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Effect of two fibrolytic enzyme sources on intake, digestibility and

milk production in dairy cows
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Abstract : This study was conducted to determine the effect of two fibrolytic enzyme sources in total mixed ration (TMR) on
intake, digestibility and milk production in primiparous Holstein Frisian Crossbred dairy cows. The experiment was designed

as a 4X4 Latin square designs with 4 dietary treatments. Treatment 1 was TMR (without enzyme), treatment 2 was TMR with
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enzyme A at 350 g/1000 kg, treatment 3 was TMR with enzyme B at 350 g/1000 kg and treatment 4 was TMR with enzyme A

at 175 g/1000 kg with enzyme B at 175 g/1000 kg. The results showed that intake, digestibility, milk production, feed

efficiency, NH;-N and ruminal pH were not different among dietary treatments (P>0.05). However, digestion coefficient of

DM, OM, and NDF in TMR supplemented with one enzyme trended to be higher than in TMR supplemented with two

enzymes (P<0.1). It is therefore concluded that using fibrolytic enzyme sources in TMR did not show any effect on intake,

digestibility and milk production in the primiparous lactating cows.

Key words: Fibrolytic enzyme, TMR, Dairy cow
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Table 1 Effect of two fibrolytic enzyme sources on nutrient intake, milk yield and feed efficiency

Enzyme, g/1000 kg Contrast
Ttem 0 A350 B350 Al175+ SEM p-value Tlvs T4vs T2vsT3
B175 T2,T3,T4 T2,T3
Voluntary dry matter intake
kg/d 11.2 113 114 11.1 0.28 0.96 0.83 0.66 0.86
% BW 2.7 2.8 3.0 2.9 0.08 0.36 0.23 0.59 0.24
g/kg BW 7 121.8 125.0 135.4 127.1 3.36 0.34 0.25 0.63 0.19
Nutrient intake, kg/d
CP 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.4 0.04 0.62 0.85 0.29 0.51
oM 10.5 10.5 10.7 10.4 0.26 0.83 0.70 0.47 0.77
NDF 5.6 5.7 5.9 5.8 0.23 0.90 0.56 0.88 0.68
ADF 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 0.11 0.98 0.79 0.77 0.98
EE 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.01 0.58 0.72 0.21 0.80
ME, Mcal/d 26.8 28.1 28.7 26 1.01 0.32 0.52 0.10 0.69
Milk yield, kg/d 7.7 7.8 8.3 8.2 0.26 0.37 0.28 0.68 0.19
Feed efficiency
kg Milk/kg feed 0.70 0.68 0.70 0.74 0.02 0.22 0.52 0.16 0.14

Table 2 Effect of two fibrolytic enzyme sources on digestibility and rumen parameter

Enzyme, g/1000 kg Contrast
Ttem 0 A350 B350 Al175+ SEM p-value Tlvs T4vs T2vsT3
B175 T2,T3,T4 T2,T3
Digestion coefficient, %
DM 64.4 66.5 66.6 61.2 1.74 0.20 0.86 0.05 0.96
oM 67.9 70.2 70.9 66.2 1.53 0.22 0.55 0.05 0.76
CP 75.8 77.8 77.6 72.2 2.16 0.33 0.99 0.08 0.97
NDF 61.0 63.2 64.8 59.5 1.56 0.19 0.48 0.05 0.50
ADF 29.6 36.4 36.9 29.1 2.58 1.42 0.18 0.54 0.90
EE 93.2 93.7 94.2 93.9 0.61 0.70 0.33 0.87 0.60
Rumen parameter
pH 6.8 6.7 6.8 6.7 0.09 0.31 0.39 0.04 0.11

NH;N, mg% 13.3 16.2 18.1 16.1 1.18 0.22 0.52 0.10 0.43






