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Saccharomyces cerevisiae L‘ﬁyai 1 Rhizopus oryzae, Aspergillus niger wagWuAiLsY Lactobacillus delbruckii, Bacillus
spp. dnaautAlunsdeslusiunazivdsuluiduuding nsnezdlu uazuouluie uammﬁaéw%ﬁﬁﬂdwam?fﬁﬂa
Uiuﬂaumﬂmaimmamau%uL%aaLaa \Wu Trichoderma harzianum naudinanioulusiesluiasa 1wy R orzae wazdingy
ﬂuamaimmmmwamaﬂmaaawﬂwmﬂmaﬂ Leluri A. niger, A. oryzae, A. phoenicis uavuwuaiilse Penicilium sp. A3
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ABSTRACT: This article was prepared from available literatures on the use of microbes to increase production
performance in ruminants. Microbes have been used for several purposes in which improving nutrient content
especially crude protein and reducing fiber content in animals feed are primarily reviewed. Information about the
microbes capable to improve crude protein content such as Saccharomyces cerevisiae, Rhizopus oryzae, Aspergillus
niger, Lactobacillus delbruckii and Bacillus spp. are provided. The microbes utilizing proteins and changing them
into peptides, amino acids, and ammonia, are also reviews. In addition, cellulase-producing fungal zoospore such as
Trichoderma harzianum capable of reduce crude fiber by breaking down cellulose and amylase-producing fungal
zoospore such as R. oryzae used for fiber decomposition are included in this article. Other groups of fungi producing
fiber-degrading enzymes such as A. niger, A. oryzae, A. phoenicis and Penicilium sp. are also explained. The use of
these microbes can improve ruminant fermentation thus improving the animal production. However, the microbe
may yield other fermentation products such as volatile fatty acid (VFA) and ammonia nitrogen (NH5-N). They also
carry out microbial protein synthesis. Due to the properties mentioned above, microorganisms are commonly used
in ruminant feed as a guideline for increasing the growth of microorganisms, nutrients digestibility, productivity of
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both milk and meat quality. However, other factors contributing to the success of using microbes in ruminant
production including surrounding environment, quantity and type of feed, microbe’s species, proportion of roughage
to concentrate, and suitability for the animals must be concerned.

Keywords: mixed microbe; yeast; rumen; fermentation; volatile fatty acid
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AetiasrUsenauvadlusiureIuyseannl 3-4% nuaeaa (NDF) @euseun 70.2% wazdanuinanuaidisabunistesls
Y

A10gN 46% (W51, 2533; Aflug uarAe, 2560) wBNIINT Anantasook et al. (2014) Wuirwudeedelaainlsanundn
Wnansefiaaninlusiuneny (crude protein; CP) 2.8% Fsdiodndumlusiufineutnei uwaziiolesau (crude fiber, CF)
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(neutral detergent fiber; NDF) wauifeleftavansldluansazarefilunse (acid detergent fiber; ADF) wenanil Polyorach
et al. (2017a) Anwwhedmiiviindeqdunidaunsaiiusedulusiu sufeuninanssdusznaudeolsldun NDF way ADF
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1.1 msldaduvsdinamnanamelusiuluingavainisdnd

