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UNANED

nsfniiffngussasdiileUssidiunavesnmaiaiunaninuedauuaiide (actic acid bacteria,
LAB) Tuawslauy 7isziu 200 niusetu senisiuldvedlavus Usinauazesdusznaunianiives
s mavasedlileuignuasleadlatinddoudiuiu 8 i wadunduaiuan (dldSunisiady LAB)
wazngunaasy (W3unsiasy LAB 200 n3u/du) nisnaassduszeziian 48 Ju Usznaumeszezuium
13 Fu uagsveziiudoya 35 Ju lnewdsszeninudegraiu 5 5oU souaz 7 Ju LAB miﬁnﬂﬁvmuma
&o Streptococcus thermophilus, Lactobacillus acidophilus Wag Bifidobacterium fAiflanududu
Y9aUNIENTINUTEN 1.0 x 10° CFU/g nan1sfinwmuinnisiasy LAB Lifinaegnsfiteddgvneada
(P>0.05) slptuting Usinaunisiuldvedavus Ysunanihuy wazesduseneumaniilutiuy egnslsh
a1y mMsaelueuAnmIsFneInarensasy LAB Tussrufiumnsrstunazlulauussesduresnisliuy
s?fqﬁmmﬁaqmﬁwé’wmqq LﬁaﬂssLﬁuﬁfﬂEJmwsluﬂ'15U%’Uﬂqqau'mm'wvmm%mﬁuaﬂﬂumiuwm%auasm
Falausoly
ANEARY: wARRANULATALUATILSE, U'%mmﬁmu, papUsEnaUMaATluLY, Usunanisiule, Taus
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Abstract

This study aims to evaluate the effects was supplemented with lactic acid bacteria (LAB)
in dairy cow feed at a level of 200 grams per day on nutrient intake, milk yield, and milk
chemical composition. The experiment used 8 crossbred Holstein Friesian dairy cows, divided
into a control group (not supplemented with LAB) and an experimental group (supplemented
with LAB 200 grams/day). The experiment was conducted for 48 days, including a 13-day
adaptation period and a 35-day data collection period, which was divided into five 7-day
collection periods. The LAB supplemented used in this study consisted of Streptococcus
thermophilus, Lactobacillus acidophilus, and Bifidobacterium, with a live microbial
concentration of approximately 1.0 x 10° CFU/g. The results showed that LAB supplementation
did not have a statistically significant effect (P>0.05) on body weight, nutrient intake, milk yield,
or milk chemical composition. However, future studies should investigate the effect of LAB
supplementation at different levels and in early-lactation cows with high energy demands to
clearly assess its potential for improving dairy cow production performance in tropical
conditions.

Keywords: Lactic acid bacteria, Milk yield, Milk composition, Nutrient intake, Dairy cows

