In: Hobson, P.N., 

Stewart, C.S. (Eds.), The Rumen Microbial Ecosystem, second ed. Chapman & Hall, 

London, UK, pp. 467–491. 

Yalćin S., Yalćin S., Can P., O. Gürdal A., Bağci C. & Eltan Ö., 2011. The nutritive value of 

live yeast culture (Saccharomyces cerevisiae) and its effect on milk yield, milk 



62 
 

composition and some blood parameters of dairy cows. Asian-Aust. J. Anim. Sci. 10: 

1377-1385. 

Yang W.Z., Beauchemin K.A., Vedres D.D., Ghorbani G.R., Colombatto D. &  Morgavi DP., 

2004. Effects of direct fed microbial supplementation on ruminal acidosis, digestibility, 

and bacterial protein synthesis in continues culture. Animal Feed Science an 

Technolgy, 14414:179-193. 

Yang W.Z.., Benchaar C.,  Ametaj  B.N., Chaves A.V., He M.L. & McAllister T.A., 2007. Effects 

of garlic and juniper essential oils on ruminal fermentation and on the site and extent 

of digestion in lactating cows. J.Dairy Sci., 90:5671-5681. 

Yirga H., 2015. The use of probiotics in animal nutrition. J Prob. Nutrition. 3:132. 

Yoon, I.K. & Stern, M.D., 1995. Influence of direct-fed microbials on ruminal microbial 

fermentation and performance of ruminants: a review. AJAS 8, 533–555. 

Zapletal O. & Hofírek B., 1971. The influence of intoxication with urea ammonia on some 

properties of ruminal liquor of ruminants. Vet. Med. (Praha) 16: 367-375. 

Zhang R-Y., Yoon I., Zhu W-Y. & Mao S-Y., 2013. Effect of Saccharomyces cerevisiae 

fermentation product on lactation performance and lipopolysaccharide concentration 

of Dairy Cows. Asia-Aust. J. Anim. Sci. 8:1137-1143. 

Zimmermann B., Bauer E. & Mosenthin R., 2001. Pro- and prebiotics in pig nutrition – potential 

modulators of gut health? J. Anim. Sci. 10:47-56. 

  



63 
 

ANNEXURES 

 

ANOVA MILK YIELD (MY), DMI, MILK FAT, MILK PROTEIN, MILK LACTOSE, MUN, SCC, ECM AND FE 
 

Dependent Variable: MY   MY                                                                                                              

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      97.2967187      32.4322396       4.02    0.0113                                               

 

       Error                       60     483.5718750       8.0595313                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             63     580.8685938                                                                                    

 

 

                        R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE       MY Mean                                                               

 

                        0.167502      11.26351      2.838931      25.20469                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       C_to_F                       1     72.46265625     72.46265625       8.99    0.0039                                               

       LY                           1     17.74515625     17.74515625       2.20    0.1431                                               

       C_to_F*LY                    1      7.08890625      7.08890625       0.88    0.3521                                               

 

 

Dependent Variable: DIM   DIM                                                                                                            

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      477.598673      159.199558      10.60    <.0001                                               

 

       Error                       60      901.164733       15.019412                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             63     1378.763406                                                                                    

 

 

                        R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE      DIM Mean                                                               

 

                        0.346396      19.65607      3.875489      19.71650                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       C_to_F                       1     256.5715186     256.5715186      17.08    0.0001                                               

       LY                           1     160.6264738     160.6264738      10.69    0.0018                                               

       C_to_F*LY                    1      60.4006809      60.4006809       4.02    0.0494                                               

 

Dependent Variable: ECM   ECM                                                                                                            

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      205.697705       68.565902       3.42    0.0228                                               

 

       Error                       60     1202.090894       20.034848                                                                    
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       Corrected Total             63     1407.788599                                                                                    

 

 

                        R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE      ECM Mean                                                               

 

                        0.146114      17.59436      4.476030      25.44015                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       C_to_F                       1     143.6680720     143.6680720       7.17    0.0095                                               

       LY                           1      61.4971983      61.4971983       3.07    0.0849                                               

       C_to_F*LY                    1       0.5324348       0.5324348       0.03    0.8711                                               

 

 

Dependent Variable: FE   FE                                                                                                              

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      1.27914355      0.42638118       3.89    0.0132                                               

 

       Error                       60      6.58491484      0.10974858                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             63      7.86405840                                                                                    

 

 

                        R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE       FE Mean                                                               

 