9
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TWsfu 21nN391897u983 Polyolarch et al. (2012) vnns@nwsfudunindas (5. cerevisiae) wuinanunsainlusiuves
shuduldds 47.5% aeandosiun1sseaues Oboh and Akindahunsi (2003) wuindlevhnsminnnsfudendasedad
awug . cerevisiae unan 3 Yu annsnfinTinalusiuvesnintuninldan 4.4 18u 10.9% swdsaamsivlvelud
(cyanide) 910 21.3 wide 9.5 un/nn. arsleerludidenufisedu 50-100 un. awnsavilidninnglivieneliinlsamien
(Okpako et al., 2008) VsiiBardniduunaslsiuidinuaim dsdumadargauludelusfiudszana 40-60% uaziluunds
vpansaezily (amino) ladu (lysine) uag dainu (histidine) (Rossi et al., 2004) iwﬁqL‘ﬁawaéﬁaﬁﬁmaawzmumagﬂ
gonlanthgosyilidnildsuasensitogdiandulusiu wisw uarinfiulddnie
uenninslfideqdunisvannvaneviiananiiy (mixed microbe) annsnuiuusauamivsiuluewnsdng
1§ Gl Tnn591891u849 Polyorach et al. (2014a) Anwinindavdemsinuuiddunidusznousiedad (yeast) uaz
wuaiBefindnnsauanin (LAB) vhmswiiniduszerinan 3 Yu wuhawnsadiulsiuvesnindaundedaeiivan 48.6 1u
70.6% uananil uatuyt wagane (2557) Anwimakanlusfiuainninursuthifusauiu S. cerevisiae waw B. subtilis lu
dM1dU 50:50 Imai%izazl,aa’ﬂumwﬁﬂa&ﬂiﬁ 0, 15, 30 waz 45 Ju wuinArlusAumeIU (crude protein; CP) WA 2.61,
9.44, 11.93 uay 14.77% Auandu Oboh (2006) MeauMsUuTInuammslasuzveUdensiudusvddlasnsningeas
T¥nsusisauifu Lactobacillus delbruckii, L. coryneformis wae S. cerevisae Inenaiidoan 10 n3a (Snsidu 2:1:1) uaz
Waensfud1gnds 1 nn. vimsviniigamgdl 30°C 1Wunan 3 Yu wudhaansaiiia CP 970 8.20 1 21.50% TndiAsaiiy
135318374 Polyorach et al. (2017b) Anwnavein1susuuslnvugvesiudlendslneyihnisningindugdunie laun Bad
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(yeast; Y) auvisgniiusednsam (effective microorganism; EM) wagqauvisgnauvaddan way EM (EMY) wudndudiends
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IndnTiniudunIdasnaidanadon1siiutuvesseau CP agil 42.1 44.2 uag 45.3% Ya4INgUie INTBYARINGTI 919
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QauvEEnTnuantAlumsgesiele (cellulolytic microbe) Fadudnmadeniideuthunldiuingivomnsdnd lasqduvad
FouthuldasUsznaulusmeuunaiide uaziiesn 91nn1sseeuTes Foiklang et al. (2017) vnisusinwnadafiduuuin
AafuAe dunazen aivansazansdad (yeast medium solution; YMS) fi5s#u 1:0, 1:0.5 wag 1:1 (1139712:YMS) #1013
winidunan 21 Yu wuimsmingae YMS 1 2 seu aanseandeleldud elefildazangluansazane@lunans (neutral
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$riduenaiien NDF waz ADF amasann 80.5 tJu 69.6% waz 38.9 1Ju 28.0% dauvadraduduiien NDF waz ADF a7n 75.8
WU 63.4% uay 37.8 1T 25.9% auady d@enAapaiuni551891uY89 Cherdthong et al. (2019) 8VEWa0INITNALVIUAIN
fundesiifinedamiabadndanisndn (post- FYeB) fisesunisiadu 0, 33, 67 uaz 100% anxnsnanidole NDF way ADF 104
nMndawdedld wenaniann1ITIeuYes Zhao et al. (2019) wuitisdnfindngae LAB (Lactobacillus plantrarum)
sfunnimaduszesinan 60 Fu dwasonsanaswendele éun NOF, iwaglaa was 1wluwaglaa lnsaslulawnsnis
IﬂiqaiﬁaawgﬂEJ'aaamaﬁwﬂsmla‘lﬂﬂa%aﬁm oH 81 FaAnainnsndnnsauaniniidunandndiléann L. plantrarum 3n
fanslniniimasisansanssdumsndnnsauanin warduaiunsanefvesansiulawsnddasaindlddngae (Chen
et al, 2017) wona1ni Polyorach et al. (2017a) wuinrhediindindae Aspersillus niger dnansaamiole NDF waz ADF
91 77.3 10U 70.2% waw 50.8 1Ju 49.2% muy idesanidien A. niger fusgansamadlunisudneuleiivagiaauay
Tyuauiua idwarenisiiusziulsiunazanseduread eleld (Ruvwn uavame, 2559) uenanil Aspergillus spp.
annsandnuonles B-glucosidase Miaunsaldosdusznauves lignocelluloses daiuansuszneuidsdounas aniu
waglaa uag wluwaglaa iiAanisliuselovdluidndligean

il fafin1slqAundsuuunan (mixed microbe) Wit ariudnnwlunisgosideleld a1nnsssauves
Samsudin et al. (2013) IfvinsAnwnsusulsamameshsiniedon weenidu 3 ngu ldud 1) vhetrmiinlagll
Fande 2) Wsdhamindaeden A. niger way 3) uagvheinmdnifosmiugdunisiiiiusslewd (effective microorganism;
EM) vinsusdniduian 10 Yu wuimaﬂ'u‘ﬁ' 3 fAnaseidole NDF amaaagj‘ﬁ 82.83, 79.54 way 74.02% ANUAIRU SIUDI ADF
amaaaq'ﬁ 66.45, 63.96 LAy 59.74% AUAITU FadenAdaeTuNISINEIIUTBT Syomiti et al. (2010) ivnsiasy EM was
Fas1 lunednansaan lignocellulos wandliifiudssssunisanasves NDF uas ADF 5aulUds andlu (acid detergent
lignin; ADL) v@ennsd13la UBNINTINNSTENUTDS Polyorach et al. (2017b) ﬁmanﬂﬁﬂ"ﬁ”ﬂﬂgﬂﬂﬁuumaaﬁuﬁmwé’nﬁ

wsuiegduvsdlneutseandu 1) lildiadu 2) wluiedad (veast; ) 3) ddudae EM uag 4) lasudiedursdsin Y uay

'
=

EM (EMY) wuinsiudUsudafiiasude EMY anunsoanidols NDF 910 7.8 104 6.3% uag ADF 910 6.2 18U 4.8% fatunis
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Table 1 Improving nutritional value of agricultural by-products by using microorganisms.

