Wava4 Bacillus Amyloliquefaciens Tuarmssanmsiasyaulauazyaunsdluanldvaslniie
Effects of Bacillus Amyloliquefaciens in Feed on Broilers Growth and Intestinal

Microorganisms
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Table 1 Effect of Bacillus amyloliquefaceins supplementation on growth performance of

broilers

Bacillus amyloliquefaciens (cfu/kg)
Growth performance

0 4x10° 8x10° SEM P-value

1-21 day

Body weight (g) 811 831 823 29.02 0.900
Feed consumption (g) 923 999 968 27.10 0.172
Weight gain (g) 764 785 i 28.81 0.887
FCR 1.21 1.25 1.28 0.03 0.377
21-35 day

Bodyweight (g) 2139 2179 2162 11028  0.995
Feed consumption (g) 2064 2061 2067 94.87 1.000
Weight gain (g) 1327 1348 1338 88.17 0.990
FCR 1.27 1.54 1.55 0.03 0.703
1-35 day

Feed consumption (g) 2986 3061 3035 105.57 0.940
Weight gain (g) 2092 2132 2115 110.00  0.995
FCR 1.44 1.44 1.44 0.03 0.904

'Each value represents the mean of 4 replicates with 4 birds in each replicate.

Source: Teng et al. (2017)

Table 2 Effects of Bacillus amyloliquefaciens on growth performance of broilers

Growth performance Control Bacillus amyloliquefaciens
Initial body weight (kg/bird) 1.68 + 0.004 1.73 £ 0.018

Final body weight (kg/bird) 2.11 £ 0.013 2.17 £ 0.022

Average daily feed intake (g/day/bird) 39.42 + 0.514 40.35 + 0.494

Average daily gain (g/day/bird) 14.42 + 0.555 14.61 + 0.233

Feed conversion ratio 2.71 £ 0.022 2.76 £ 0.031

Values are mean + standard error of the mean (SEM) with six pens Bacillus amyloliquefaciens in
diet 1 x 108 cfu/kg
Source: Wang et al. (2021)



Table 3 Effect of Bacillus amyloliquefaciens and virginiamycin (AGP) supplementation on the

performance of broilers

Bacillus amyloliquefaciens (cfu/kg)

Growth performance AGP SEM p-value
0 7.5x10" 1.5%x10°

Body weight gain (g/bird)

Starter phase (d 1 to 21) 637 664 649 669 8.81 0.07

Finisher phase (d 22 to 42) 1,348° 1,418° 1,430° 1,499°  22.36 <0.01

Overall experiment (d 1 to 42) 1,985 2,082° 2,079° 2,168°  23.40 <0.01

Feed intake (g/bird)

Starter phase (d 1 to 21) 991 1,004 985 1,006 12.93 0.62

Finisher phase (d 22 to 42) 2,701° 2,789% 2,786 2,859° 3552 <0.05

Overall experiment (d 1 to 42) 3,692 3,793 3,771%° 3,865  37.58 <0.05

Feed conversion ratio

Starter phase (d 1 to 21) 1.56° 1.51° 1.52° 1.50° 0.01 <0.01

Finisher phase (d 22 to 42) 2.00° 1.97% 1.95% 1.91° 0.02 <0.05

Overall experiment (d 1 to 42) 1.86° 1.82° 1.81° 1.78° 0.01 <0.05

SEM, standard error of the mean. ' Data represent means from eight replicates per treatment. ? Control =

antibiotics-free basal diet; AGP = control supplemented with 15 mg/kg of virginiamycin. *“ Means in the same

row with different superscripts are significantly different.

Source: Lei et al. (2015)

Table 4 Effect of Bacillus amyloliquefaceins supplementation on intestinal microflora

concentration of broilers (35d)!

Bacillus amyloliquefaciens (cfu/kg)

Microflora (Log 10 cfu/g) SEM P-value
4x10° 8x10°

Lactic acid bacteria
lleum 8.64 8.84 8.80 0.09 0.573
Ceca 11.27 11.28 11.36 0.13 0.944
E. coli
lleum 7.33° 6.92%° 6.49™ 0.15 0.001
Ceca 8.23° 7.45" 7.28° 0.19 0.027
Clostridium perfringens
lleum 7.40 7.36 7.19 0.21 0.905
Ceca 8.49 8.47 8.41 0.25 0.996

Each value represents the mean of 4 replicates with 4 birds in each replicate. *“Means with in the same row

with different letters are significantly different

Source: Teng et al. (2017)



Table 5 Effect of Bacillus amyloliquefaciens-based direct-fed microbial (DFM) and virginiamycin

(AGP) supplementation on cecal microflora composition of broilers (log cfu/g of wet digesta)

ltem Bacillus amyloliquefaciens (cfu/kg) ~ AGP  SEM p-value
0 7.5x10"  1.5x10°

Day 21

Escherichia coli 6.83° 5.72° 5.68° 5.54°  0.05 <0.01
Lactobacillus 7.61° 8.33° 8.41° 6.87° 0.10 <0.01
Day 42

Escherichia coli 6.99° 6.14° 6.11° 5.91¢ 0.06 <0.01
Lactobacillus 7.88° 8.31a 8.47° 7.12 0.09 <0.01
Lactobacillus 7.88° 8.31a 8.47° 7.12¢ 0.09 <0.01

SEM, standard error of the mean. 1 Data represent means from six replicates per treatment. 2
Control = antibiotics-free basal diet; AGP = control supplemented with 15 mg/kg of
virginiamycin. #° Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different

Source: Lej et al. (2015)

Fig. 1 Comparison of the intestinal microbiota between the two groups by statistical analysis of
taxonomic and functional profiles (STAMP). (A) Differences of Planococcaceae in the duodenum
and Microbacteriaceae in the jejunum. (B) Differences of intestinal microbiota in the cecum

Source: Wang et al. (2021)
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