1. umidn
nsndmiuslagunmgaienevauesaufesnsvawmaiafifistuduaauiiniedAyues
amammammam“[ﬁuﬂwi“mﬂm mumimmsmammaLuaﬂumwmﬁwmum wigaUszau
{Jmmmuﬂi ansnwnisnanuagaunniudlesutuussmaduaaundu (Wanapat et al,
2019) {‘]ﬁmsmﬂmmmwammumammammuﬂummawu LAwA AULATEAIINAINTY AN
osiliasinane waranuynueslsad LS nLay szqmlﬂamﬂsumiﬂgmuuasmLLWiwawaiuWWiuIﬂ
U mammuamJmmml,ﬂuaaNEJﬂumﬁﬂummuaaﬂwﬂaamEJLLa Fafulunismaununisldans
Ugmuﬂuﬂmaaﬂﬂum Fatlgtunsliinslulednldsuauadladiviulugusmadondiidnanimly
MavaunuansUTue mawesulnslulefnnatluemslaundaiefiunsiuldvosinquitsuaz nnsedn
nsalutussinedis Inslanensnozdmuaznsnlnsiiondn duduasiuddalunsdaameziima
waalaauazlufuluthug (Nalla et al, 2022) mswasuide Lactobacillus plantarum waz Bacillus
subtitis Tuemslauntasanmundunsalunssime g ylssmnsvesuuaiiseiden deloiiuty
Fedsnalinmandananlutusemedny (VFAS) g9t uﬂﬂamimmamammumLLaVUimmIﬂ'ﬁmu‘Lumum
(Liu et al., 2022) uaﬂmﬂuLLaﬂmmLawLmﬂmLismﬂa"Lﬂmsaaﬂqmwmanvmﬂuivuumqmummi
vaslauy Jian et al. (2021) wui1nsiasu Lactobacillus 5311 Bacillus TuermsiaanigigTuauna
duv3dlunszimnzgin lneifiuuszvinsvesnuaiiiGeigeaidely W Fibrobacter succinogenes uag
Ruminococcus flavefaciens Fadsmalsinisdesidelouaznisnanninluiussimediofiudusgail
tludndy aenadosiu Uyeno et al. (2015) iTeauiuanfnuedauuafifetisinussduaruniunse-
sdlunssmnzgulivngan (pH 6.0-6.7) Faluannsfidadenshnuveseuleidosmagloauasis
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fiwaglaa wan1ni Nocek and Kautz (2006) mwmwLLaﬂmﬂLLaﬁumLwﬂ‘mLiwwmﬂumsﬂmﬂum’a“
ﬂimLﬂuiuﬂsuwauﬁLmu (rumen acidosis) IﬂaLa‘wwﬂuiﬂwlmummwuluﬂsmzum Fareanaudes
mamsmsﬂsﬂﬂuaﬂLaULLauﬁmwwwwaLmLmuaaﬁm wiu Asaanglusiu (lipolysis) snniAulUlutdures
ns1Wuy uenannd Golder and Lean (2023) 578914390751454 Bifidobacterium longum Wag
Enterococcus faecium TusmslausannsaansiuiunuadiFenelsaludld Wiugfiduiu uazansns
nsinlsadusniauldegnefidudday denndastunisfinwives Philippeau et al. (2021) finuinla
wuitlgsulnslulefnisesfunes immunoglobulin G (IgG) waz immunoglobulin A (1gA) TugSuuaziug
F9N31NqUAIUAY nsldid e Streptococcus thermophilus, Lactobacillus acidophilus uaz
Bifidobacterium LﬂuwumﬂaLuaamﬂmmamwLﬂuﬂsviwumaﬂﬁvmumsaaaLLavmimmﬂmuv
wuAiBemenitamwaanselunsansauanRnuazuuameslady mmaauawaumaﬂakﬂ diuns
doouanlng Laznszdunsiaiauesdunasiivslovilumaiuens whirnuidedeunthazuans
nauInvasnsasulnsluledin winsAnwdmlngdndidunisluwanunviswedlifinnnueienain
AINTOUTY afmqmlumamammwmmﬂws”awﬁwaﬁummﬂ% LAB wananewusinauiulusesiu
200 nfustotu lulausildssmeld annmmtouturenlsuelne Sudnvaensdouarlnmunnsd
uanstseenly

Faiunsideiitnquisasdiilofnumavesnisiaduuanfinuedauuaiide (Streptococcus
thermophilus, Lactobacillus acidophilus wag Bifidobacterium) Iua’lmﬂﬂum&iaﬁmmﬁému
seAUsznaumaeiilutiug wazmsauldvednwuy Fwadilaes L‘Uusuamawumﬂumiwmmamimmﬂﬂ
u:u‘wmmyammm‘uLﬂwmiﬂimaaﬂﬂuﬂuﬂsvmﬂl‘m msﬂ,mamammaaﬂummau

2. gunsaluazdsnig
2.1 N1529NLUUNISNAFDY
= 3 ‘Ny 4 a = o U a al 1 1
nsfnwaselldnsSeuiisulag group t-test @wSunsiUSeuisusEndng 2 nau (Group
. [y ¢ A A o Y [l I I 1 LY} 2 | 1

comparison) I@aisi’ﬂﬂumaﬂmauwuﬁaaiamuﬂalﬂjau 913U 8 /1 wundy 2 nau nguay 4 @ laud nay
AUAY (n=4) lmummimwiuiﬂLaiummaﬂmmm%mwﬂmL':?EJ LLavﬂaumaaq (n=4) lmummwu‘m
SUAsLARRNLETALUATISY 200 nSurafifeTy NMsnAaedLilsyaznameEY 48 Su Usenaudiesyey
JSuda 13 1u LLazsszzmusuayJa 35 Ju laghusszesiiudagraduy 5 59U 50Ua 7 T4 N15NAA09
AR UNIST WIS UTANY @117V IUTANTTUNITHANE M LALNITIANTT AENINYINTEITUYVR
UMNINYIBYAIVATUASUNS