Type of Type of Chemical composition (% of DM)
microbial by-products CcP EE oM CF NDF  ADF Sources
S. cerevisiae Cassava Not ferment  4.4° 36 - 3.8 - - Oboh and
pulp Fermented  10.9° 4.5 - 3.2 - - Akindahunsi (2003)
S. cerevisiae Rice straw  Not ferment 3.1 - 83.4 - 87.7 44.3
Fermented Foiklang et al.
(1:0.5) 11.2 . 84.9 - 80.5 389 (2017)
Fermented
(1:1) 157 . 864 - 69.6 280
Yeast (post- Soybean 0 13.6 - 87.1 - 73.2 554
FYeB) meal 33 13.7 - 87.3 - 725 531  Cherdthong et al.
67 13.7 - 87.3 - 719 527 (2019)
100 14.0 - 87.4 - 71.5 526
A. niger Rice straw  Not ferment 2.1 - 83.7 - 773 548 Polyorach et al
Fermented 9.3 - 89.7 - 70.2 492 (2017a)
L.delbruckii + Cassava Not ferment  82° 3.1° - 12.5 - -
L.corynefor + peel Fermented 21.5% 2.1° - 11.7 - - Oboh (2006)

S. cerevisae

A. niger +EM Rice straw  Not ferment 5.0 - 83.84 82.83 66.45 Samsudin et al.
Fermented 6.1 - 6890 74.02  59.74 (2013)

Yeast+LAB Soybean Not ferment 46.8 32 933 6.6 128 10.2 Polyorach et al.
meal Fermented 706 56 952 5.8 10.6 6.8 (2014)

Yeast+EM Cassava Not ferment 3.5 25 960 - 7.7 6.1 Polyorach et al.
Fermented 453 58 988 - 6.3 4.8 (2017b)

3b< Means in the same row with different superscripts, CP= Crude Protein, EE= Ether Extract, OM= Organic Matter, CF= Crude Fiber,
NDF= Neutral Detergent Fiber, ADF= Acid Detergent Fiber. LAB= Lactic acid bacteria, EM= Effective microorganism

2. msldduridiofiudnenmnsnialudafifedos
2.1 madutinansiulduaznistesldlnuus
UsunansaulduaznisdesldvaslnvuzludnsinondesdUasenarsogradmnioatos wu aruuiiu
ANUTU LATENEEIMEATNBTS Fadnwagnanenmvetensioinduiledufiddy deaninuesnsdnilvejay
Temslalaglaifinnsdurderiulsifounafivmnzay (10-15 wu) Mlrduadonssuiunsieis as nsizomsiiiuunne
Fodldinalumaassedifiunatudnaduszsrnamuieslid Sntuhlrauwsdlunssmnaddeslddun emns
Tyranuannszmnglatn danalaenssnausununisiule Glsai, 2560) uaﬂmﬂ‘lfmwmﬁamﬁuﬁwwé’wm6’] gninunly

a v ¢

wnsnanglunisiluingAvemnsdad ualidedrinniaiunarmidarue 91nN159189U83 Maw wasini (2557) nanai

1

wlaiuiivunalusaureutd1aineg 3% uaziionsiu 1.66% fatuaiadmanennunenistnvusnlimemelufidniae

X Yoo A = a Y] a a a
wotladelinsfnwnisiiunislduselenilaenisasugaunidluems
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21NNIFIIBIUVBI Piamphon et al. (2014) Anwugiiulesminuausinduduzuds Inendnnguundesane
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& a ' sl N6 o a

RUNIGNUANGNTURD A. niger Uz S. cerevisiae Wulmgiulesninsvdnmeaunidisaesvindwmasie Usuimns
Auldvesinguiis (Dry matter intake; DM) (7.7 vJu 8.5 nn./dw) nsfuldwedavuziasnisdesldvadlnsuslngianisunas
voslUsfune1y iuduainnguilildningdunis (0.8 19U 1.0 waz 0.9% waz 55.1 18w 63.3 way 64.0% Audiv)
A0nAdDITUNNTIIBITUTBY Wanapat et al. (2011) sneeuindevnisiadudadnindudy awnsadfinnisdesldves P,
g (Ether extract; EE) wauifelefildazaneluansavanefifunans (neutral detergent fiber; NDF) uaammf‘jﬁang et al.
(2017) wuhmavesnsiaiudadt s. cerevisiae fmnuannsolunmsifiunisseslfveswdneaduarUTinmunsauliasiu duma
fonaiuturesdnnnaiyivlndedieudeutundguililfiaiy emndadiduumamwesasemsiisidusonis
wigdulanazunnmierendes Baduaeiusannson srfumaaiydvlawasianssueuaiiSeiidendely o
Fibrobacter succinogenes S85 Wagakalun15anszesNnues Ruminococcus albus?, R. flaefacins FD1 way Butyivibrio
fibrisolvens D1 fsuupiiSewmaniaviiidfalunistes cellulose Fadundaaadii

wANAINH Francia et al. (2008) WuiNN135FINTUVBIREUNTEVRI A, niger Ua S. cerevisiae N5V 6.0 wa