                        0.162657      24.55834      0.331283      1.348964                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       C_to_F                       1      0.33913947      0.33913947       3.09    0.0839                                               

       LY                           1      0.36876080      0.36876080       3.36    0.0718                                               

       C_to_F*LY                    1      0.57124328      0.57124328       5.21    0.0261                                               

 

 

 

Dependent Variable: Fat_kg   Fat kg                                                                                                      

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      0.40010396      0.13336799       1.77    0.1618                                               

 

       Error                       60      4.51167479      0.07519458                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             63      4.91177875                                                                                    

 

 

                       R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE    Fat_kg Mean                                                               

 

                       0.081458      29.60194      0.274216       0.926346                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       C_to_F                       1      0.24249838      0.24249838       3.22    0.0776                                               

       LY                           1      0.15580092      0.15580092       2.07    0.1552                                               

       C_to_F*LY                    1      0.00180466      0.00180466       0.02    0.8774                                               
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                                                                17:03 Thursday, August 1, 

2013   7                                       

 

                                        The GLM Procedure                                                                                

 

Dependent Variable: Protein_kg   Protein kg                                                                                              

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      0.19253720      0.06417907       6.42    0.0008                                               

 

       Error                       60      0.59980274      0.00999671                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             63      0.79233994                                                                                    

 

 

                     R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE    Protein_kg Mean                                                             

 

                     0.242998      13.83846      0.099984           0.722505                                                             

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       C_to_F                       1      0.15399738      0.15399738      15.40    0.0002                                               

       LY                           1      0.03531017      0.03531017       3.53    0.0650                                               

       C_to_F*LY                    1      0.00322965      0.00322965       0.32    0.5719                                               
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ANOVA FOR BODY WEIGHT AND BCS 

 

Dependent Variable: Weight   Weight                                                                                                      

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      1449.34375       483.11458       0.44    0.7230                                               

 

       Error                       28     30422.62500      1086.52232                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             31     31871.96875                                                                                    

 

 

                       R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE    Weight Mean                                                               

 

                       0.045474      7.499453      32.96244       439.5313                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Conc_level                   1     770.2812500     770.2812500       0.71    0.4069                                               

       LY                           1     621.2812500     621.2812500       0.57    0.4559                                               

       Conc_level*LY                1      57.7812500      57.7812500       0.05    0.8193      

 

 

Dependent Variable: BCS   BCS                                                                                                            

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      0.14843750      0.04947917       1.08    0.3731                                               

 

       Error                       28      1.28125000      0.04575893                                                                    
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       Corrected Total             31      1.42968750                                                                                    

 

 

                        R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE      BCS Mean                                                               

 

                        0.103825      8.832552      0.213913      2.421875                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Conc_level                   1      0.07031250      0.07031250       1.54    0.2254                                               

       LY                           1      0.00781250      0.00781250       0.17    0.6826                                               

       Conc_level*LY                1      0.07031250      0.07031250       1.54    0.2254                                            

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANOVA NITROGEN INTAKE AND EXCRETION 

 

 

Dependent Variable: N_intake__g_   N intake (g)                                                                                          

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      323603.509      107867.836       8.43    <.0001                                               

 

       Error                       60      767414.007       12790.233                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             63     1091017.515                                                                                    

 

 

                    R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE    N_intake__g_ Mean                                                            

 

                    0.296607      20.39100      113.0939             554.6266                                                            

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1     101669.0710     101669.0710       7.95    0.0065                                               

       C_F                          1     187790.5948     187790.5948      14.68    0.0003                                               
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       C_F*Additive                 1      34143.8429      34143.8429       2.67    0.1075                                               

 

Dependent Variable: N_in_feaces__g_   N in feaces (g)                                                                                    

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      217388.904       72462.968       4.71    0.0051                                               

 

       Error                       60      922757.292       15379.288                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             63     1140146.196                                                                                    

 

 

                   R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE    N_in_feaces__g_ Mean                                                          

 

                   0.190668      61.71114      124.0133                200.9576                                                          

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1     144631.3485     144631.3485       9.40    0.0032                                               

       C_F                          1      63347.2000      63347.2000       4.12    0.0468                                               

       C_F*Additive                 1       9410.3554       9410.3554       0.61    0.4372                                               

 

Dependent Variable: N_in_urine__g_   N in urine (g)                                                                                      

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      65720.8857      21906.9619      11.31    <.0001                                               

 

       Error                       58     112381.8275       1937.6177                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             61     178102.7131                                                                                    

 

 

                   R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE    N_in_urine__g_ Mean                                                           

 