2.2 dniMAanazNIsINNIg

duidenlauniuggnuanleadlatniideuszduidon 87.5% fAife1giade 9.4 + 1.2 T USanaunsls
uleAe 10.28 + 2.49 Alanfu Sruiudulvunieds 140 + 47.75 Sy mﬂmiﬂuﬂumﬁmmmmaa
sussiuthmingalae fasovendasamedaln sindudadenlaiiihimineds 488.25 + 114.40
Alan$u (mean + SD) §1wu 8 #1 wdnngu neasdlaeliiBn1sduuuudie (simple random sampling)
sondu 2 NquNITMIAaBY NgNaz 4Iﬂwﬂmamaaﬂuﬂaﬂm AN 2 x 3 LIRS wmwmmmavm
LENUAREHT LLawlﬂ'ﬁ‘Uﬂ’lSﬁ]ﬂﬂ’]'ﬁ&l’]@JJJ’lGli%’lUﬂ’l’iLﬁEN(ﬂiﬂullsUaﬂW’]ﬁJ Tne T#3uemmatutuay 2 ads (41
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07.00 1. wa¥y"E 15.00 1) AUSERU 1.5% vosiming ussiuilmnzaudmiulaualuszerliuy
muFuUzve NRC (2001) wasmianzauiussiunananuuvadtanaaestunisdineil Ussnoudae 1
avsBen 30% T 26% nndaundes 20% ninundu 18% wWidng 5% uaznde 1% Tesdusenauni
Tonwug leun Tnquits 89.5% TUsAuveny 16.29% lusiu 4.3% 1elevie1u 11.8% 1 8.6% NDF 34.5 ADF
17.8% ADL 2.09% waglad 12.5% uaziefiwaglad 16.7% wagldsuanmserudunaannay (Mixed
grass) WUULNT (ad libitum) flesdusznaumslavugldun Tnguis 18.5% TUsAuvey 10.8% lusfu
2.1% LEJE]IEJ‘VIEJ’]‘U 32.0% 191 13.2% NDF 67.3% ADF 38.5% ADL 7.73% Lezjaaiaa 29.6% uazladl
waglad 28.8% sunadlthavenliiunaenian

2.3 dnwnizvasuaninuadauuaiiGedld

nansfasiuanfnwedawuafiiefildlunsmaasdldunisiusesainesinisdaasufanisiauaums
Ussinelng Uizﬂauﬁaﬁlu‘?ﬂ{aﬁﬁuw%éﬁ%‘im 3 aneiug Lawn Streptococcus thermophilus, Lactobacillus
acidophilus wag Bifidobacterium ?iaLﬁuLLUﬂﬁSaLmimmﬂﬁﬁ@mamﬁ’amﬁamw laun

Streptococcus thermophilus nannsauaninlasinisy aunsalsvaninanudunsa-analu
nIEINEIMIL duaduaniindenivnzausensiyvesqauvdfidenidely wazdieifinustavznm
nsgosLanlag

Lactobacillus acidophilus finywanansalunisdaineiudeymafiuenns drewasugiduiu
waznAnassusqaunisnolsn wu wuame3ledu ninuaniin uazansiugatndug

Bifidobacterium fiunuwlunsduangiinidungy B waznsnlutuaiedu Pasaiuadaniny
wdauswessuuifuiu wazannsonaulussuumaiuems

wandneiddlsznoulaedssana T dhun 92%, Wiaa 79, nElUsiu 0.6% waviinisiasy
ansiigaslunisaadvendnsingl Usenaudie ansiasuninunss (Stabilizer) INSA28 way INS440 531
fediTadlwieas (Emulsifier) INS471

wanfnuadauuaisedlilunisaassifanududureniunisifinssann 1.0 x 10° CFU/

1%
=

muansgrundndadiinsluledndmsudndipeides mehausuduvesenauameiugnelin
Usglevivaeusenssielauy

< v a I's

2.4 M3nudayauaznsiAIIzy

Uminaa (body weight)