v
== a

26 n¥w/nn. aunsnuiulgsnssesldves NOF feiusinaunsuldfifiuduerainainnistesléfigedtu madisturesnis
govlduandolaiinanmsiiusuaulsznses cellulolytic bacteria Ineifesuazdansalainduundansenmsiddey
#un Fndusazusnn Tedsmaronniiudunuiuaiieiisenibols uenaniinisdesldvaslnruslusiudunainan
A. niger waz S. cerevisiae \Jufnsziu proteolytic bacteria (Piamphon et al., 2014) wnluning asnua wazane (2562)
AnwinsUsulssnanmnetfeqdund wa.1 uag essential microorganism (EM) wuaidu 5 ngunsnaassferstad
Tailéuuusenninn (rice straw; RS) ¥msvsinvinadnagae w1 srufusiazdond 0 Fuuae 14 Yu (T1 uay T2) wagyhns
yfnuadnadae EM Samfunniiniadl 0 Yuwes 16 fu (T3 uae T4) wuhusinalusfunervsesngy T fUugety
(3.11 +¥u 6.94 %) 1esanlu EM daAunIdngu Azospirillum Aifauainsaluniseislulngiauld (Roper and Ladha,
1995; pusnIA LavAME 2562) 9193191NTUsALLEAALFE) (single cell protein) fisnannszuaunsasqAulawaznsLiy
FruruveagAunidngudnd 1y saudeusinm NOF wasisluiwaglaa anadlundgy T4 enaidlosnain M fidesilunds
Trichoderma sp., Aspergillus sp. wag Scytalidium thermophilum (ATUANIUA, 2557 wag JUNUI, 2558) Snvadlfanlu
nau Saccharomyces sp. Ssyauradlungudsnantuaziimsliasivlamsslunmassyivlauasduduau defimadiy
FrunuiuaiinnsuanuasdanUaosteulssl cellobiohydrolases way endoglucanases 19 aelun1steaidsalonenu

wlwagladldegaufulssdnsan (naun uazing, 2557)

2.2 myuFuusanszuaummiinanglunssimnzgiuu

v
o

niAgudauinsimuniianiesdl Inelissuunisvdndesivemsdailunseiniz s lagordunisvienu

'
el o @

FuiurerdunidndrAy loun wuaise WUslads wazwesn nszuIumMvuYeIlseInsadunidasivssdvsnmiudes

ogluaniizimnzan Taofldinudunse-ans (pH) Useana 67 wazgamail 39-40°C (Kamra et al,, 2005) uaveglu
anmeiiliifieondiau (anaerobes) (w57, 2533) Fqdunidazdunmeiinanananinelviudninsuseaiollunseuiums
WnUedTuYeIINNekarNTIRaNan19Y Useneuluing nsmludiuseinedne (volatile fatty acids; VFAs) Raun3elusiu
(microbial protein; MP) uay wonluiile-lulnsiau (@ammonia nitrogen; NH;-N) (11, 2533; yadu, 2560) wenaninIsin
dndmvesemaiinadenslinanananiing Tnsewnsiidnfifeadeddsvanlvaiduomnsenuifidolegaiundn fady

a ¢

asnsduves uialalasiau (hydrogen; Hy) waz Arsuaulaeanlas (carbon dioxide; CO,) 1 udu lnvydunsdng
= o U U 1 GzJJ

methanogens aunsadiuldlunsudnduniadiiou (methane; CHy) 19 (yasal, 2555) 8nvisn1sdndndiuretemis

N
U

= a v 2 a a £ ' ' a I3 .
‘1/1'1ﬂl|LL‘{jQ‘Vl8@83@781@Li'ﬂu‘ijill']mu']ﬂLﬂu@'ﬂll(ﬂaQﬂ"liaﬂ&la(ﬂ@ﬂqimﬂiiﬂﬂigLW']%Q']W'WLU‘Uﬂi@ (sub-acute ruminal
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v ¥
o a

acidosis; SARA) (31531, 2560) ﬁaﬁumsLﬁ?@ﬁ;%ﬁ'ﬂ‘iﬁﬁﬂﬁ@ﬁﬁmLﬁauﬁaﬁhamﬁmﬁﬂﬁmim%mlﬁﬂmmaaa;aw?éuas
iWsszdvBamnisdesdelovesqaunidiognelunssimnzgiuldegeiiuszdvsam
IefinsAnuisnavesgduviddrossuuiinaineuasnssuiumsminlunsemne suudedsasonisudsundas
wawdngaveiliannszuIunin :1ns1891uYes Krehbiel et al. (2014) ilovhnsiaiuomsdu 100% Tuusilalviusi
1e¥urinu cannula titenseul¥iiAn acidosis wuinnstiensiaiusie L. acidophilus (5x10 cfu/fu) ansnsaanszeyiia
nsiasuiUasuesr pH T 6 Tdunnninguauaulneinadensiugdunidldnsaanfnuda S. ruminantium i
ansaldnsauaniniiendnnsalnsiiledin (propionic acid) waznsadadiin (succinic acid) Inednisnanlalasiausi
(Asanuma and Hino, 2004) 4ena1nil Brossard et al. (2006) WUIHABS S. cerevisiae @NLSSNE pH Waq’luszéﬁ’uﬁ
wigauls 21nn1sAnEIes Chung et al. (2011) TunaoanaaInulINIsIEsu S. cerevisiae (1x10%° cfu/f/3u) finase
nsiiunsalutuiiszmeldsn (total Volatile fatty acids; TVFA), nsneed@fia (acetic acid; C,), nsalnsileda (propionic
acid; C,), nsata¥13A (butyric acid; C,) Wazamsaandnd1ureInInesdnnaansalnsiiontin (C,:C,) @onAADINUNITINRIU
294 Polyorach et al. (2014b) wuingiudumingan (Yeast-fermented cassava chip protein; YEFECAP) danasonsiinTu
Yo3UsHI TVFA uar G, luvaisdidndiuues C,:C, ansnas 99nn1s@newes Doto et al. (2017) wWisuifisunmsiasudad
imﬁ’ugauw‘%émﬁm?ﬁ'uﬁa yeast culture (YEC), YEC /U B. licheniformis (YBL) %30 YEC fiu C. butyricum (YCB) Wu31 YBL

uay YEC finase C, 1is@iu (3.08 way 4.76% auaiav) walufianuuana1ewes TVFA, C,, C, kag NH; iinsandasiidinag

