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Assessment of Probiotic Effects on Microbial Load in Footbaths of
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Background and Objective: Lameness is a major disorder in dairy cattle, causing reduced milk
production, higher treatment costs, and poorer animal welfare. Infectious hoof diseases like digital
dermatitis are key culprits. Traditional control uses footbaths with chemicals such as formalin and
copper sulfate, which are effective but raise concerns: environmental pollution, health risks to
animals and humans, and microbial resistance. Probiotics—Ilive microbes that compete with
pathogens, produce antibacterials, and boost immunity—offer a way to lower environmental
microbial loads. This study aimed to test probiotics as an alternative footbath additive.

Methods: In this study, three probiotic concentrations (0.5, 1, and 2 g/L) against 5% formalin and
well water for reducing footbath microbial contamination were evaluated. The trial occurred on a
dairy farm with 1,000 lactating cows. Groups were: water, formalin, and the three probiotic levels.
The probiotic powder included Bacillus subtilis, Bacillus licheniformis, Pediococcus acidilactici,
Lactobacillus paracasei, Lactobacillus brevis, and Lactobacillus plantarum (total: 4.5 x 10°
CFU/g). Samples were taken before cows entered and after 30, 60, 90, and 120 cows passed.
Coliforms (Gram-negative representatives) and enterococci (Gram-positive), comparing results
intra- and inter-group were quantified.

Results: Microbial loads rose with more cows passing. Probiotic groups showed no significant
difference from water in coliform counts (p > 0.05). However, after 120 cows, enterococcus counts
were significantly lower in 0.5 and 1 g/L probiotic groups versus water (p < 0.05). Formalin group
data were unusable due to technical issues and excluded.

Conclusion: The findings of this study indicate that the effectiveness of probiotics depends on
strain selection, farm conditions, application concentration, and contact time.
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