                   0.369006      22.90176      44.01838               192.2053                                                           

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1     48529.47427     48529.47427      25.05    <.0001                                               

       C_F                          1     11385.47482     11385.47482       5.88    0.0185                                               

       C_F*Additive                 1      5591.77169      5591.77169       2.89    0.0947                                               

 

 

Dependent Variable: N_in_manure__g_   N in manure (g)                                                                                    

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3     239304.3669      79768.1223      11.10    <.0001                                               

 

       Error                       58     416797.9310       7186.1712                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             61     656102.2979                                                                                    
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                   R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE    N_in_manure__g_ Mean                                                          

 

                   0.364736      22.85260      84.77129                370.9481                                                          

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1     181671.5767     181671.5767      25.28    <.0001                                               

       C_F                          1      34692.6168      34692.6168       4.83    0.0320                                               

       C_F*Additive                 1      21671.5899      21671.5899       3.02    0.0878                                               

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ANOVA pH, AMMONIA AND VFA 
 

 

Dependent Variable: pH   pH                                                                                                              

 

                                              Sum of                                                                                     

      Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                                

 

      Model                        3      0.03609956      0.01203319       0.31    0.8145                                                
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      Error                       32      1.22275152      0.03821099                                                                     

 

      Corrected Total             35      1.25885108                                                                                     

 

 

                       R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE       pH Mean                                                                

 

                       0.028677      3.111986      0.195476      6.281401                                                                

 

 

      Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                                

 

      Additive                     1      0.01119303      0.01119303       0.29    0.5921                                                

      C_F                          1      0.01245327      0.01245327       0.33    0.5721                                                

      C_F*Additive                 1      0.01245327      0.01245327       0.33    0.5721                                                

                                                                  14:28 Monday, July 1, 2013   

3                                         

 

                                       The GLM Procedure                                                                                 

                                      Least Squares Means                                                                                

 

                                                        H0:LSMean1=                                                                      

                                                          LSMean2                                                                        

                            Additive       pH LSMEAN       Pr > |t|                                                                      

 

                            C             6.26376812         0.5921                                                                      

                            LY            6.29903382                                                                                     

                                                                  14:28 Monday, July 1, 2013   

4                                         

 

                                       The GLM Procedure                                                                                 

                                      Least Squares Means                                                                                

 

                                                       H0:LSMean1=                                                                       

                                                         LSMean2                                                                         

                              C_F         pH LSMEAN       Pr > |t|                                                                       

 

                              40 60      6.30000000         0.5721                                                                       

                              60 40      6.26280193                                                                                      

                                                                  14:28 Monday, July 1, 2013   

5                                         

 

                                       The GLM Procedure                                                                                 

                                      Least Squares Means                                                                                

 

                                                                LSMEAN                                                                   

                         C_F      Additive       pH LSMEAN      Number                                                                   

 

                         40 60    C             6.26376812           1                                                                   

                         40 60    LY            6.33623188           2                                                                   

                         60 40    C             6.26376812           3                                                                   

                         60 40    LY            6.26183575           4                                                                   

 

 

                          Least Squares Means for effect C_F*Additive                                                                    

                              Pr > |t| for H0: LSMean(i)=LSMean(j)                                                                       

 

                                     Dependent Variable: pH                                                                              

 

i/j              1             2             3             4                                                           

 

                     1                      0.4374        1.0000        0.9834                                                           
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                     2        0.4374                      0.4374        0.4254                                                           

                     3        1.0000        0.4374                      0.9834                                                           

                     4        0.9834        0.4254        0.9834                                                                         

 

 

 

Dependent Variable: NH3   NH3  

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3     28.54555556      9.51518519      14.79    <.0001                                               

 

       Error                       32     20.58444444      0.64326389                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             35     49.13000000                                                                                    

 

 

                        R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE      NH3 Mean                                                               

 

                        0.581021      12.97095      0.802037      6.183333                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1      4.41000000      4.41000000       6.86    0.0146                                               

       C_F                          1     21.46777778     21.46777778      33.37    <.0001                                               

       C_F*Additive                 1      2.66777778      2.66777778       4.15    0.0500  

 

 

 

Dependent Variable: Tot_VFA   Tot VFA                                                                                                    

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      2084.72936       694.90979       1.94    0.1428                                               

 

       Error                       32     11457.64587       358.05143                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             35     13542.37523                                                                                    

 

 

                       R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE    Tot_VFA Mean                                                              

 

                       0.153941      17.20776      18.92225        109.9635                                                              

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1     1642.154052     1642.154052       4.59    0.0399                                               