£
o

annsaldoendianlunismnaigiinianay Oligosaccharide anedus a1nomsuayldiinisndn ethanal, glycerol,
peptide uag amino %"qmamamméﬁmmm‘ﬁ'ﬂiziwuﬂléimaﬁgauﬁéﬁﬁasgmasluﬂimwwgmu waznsldoandlauvesdan
faaeliAnan1ieilimunean anaerobic a?flqamwﬁy%ﬁﬂﬁ’miLﬁ]%iylﬁuimﬂuamﬁw%'sj‘ﬁf%”]ﬁ’aﬂmaLa‘ww cellulolytic
bacteria, proteolytic bacteria Wag amylolytic bacteria Hudu

Jeyanathan et al. (2016) ¥innsLU3auLiisunI5L@3u Propionibacterium freudenreichii 53-W, Lactobacillus
pentosus D31 uag Lactobacillus bulgaricus D1 lagqauvsg ”ﬂna'ngﬂﬁaauuagmlﬁaaﬂmiwam CH, HIUNTZUIUNITHER
viansliuszlomivesuanmnuazduasunisiiuduves propionate lunszing g nsanwasiivhnsanenlusiune
WUl L. bulgaricus D1 wag P. freudenreichii 53-W @a0anan15ann1suan CH, (0.34 10 0.26 way 0.33 10U 0.28 ) us
L. pentosus D31 Wiy VFA iddaldun G, C, waz C, (67.1 viu 604, 17.3 10w 19.5 war 16.3 10y 13.2 mol/100mol

v
a v v [N}

audau) Bnvisdvandndiuves C,iC, (3.9 1w 3.1) ﬁy’aﬁLﬁaqmﬂfﬂqé‘uﬁﬁt,wiaz‘uﬁmﬁmw‘f’mumEﬂummwwgmuﬁumﬁ’m
s L. bulgaricus D1 waw P. freudenreichii 53-W ¥ai8u LAB finasienisans pH Iﬁa&ﬂuamwﬁLﬁunﬁmv‘fﬂﬁﬁ;ﬁuﬁéﬁ
Liasayivlnluanmzidmels swddmasonsanasmwouaiiSeiindnufafing (methanogens) lasnaae ogslsiing
21NMTT1897U883 Polyorach et al. (2018) Anwsiudlzndaiiadudogdunidutseandu 1) lWildiadu 2) adudedad
(yeast, Y) 3) La'%mﬁ’smﬁuw‘%éﬁmizﬁw%mw (effective microorganism; EM) uag 4) LaSumeqauvsesiu Y uag EM (EMY)
wudwmjuﬁm’%uﬁw yeast uay EMY a@nnsaufiudunes VFA, NH, uazan CH, 39 EM fldwuszneundniiddeyfie LAB fifina
vilvinsauandnnailunszmnzsmuieliqdunidlassulunisusunisaraunsauaninnszduliiuanmmlduuadiSovivl

N3z ulinMminlafgdu sunsaedadiunsnin C, dmaionsanansAswuYeInIsHEn CH, (Table 2)



KHON KAEN AGRICULTURE JOURNAL 49 (6): 1628-1643 (2021). /Doi:10.14456/kaj.2021.xx. 1635

Table 2 Effects of microbial supplementation on rumen fermentation parameter and CH, production in ruminants.

Total Acetate Propionate Butylate C;Cs% Methane Ammonia Source
Species VFA ()% (C)) % (Cy) % (CHy) nitrogen
(NH5-N)
Control 32.4 82.2 15.0 2.71% 5.24 - 9.86
yeast culture (YEQ), 34.4 79.6 18.3 2.15° 4.26 - 8.78 Doto and
YEC+ B. licheniformis 34.7 80.8 16.2 3.08% 4.85 - 12.57 Wang
(YBL) 34.7 7.3 17.3 4.76° 4.55 - 9.03 (2017)
YEC + C. butyricum
(YCB)
Control 47.1 72.2 17.8 9.32 4.12 - 12.8
Enterobacter sp., Kwak et al.
Bacillus sp., 47.2 73.1 16.7 9.50 4.63 - 12.5 (2016)
Lactobacillus sp.,
Saccharomyces sp
control 68.3 52.8 17.3 16.4 3.1 0.34 -
P. freudenreichii 53-W  87.6 54.6 18.2 16.3 3.0 0.26*° - Jeyanathan
control 73.5 67.1 17.3 13.2 3.9 0.36 - et al.
L. pentosus D31 98.1 60.4 19.5 14.0 3.1 0.29 - (2016)
control 58.7 60.4 17.5 13.4 3.4 0.33 -
L. bulgaricus D1 65.7 58.2 18.6 14.1 3.1 0.28"7 -
control 88.3"  62.2° 27.5° 10.4 2.3 24.5° 20.4° Polyorach
Yeast + EM 96.9° 52.4¢ 35.9° 11.7 1.5° 18.4° 26.6° et al.
(2018)

b, Means in the same row with different superscripts, EM: Effective microorganism