ﬁmiﬂé\’waﬂﬂumgﬂﬁuﬁﬂiui’uLLiﬂsuaﬁme%“UéhLLazi’uqmﬁwmaﬁwzLﬁu%ﬁ,ﬂaiul,wiaziau
nsnaaes laglaiginsousn (heart girth) mwaeinla Imaﬁ@ﬁuﬁaaﬁa 3 AuLa AL ALRA S L UEN
nsiavilaglvlaguuuiuisey vmtmsasstieglumunisingay nduinsevanuiudun
niafgavesen naanseanazUn wazsiuldaiivdnnin innsing 3 aTuietiAudy WA15e

d' % ) 96’ v v Y ’6’ LYERY) 0'73 ad . N

YN AUIAI U MUINENAIA8ENNS UNHNER (AN.) = 4.142 x (Sauan, 91.)°"> a1u3sves Heinrichs
et al. (2007)
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n1snulA (feed intake)

ns¥ausinamsaulailnedaiminemstusarermsmeruiieuliuazfuemsiindeludh
fusialunounsliemsiionn vhnstufindeyanniunaen 5 Juresszesfuteyaluusazsounis
NAABY F0E190MNTT Az sTimd egnguiunniuiil esusndudaeg 1159 (composite
sample) @SUIATIENDIAUTENOUMALAT N1TIATILYBIAUTENBUNINATIVEIDIMNTYIINNNITUIN Y
Y99 Association of Official Analytical Chemists (AOAC, 2005) I@aimiwﬁﬁ'@quﬁﬂ (Dry matter, DM)
lUsAuneu (Crude protein, CP) lusiu (Ether extract, EE) Felovey (Crude fiber, CF) wazia (Ash)
drumshesendelefiliazarsluansazarefiidunans (Neutral detersent fiber, NDF) waudeleiily
avaneluansazanefidunsa (Acd detergent fiber, ADF) ¥11¢1135984 Van Soest et al. (1991)
nseaUSInansivldvednvusyinlaeldaunis fel

Tnwuzneuiu (M51) = Yivtdhens (h3u) x Weswudlawuzluomsnouiu

Tnwugndaiu (h$1) = divthesnsiiude (n5) x wWesduMausluemsiiunde

TnyueAtuld (n30) = Tnwurdoudu - Inyusndsiu

Uinaiuauazesdusznaumaniiluuy

Umnaniuugnduiinyniusinnsiauu 2 ass (41 05.00 u. waz1e 16.00 1) AABATEEZLIAN 5
fuvesnafvdoyausazsou Tnedaimdnihusserdesdsiminuin 30 Alanu degrsiuugnifu
TudndrumuuSunaniuui eduazine (proportional composite sampling) Tuumaziu LN
pseesrUszneumaaiidiewsos LactoStar e Tuiu (Fat) Tshu (Protein) waalna (Lactose)
yosudslaisanluiu (Solid not fat, SNF) aumuuiy (Density) uazqaBonuds (Freezing point) A3
aLmﬁmamﬂimauwLﬂﬁ[,umuumimaﬂgummmmmﬂmmLmEN LactoStar Imammiaaumw
1304 (Calibration) NoWNTIATIENAIDENNNATY ez Tmszsisetnen 3 asafiomeanads

2.5 M3nszidaya

foyanamungniinszilagld Repeated-measures ANOVA LiloUseifiunavasnisiaduuanin
LeTauuaTiSesorrneiiiusuugnalusasiogne (Wu Yunaiug esuszneumaniiludug
waznisnulavadiaue) lneriladwmaveindunaass (Treatment), 13an (Periods) wagUduiussening
nauuazan Mmaesiziintagldlusunsudnsagy SPSS Version 23 anuuand1eg1sdited1Agymig
afiAf91saNiisEiu P<0.05 doyafiuandlusuanads (Mean) + A1AuAaIALAABLLMSEIU (Standard
Error of the Mean, SEM)