       C_F                          1       41.634756       41.634756       0.12    0.7353                                               

       C_F*Additive                 1      400.940552      400.940552       1.12    0.2979      

 

 

Dependent Variable: Acet   Acet                                                                                                          

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3     138.7341238      46.2447079       1.73    0.1811                                               
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       Error                       32     856.6494804      26.7702963                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             35     995.3836042                                                                                    

 

 

                        R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE     Acet Mean                                                               

 

                        0.139378      8.789872      5.174002      58.86322                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1     62.32049878     62.32049878       2.33    0.1369                                               

       C_F                          1      1.07122500      1.07122500       0.04    0.8427                                               

       C_F*Additive                 1     75.34240000     75.34240000       2.81    0.1032  

 

 

Dependent Variable: Prop   Prop                                                                                                          

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3     313.5757982     104.5252661      16.30    <.0001                                               

 

       Error                       32     205.2330813       6.4135338                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             35     518.8088796                                                                                    

 

 

                        R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE     Prop Mean                                                               

 

                        0.604415      10.25639      2.532496      24.69189                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1      18.5416360      18.5416360       2.89    0.0988                                               

       C_F                          1     264.8647751     264.8647751      41.30    <.0001                                               

       C_F*Additive                 1      30.1693871      30.1693871       4.70    0.0376        

 

 

Dependent Variable: Iso_but   Iso but                                                                                                    

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3     13.16447184      4.38815728     282.42    <.0001                                               

 

       Error                       32      0.49720424      0.01553763                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             35     13.66167608                                                                                    

 

 

                       R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE    Iso_but Mean                                                              

 

                       0.963606      17.46118      0.124650        0.713869                                                              

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1      0.00962688      0.00962688       0.62    0.4370                                               

       C_F                          1     13.15355735     13.15355735     846.56    <.0001                                               
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       C_F*Additive                 1      0.00128761      0.00128761       0.08    0.7753  

 

 

Dependent Variable: But   But                                                                                                            

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3     134.2003290      44.7334430      32.48    <.0001                                               

 

       Error                       32      44.0759936       1.3773748                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             35     178.2763226                                                                                    

 

 

                        R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE      But Mean                                                               

 

                        0.752766      8.961220      1.173616      13.09661                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1       5.1287151       5.1287151       3.72    0.0626                                               

       C_F                          1     126.6825284     126.6825284      91.97    <.0001                                               

       C_F*Additive                 1       2.3890854       2.3890854       1.73    0.1972   

 

 

Dependent Variable: Iso_val   Iso val 

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      4.76162789      1.58720930     103.38    <.0001                                               

 

       Error                       32      0.49131511      0.01535360                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             35      5.25294300                                                                                    

 

 

                       R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE    Iso_val Mean                                                              

 

                       0.906469      10.37914      0.123910        1.193833                                                              

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1      1.33864900      1.33864900      87.19    <.0001                                               

       C_F                          1      2.48272544      2.48272544     161.70    <.0001                                               

       C_F*Additive                 1      0.94025344      0.94025344      61.24    <.0001    

 

 

Dependent Variable: Val   Val                                                                                                            

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      1.38914919      0.46304973       6.86    0.0011                                               

 

       Error                       32      2.16078511      0.06752453                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             35      3.54993431                                                                                    
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                        R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE      Val Mean                                                               

 

                        0.391317      18.54303      0.259855      1.401361                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1      0.00268669      0.00268669       0.04    0.8432                                               

       C_F                          1      1.12890625      1.12890625      16.72    0.0003                                               

       C_F*Additive                 1      0.25755625      0.25755625       3.81    0.0596     

 

 

Dependent Variable: A_P   A/P                                                                                                            

 

                                               Sum of                                                                                    

       Source                      DF         Squares     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Model                        3      4.64086341      1.54695447      44.95    <.0001                                               

 

       Error                       32      1.10122650      0.03441333                                                                    

 

       Corrected Total             35      5.74208990                                                                                    

 

 

                        R-Square     Coeff Var      Root MSE      A_P Mean                                                               

 

                        0.808219      7.620127      0.185508      2.434452                                                               

 

 

       Source                      DF     Type III SS     Mean Square    F Value    Pr > F                                               

 

       Additive                     1      0.82222456      0.82222456      23.89    <.0001                                               

       C_F                          1      2.62135107      2.62135107      76.17    <.0001                                               

       C_F*Additive                 1      1.19728778      1.19728778      34.79    <.0001         
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