Y_a S ¢

2.3 N5 1YAUNIIADNISLANNANAAUIUY

3
v

nswamiuslFldUsnamandmiusifuasdaunmieindudsidy Tuansenumanetaiofidemasieuium
wazAmamiuuiild 1y anmwandon Tunsumsinu wazens dsenmadudunumsnanudniigeis 60-70% Snvianns
Fupeihuniendesfulnsuedlesulnenss é’qﬁ?umﬁmmsmaé’mmmﬂﬁgﬂé’mmmmmmmmmﬁmmi waTaN1IE
Guaﬂmms‘ﬁ‘ﬁagui dielilaudldamnsiiionsasdn wasnisivnandaldognndiud @y wazame, 2556) iedosnisan

a

wansynudsauuninenanadidedaunicldinisildafunissiaie wiuluewnsdniiftefiulssansamusse il
DN TNES Wioiiudnenmnsliuninardanazesiusznouilulaun SannsAnwves Polyorach et al. (2015) Tnethna
wWiendemannausindunindudilendamdngas (YEFECAP) ﬁﬁzﬁumim%uagjﬁ 0, 100, 200 WA 300 N3U/F2/5u WUl
FEAUNTLETY 300 NTU/A/ U a'ﬂNam'amil,ﬁumamémﬁmmléfqaﬂdﬁzﬁumna%u?ﬁuq agjﬁ 14.3 an./Yu Snitdwwasiens
dinesdusznouiuslnsans Watugeegi 3.6 n$1/100 ua. denndoafumsfinwives Zaworski et al. (2014) iiieiadu
Barlusziv 112 n¥u/u sl unandaiuuannindadlildeasufaddaiviuan 36.1 Ju 41.8 nn. salludaiia

29AUTENBUVBIUNUY WaNAINTLNT15518914Y84 Dias et al. (2018) wuliiavinnisiasudas (15 nsu) saunuwds danaled
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narant L RNTuaIn 263 WU 29.6 nn/u sufiaiivesiusyneuthunlaun Tusfuun 0.94 Ju 1.08 nn/fu Tusiuuy
0.84 18 0.96 nn/Su lerisuiumsniuan finnfusssulusiuluhuseainannssuumsdesldlunssmig g
U sdsmadenistesaanevediusiunazUSuiansaeyiilu (Stein et al, 2006) uenaNHN1TNBLTEL Xu et al. (2017)
wuindlevhnsiasu Lactobacillus casei Zhang wag Lactobacillus plantarum P-8 fnastensnaniug saludenisvin
Tiiyauvsdussstuinnuatosnmuazanauidssondonslsa setinafiuufinathuuoiadiemngdunidusas e
a3 ﬁlﬂwaﬂi$G1TUHWSVf1ﬁ1u6UBQLLUﬂﬁL%‘Bﬁli‘f{ﬂiﬂLLaﬂﬁﬂ (Lactic utilizing bacteria; LUB) (S. ruminantium Lag
M. elsdenii) dwalfiinnisidsuulasnsrannsauaninunu C, fainmsiiudues C Tunszimzgiudamaliiiinnis

nannglaa (glucose) ludiu (Stein et al. 2006) Inenglaailuansisdulunsdunsiziuinina (lactose) 1invnn1sTINY

'
a

YaanglaganaznILanlaa FauAntuiidau colg apparatus veswadasaum (secretory cell wavdwasoiiioslufisnisiiia
nandniuunieluseurdniiug (mammary gland) Usinawdnlnadidnaszedldazinisadouiiniusadidlunnelu
nszi1zun (alveolus) WeudnInadanudutugs dsmaviliiAnnszuaunisesalufin (osmotic pressure) 91ndifinam
dudugsluwadlugsidaududusiinglu alveolus unsrurunsiadndgueadifiofny wierasuivaugansediu
ooalufin uasifiindiwadargninndaemeiduinsdmalivimanhuniiugedu (Weiss et al, 2008)
p819l5AMNINNTIIBUVDS Jeyanathan et al. (2019) dlavhnnsiasy Propionibacterium freudenreichii 53-W
(2.9%x10" CFU/#2/7u) (PF), Lactobacillus pentosus D31 (3.6x10'" CFU/6i/31) (LP) wag Lactobacillus bulgaricus D1
(4.6x10"° CFU/$/ ) (LB) mamsrmfuemsifidelogelilousiudunan ¢ s wuilsifianuunnsirsfuveanguitlslls
@3 uuaznguiiiaiudae P, LP, LB 7eUsn uavesRUsznautituy uenainil Choi et al. (2019) wuindovhmsaiu

9AUN3E5 (microbial mixture) (L. plantarum, S. cerevisiae, and B. subtilis §ns1a 1:1:1) Tulaunlaidiauuansneiu