3. NANINARDILALINTA]

3.1 MmawAsuulasasimingala
MAwanIsAnvinsaiunaninuedanuaiiFsluemslauuiiszdu 200 nfusefu dunansluy

Table 1 wuinlausnguaUANKaznauAldsunsiaTy LAB filmindaGuduiade 501.00 wag 504.00

Alansu sud iy Fslifianuunnsnseneidedfynisedn (P>0.05) wawdleduaanisvnass lauungs

Agri. Sci. Soc. J. (Vol. 1 No. 2) 5
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munuaznguitldsunisiai LAB Siwiindainde 512.50 waw 508.25 Alandu mudiy dliiuansis
AuagiitdAynadauiu (P=0.97) nansAnwiiaenndasiuseaiures Golder et al. (2020) #
wuinmstasunaninuedauuaiisslusimslaudlidmansenuegreilfoddaiotmindnaznns
Wasuulasthmiing Wuiieadu Doyle et al. (2019) fissyiniaiadugdunidinslulofnsauds LAB iin
fnansenudaaulundvaansuTuuIaTeuuNISEg eI TLATA YA INNILAUDIMITUINATINS
Wasuulasihming Imamﬂm’wummLLmﬂGi’maamﬁﬁaﬁwﬁ’igﬁawLfJuwammﬂﬂaiﬂmit,ul,muaa?ﬁu
vasladilifuy Fomenky et al. (2018) svyinnisiaiu LAB o1afinaufudaduvesnsnlusiussimednely
nspimnzgy Jeenaiiindadiuvesnsalnsiieaindeninezdian nsalnsfioodnduasdeiulunis
Fuasiginglaa Fuduundmdsnuddgiilulilunsdaeneddmauanlnglutiumg wiuilazgn
Wasudulnalamuniolusiuazay Liu et al. (2022) szyinmsmevausswestaussionsiasy LAB 819
wansingiusNsruzuaInIsiviuy tnelalussesfuuaznanavesnshiuudnaevauessde LAB laandinlaly
szoginevesmsiun esanlaluszordulaznansvesnisivuniinnudeansmdsnugauasiinandes
sonlilaunaresnszuIuNSwNUEATLTIIINN T fatdu mslimuauuansasadRluimdng 3
agvioudnaiau LAB Tussduilinadiinsoaunandaaugniianunsnilugmsasauiminegedl
Soddlulauntiesnanwesnsiiuumeldannznnaoduundou

Table 1 Effect of LAB supplementation on body weight change of dairy cows.

Treatment SEM P-value
Control 200g/d LAB
Body weight (kg)
Initial 501.00 502.75 80.339 0.736
Final 512.50 509.75 79.554 0.771
Body weight change 11.50 7.00 4.387 0.210

SEM: standard error of the means (n = 8)

3.2 Ysunaumsnulavaslnauzlula
nansAnuUsInamsiuldvedavuglulauildfunsasuanfinwednuwuafiGefisedu 200 n3y
foTu uansly Table 2 wuiinsiasy LAB lufinansevuegsiidudAgnisana (P>0.05) aaUsununis
Aulrvaainguiasin (DM total), ludiu (EE), WWssiunenu (CP), 101 (Ash), Felovenu (CF), Weledill
avaneluansazanefilunans (NDF) waziiolefildazaneluansazarefiiunse (ADF) 1USunannsiuld
vesinguittsnlunguniunuuaznguiildFunaiaiy LAB winiu 10.41 wag 9.96 Alanfusiotu audsy
(P=0.754) waruUinumsiuldvendelevelungumunuuazngy LAB windu 1.91 uay 2.04 Alandu
Aatu muany (P=0.662) MskinumnuuanasegeltedAgviadaluuSuianisiulavesinguis
(DM intake) Tunsinwil denndasiusieauwes Golder and Lean (2023) wag Philippeau et al.
(2021) FewuinsiesulnslulodnlulauusinlidwadeUsinunsiuldvesinguisesnaiitoddny naln
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msoonguisvewaninuedauuaiefiasudnludy ldldfumumlaensdunisnseduarmesinerms
uiunummdnlunsUuaunagduvddlugin uaznsanmisazanvesnsauanin dudunisriaunaves
mswsin msilausdldlunsmaassegludisliuaissivnandnaeuinaned uazldsuemsiifigaama
lavunsmsnganegan ilissuunsudinlunssimiggauiiauades sty LAB Tuan1iedsnand
Faflnarenissnwanmindounielugiuu Tnzanesudaidosnnnnitnisnssduliiinnsdudy
ogsdunduesUTinamsiuld nadndiiaonndasiu Ma et al. (2020) wag Nocek and Kautz (2006)
fiszyimsiesugaunidlusziunimielulauaifszuunmsingumasiiug fhlldmwasonisnszdunis
Aueimns widimaunsiuldveadelovervaghiinnuunnsiameada uinisi LAB dreufuuse
adesnmesguuaztieli madesldveadels Tunsumgsiuudty Wosndiednussduamnudy
n3A-Aafimangay (pH 6.0-6.7) %aLgaﬁiamiﬁwmmmL@ﬂ%ﬁ&i@&%@‘[ﬁﬁ wonantl nstuldvesidsiiu
venudldunnenatuegiafidedde (P=0.484) erafertasiunmafindszansarnnnsldusslomian
Tulmsiaulunszimnzgim Tng LAB freusuaunausznsqdunsd annsudnueuluiie waziiiunis
Hupsreilushuanqaunisvilflaasalivssloninnlulnaaulfogedssnsamaniy

Table 2 Effect of LAB supplementation on feed intake of dairy cows.