v
o ' a

‘1/1aﬂqmﬁiﬂﬁm?mLLasﬂq'mﬁ'Lﬁ%ﬂ,ﬁgau‘w‘%Eiiamaw%mmuasaqﬁﬂizﬂawaaﬁmu wanAminuL (31.00 wae 30.22 nn./iY/
Ju), Tty (4.59 way 4.43 %), TUsAU (3.32 way 3.20%), waAlna (4.65 way 4.80%) wazvaswddisiuludu (8.65 wag
8.65%) aneauanastuandliiddadenasegeiinadenaifinduvemandmia liinaduriavenaunids
wazszegnsiiunvedlauy Usunaluduuy lasunissenuan 1nau wazane (2556) InelaviinisAinunisesudadany
WugTuanaafuldun . cerevisiae sz 10° lwad/Tu way K ohmeri fisedy 10° lwad/Yu wuirfinadonisifinyiun
JREUNTEY LwiwaNém‘ugm:uLLazmﬁUizﬂ@UfﬂWhjLmﬂsiwﬁumjmmuqm UBNINHIINNITTBIUYDY Zaleska et al. (2015)
Fmsiasusadt (5. cerevisiae) lungmiininfuomstuldidesnziaudiaduna 6 dUask nuiivinauaresddseney
vosuulsluansstuannguilalldiady aenndosfunissesuves Zicarelli et al. (2016) wWisuiflounguilshaiu (CTR)
nauiiaiuiiar (5. cerevisiae) (SC) wawnguiiiat A onzae Saffuliad (AS) nuiUiinavessandminslifiauunnsig
AU (1480, 1630 wag 1630 NSU/FH/IU AIUE1AU) Lm'Lﬂaﬁ‘wﬁum%ﬁ’uamawmﬂq'u SC wag AS (4.78, 4.38 uay 4.31%

Auaneu) (Table 3)
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Table 3 Effects of microbial supplementation on milk production and milk composition in ruminants

Milk Total Solid
Fat Protein  Lactose
Species Level yield solids  non-fat Source
(%) (%) (%)
(kg/d) (%) (%)
0 45.3 4.11 2.99 a.77
S. cerevisiae 30 42.6 4.38 2.89 4.74 Zaworski
60 47.8 4.33 3.04 4.84 et al. (2014)
90 46.7 4.17 3.12 4.85
0 11.7° 3.4 3.0° 4.6 12.1 8.0 Polyorach
S. cerevisiae 100 12.6° 3.5 3.2° 4.5 12.2 8.2 et al. (2015)
200 13.1° 36 3.3° 4.6 12.6 8.3
300 143> 38 3.6 4.5 12.7 8.4
Control 2375 4.01 3.26 5.18 - -
9 xu et al
L. casei Zhang 43 1.3x10°cfu/h/d  33.43 348 3.40 5.20 - -
(2017)
L. plantarum P-8
16.3 38.7 27.1 - - -
Control 2.9x10"° 169 414 27.8 - - -
P. freudenreichii 53-W  cfu/h/d 17.0 41.1 27.9 - - - Jeyanathan
L. pentosus D31 3.6x10"! 156 377 263 - - - et al. (2019)
L. bulgaricus D1 cfu/h/d
4.6x10"cfu/h/d
Control 31.00 4.59 3.32 4.65 - 8.65
L. plantarum, 1 30.22 4.43 3.20 4.80 - 8.65 Choi
S. cerevisiae 1 et al. (2019)
B. subtilis 1

3b< Means in the same column with different superscripts

2.4 nsldqaunidransiasyiiulauazauniniile

a

nsdeslaiodndudssiisisqunmvssemsfifvinnalasusivansausenisiasgiivla n1sidenld

mmﬁﬁﬁﬂmmmﬁaﬁmiﬁmL%%ﬂlﬁ%’ﬂ'«JzQﬂLmaqamwiﬂLﬁumawamﬁﬂmdﬁ’mmsLﬁzylﬁuimammmwmﬂ wadaog9lsh
muensiinuAmegainealiifissiensianldiftensairwandals Jainsihldqaunisinduuselomintaslunis
dinnslinandn ldiasduuuaiize Wesn iludu Lesmeister et al. (2004) euindowesudadluladoviodniiien
L"?ﬁ”aaﬁé'faLﬁﬂagjmmmLﬁuﬁmwﬂﬁw%iylﬁuim (average daily gain; ADG), ﬁmﬂﬂqmﬁw (final weight), USuun1siuing
WHsld (dry matter intake; DMI) upzdnsnvesawnsrotmiinifisdu (feed to gain ratio) Liosndadifuunasansewng
fisndusomaniiuluasnsydunishinssmenuaiiGefidondels Snidafaunsoldosndinuiiflegaelunssime

siulimasdamaneanitzimuizausenissgiiulnvenniunidililyeendiaulasianiznguuuail iSudasidele
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v
a o o s

(fibrolytic bacteria) (Polyorach et al., 2015) 8nsniawaddandiniduain cytosol, B-D-glucans kag mannoproteins GR
Wuansownslifuaunidnglunseimnegiuy @Elung wazwsn, 2558) dwmaseruanansalunmsdeslalamuy Ui
msAulduazimiing uenanil Hamdon and Farghaly (2016) lewSudast (5. cerevisiae) fiszdunisiasy 0, 0.5 was 1%
Tuunegiionuinlifianuuandiwesnsfiutmng (44.43, 44,51 uaz 44.41 nn.) Lazn1slasyLAula/aa/du (117.6,
116.76 was 114.66 n3u AIudPv) donndesfun1sseauves Ozsoy et al. (2013) Wievnsiadudasfisesunsiasy 1.5,
3.0 waw 4.5% luuneidenuilaildfinasotmingnyine (27.9 28.9 uaz 29.8 Nn.) BNTIAINNTINENUTOS 159001 LATANE
(2558) Anwinsaiaydulnvedaiiogniu fidsdagldmmeralslanindufunnifudendsiiasuuas biadudaidu
9IMNINYIUNEN NUT18RTINISATauLAule (704.8 way 746.0 nSu/du) YSununisaula (5.3 wag 5.1 nn.dngue/du)
Wesibusangu (56.6 uay 50.7%) wWesiiudidonns (78.6 uas 78.2%) uaz nsnluuunsn (3.0 uag 2.9) Ieynailal
WANAIAUNIIEDA ﬁgq‘ﬁl.ﬁaqmﬂgﬂLLUU%@ﬁaﬂwwsﬁiﬁﬁu warA1 pH Fadaviwszalela niinden pH G?W@@jﬁ 3.6 961 pH 9