Treatment SEM P-value
Control 200g/d LAB

Intake (Kg/d)

DM total 10.41 9.96 1.437 0.754
DM Concentrates 5.29 5.80 0.822 0.542
DM Roughage 5.13 4.15 0.909 0.301
EE 0.17 0.15 0.024 0.410
CcP 1.22 1.09 0.325 0.484
Ash 0.35 0.32 0.053 0.627
CF 1.91 2.04 0.274 0.662
NDF 4.90 4.43 0.787 0.563
ADF 3.83 3.74 0.933 0.850

DM; Dry matter, EE; Ether extracts, CP; Crude protein, CF; Crude fiber, NDF; Neutral detergent
fiber, ADF; Acid detergent fiber, SEM: standard error of the means (n = 8)

3.3 Usinaniuauazasdusznaumaniiluuy

eI LLaRRNLTARUATISE (LAB) Tiszsu 200 nfusefuseUsmnaniunuazesUssnay
maeilutuala faaadly Table 3 wuinnsiasy LAB lidswaunnaegrelidedagynieada (P>
0.05) steUsinainsiadefindnsdetu (11.08 Alansu/fu lunguaiuas Wieuiu 10.71 Alan3u/u lu
naw LAB, P=0.205) uarlivilviAnauuandsedisdifoddmsadinlussdusznavtesiiu sialusy

Agri. Sci. Soc. J. (Vol. 1 No. 2) 7
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yesUsuaiindndeTunazdndrumand (Wosidud) Tiun Usinadluty, Tsfiy, veswdslsisuloiu (SNF)
wazuanlag mﬂu’wummLmﬂm"maa'wﬁﬁ'aé’ﬂﬁ’zgmaﬁmuﬁaLLUima"]fj AAARBINUTIIIUNIT
AAs12909 Ottenstein et al. (2022) inuimsiasuadunidiaeasslulaussinlidssadonanamiiu
Tudeedn nalnitesunemsldnuauuansnsiiinantadonieassineuaglnruinisnanelsznis 39
ﬂ'1iwiﬂuuwiﬂumimaaqaﬂumaﬂmwaqmﬂmuuu wﬂmmmmaqmawawmﬂumamammuuasﬂ,u
szl LLavwamuwmﬁ]meumﬂﬂivammwmi&JaﬁmimumsﬂiUU?@I@&J LAB Jagndnassluiiie
mamawamumaiﬂmsvmumamammmaﬂﬂhmﬂm’lm mvmumiqumamammuuammuamﬂw
uenaNi LAB aqiulmwmmiﬂ&JmiﬂumsﬂsvmummmaaﬁuwmmsuaaﬂumiaaLﬂ'ﬁ’wmt,awuuu’mm
Tuduy W WWswariuviooandindy dadunalnddalunsiudSunaning nansfnunduansls
W LAB flunumdidgylusiunisnaaissn nuetszsuug0sa1msuasguainyeslauy 11nn3nis
Usuidsugunidaedivesiuslaenss dmfunislanunnuuandsedtedioddnlussdusznounis
wflvesinuatiy Fomenky et al. (2018) seyimavos LAB m'aaqﬁﬂizﬂauﬁmuﬁm’mﬁumugﬂLLazﬁﬂ
Ll¥nafindueu wonanid LAB frnasrinsenisiudsuudasnszuiunsuunueaduvesasormslusu
wazualnenss wisasusvanmeduridlugunlineaniufn dewalinisudsusUasnim
ot Tusiy waswarlpdluihuslifauusnissadfosadamudofisutunguaiuny

Table 3 Effect of LAB supplementation on milk yield and chemical composition in dairy

COWS.
Treatment
Control 200g/d LAB >EM Pvalue
Yield
Milk yield (Kg/d) 11.08 10.71 1.426 0.205
Fat (g/d) 503.44 476.73 66.023 0.137
Solid non-fat (g/d) 954.50 926.51 117.974 0.539
Protein (g/d) 347.49 336.94 42.838 0.605
Lactose (g/d) 508.33 493.82 62.587 0.618
Total solid (g/d) 1457.94 1403.23 0.223 0.556
Milk composition (%)
Fat 4.52 4.48 1.437 0.135
Solid non-fat 8.69 8.64 0.247 0.843
Protein 3.17 3.14 0.070 0.929
Lactose 4.64 4.61 0.103 0.776
Total solid 13.22 13.13 178.513 0.238
Density 1.0225 1.0225 0.023 1.000

SEM: standard error of the means (n = 8)
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