'
oA

ANUMINzaNAaNITaSAulaveiunidnquidesuds (amylolytic bacteria) aglugae 5.2-6.0 Uay pH 1AMALNEaAL

q

a oA

sensisaivlnveaundnguiigenidely (cellulolytic bacteria) utis 6.2-6.8 mnaniz pH Tunszimnzuudaiem
71 5.0 N13ua3gyivlaveqdunidazanad demasenisgeseImis wasinarednsnisivar uvemsannseinieyinlad
NaRaN15AUIMS

nMsAnIves Nokkaew et al. 2019 Anwiaussnamnsiaigidulauazaunmanuedlayuiiléiuems
naudL5amin (fermented total mixed ration, FTMR) LLUquJuﬂajuﬁ"Laﬂé’La?u (FTMRY), ﬂfjuﬁﬁﬂmaéuﬁw Lactobacillus
plantarum fisefu 1x10° cfu/e (FTMR2) ﬂﬁJﬂﬁ%’U@WﬂimauﬁﬂL%ﬁmﬁﬂ‘ﬁt.a%m S. cerevisiae 753U 1x10° cfu/g (FTMR3)
wagnguldSuemmnandiSaiinfiaiu L. plantarum 20U S. cerevisiae (FTMRA) wuirwinveslaiiléfuaimsuam
dusavsin Tungu FTMR2, FTMR3 uay FTMRA fiasmunlusiudundadiniinguasunuiviidy 0.50, 0.48, 0.48 uag 0.53
w31, ogdlsAnunuin WesiFudengu lufuumsn wasamnmassdeduuenluandnatu nudidu uenaini Alexis et al.
(2018) ynsAnwaNsLESNAUNIElUMIIRRBRR E. faecium, L. acidophilus, L. casei, L. plantarum Tnouvslaiie
sanilu 3 nau 1) gnlanguudiety 7-10 Weu 2) lawedlsenauinnidt 1 U uay 3) gnlaeny 3-4 iieu lnefininwud 2
nau nguusnauaunsliemsTagliaduqdundd uaznduasaaiugdunisluemng 10 n3u/fy/Fu wudingul 1 vdsmin
5uewnaeBugaunIsluenms 10 n¥u/s/u Wuna 3 daignladevsusihimdnidintu sanmaaiaiviouay
ot mindufinuviify 29.96+3.0 An. 1.39+0.13 waw 0.31£0.03 nn./3u seslsfinuainnsinuves ausan
wazany (2562) Mnniud Usudamiingae A. onyzae wag S. cerevisiae wiafiasaniausuias DMI (ke/d) wag CPI (g/d)
wudliferuwnnisiuoamszssdunsldmniudsndmiiimngaslaiinailvisefurondeloifintuegisdmay s
Unfududelonnemsidn iiudluoravsiinavilinisdesldanasuardsmarinliuununsiuldinguisemseuanas

Shlel

G

'
a = a

IINMIANYINATTAUNSIEAUNIdeLiudnan nnsTinandsludnliieadasazulain Yaunidaunsalii

A nlnvuzvesomnsBsdulnglduawmionniagmenisinuns ivueaudunsiilildludadniliednsasan lnengu

LU 9

1Y S PRS

aunsdNiuuvavelUsiuidAty Bad S. cerevisiae Was1 R. oryzae, A. niger wagwuailisy L. delbruckii, Bacillus spp.

o

A ea =

wazqdunsgfisanideleyseneuiie@esiindneulediiwagiaa W T. harzianum nquiindnoulsderluaa wu R,

v
N a ¢ o

oryzae WeNIINTIRAUVFISwEiunszUIuNsrindesa1ms Snwszauanudunsa-addegluannefivanyan lae

Q

demarianisnseAunuafisenininngendely WnUssdnsamnsgeslauaznisiuldvesinyuy dawasonisiiudnaninly

NSKAKARLALLRINE R NERTUNANEAUIUNLAL DIAUTENDUTDINIUN BANILERIINSIRTLAULR LasamnInLilavadla
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YSunaimhunld sulvdsemnsiiléidesdnd unlundimindndunagdeddadursdsuliegiivssavanindedinisding
Winindsansevuveanisidgduniduasnsldsiuduingfvemaieluiumidunsindnenmveseimslaegned

Uszansnw

AUBUAN
unAnuillasunisatvayuan yuiauinIdewazauideimiegaamnssy (we.) aelddinnuanenssunis
duaSuinemans Idouazuinnssu (@nad.) siaglasunu MSDE0I0059 waznaivinalulagnmndndniuasUseus Ay

wialulagn1sinens a1ty walulagnsgasunaniaummsaianssda

L@NE15919D9

v
§ o

nuANIUY wses. 2557, Usednsamnislddmindanimuasdifuvealunisvitaindisnnmsmzsdsadng 1,
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