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ABSTRACT  

The reduction of greenhouse gas emissions is a global goal across sectors. Methane, an especially potent greenhouse 

gas relative to carbon dioxide, is the target of the Global Methane Pledge, an undertaking by over 100 countries to 

reduce methane emissions by 30 percent by 2030. The agricultural sector is uniquely positioned to support Canadian 

methane reductions through mitigation of enteric fermentation in cattle. Enteric fermentation in dairy and beef cattle 

contribute to over 85 percent of methane emissions from the agriculture sector. Different mitigation strategies and 

technologies have demonstrated variable effect on methane reduction, depending on factors related to cattle diet, 

management, and operational practices. Relevant research and literature based on criteria related to potential 

application in western Canada and Canadian cattle production in the beef are dairy sector was collected and reviewed 

using PRISMA approach. Research in the beef and dairy sector were divided and compiled into separate databases to 

determine the most effective and impactful mitigation strategies. Overall, the use of 3NOP and marine algal strains as 

dietary additives were identified as the most promising technologies in reducing enteric fermentation, without 

negatively impacting production markers and subsequent profit. Tanniferous legumes as a forage also shows promise, 

however current findings in research demonstrate mixed effects on various production markers in dairy and beef cattle. 

Other mitigation strategies identified through the review process, including the use of various natural and synthetic 

dietary additives, require further investigation as inconclusive and insignificant results are predominant. To drive 

adoption of methane reduction strategies by farmers, introduction of the mitigation technologies and strategies 

discussed must align with Federal and Provincial policy development and implementation and ensure sufficient profit to 

producers, potentially through the sale of carbon offsets as the market development, in order to cover additional costs 

of adoption and incentivise use. Prompt introduction and adoption of the mitigation strategies discussed can effectively 

reduce enteric methane emissions in Canadian cattle herds, propelling Canada towards the 30 percent emission 

reduction goal in time for 2030.  

 

Keywords: Methane, Enteric fermentation, 3NOP, Asparagopsis, Cattle production, GHG, Global Methane Pledge 
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INTRODUCTION 

Increasing environmental, social, and political pressures around global warming and climate change are driving carbon 

emissions reduction technologies (Ogunbode et al., 2020; Rauw et al., 2020)). In late 2021 at the COP26 climate 

conference Canada committed to a 30 percent reduction of methane emissions by 2030 in an effort to mitigate 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2021; “Much of World Signs up to Global 

Methane Pledge,” 2021). By economic sector, agriculture is responsible for 10 percent of Canada’s total emissions, 

emitting 69 Mt CO2 eq (Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2022). From the most recent International Panel on 

Climate Change (IPCC) report demonstrated in Table 1, methane emissions make up over 70 percent of the total 

emissions from the agricultural sector, virtually entirely derived from livestock operations and production. Over 85 

percent of emissions from livestock are derived from enteric fermentation, almost exclusively from cattle.  

Cattle are subdivided into dairy and non-dairy cattle in IPCC National Inventory Reports (NIR) Common Reporting 

Framework (CRF) tables demonstrated in Table 2, based on production purposes and output. On average, dairy cattle 

produce 142.93 kg CH4/head/year, and non-dairy cattle produce 71.05 kg CH4/head/year. However, since the current 

non-dairy herd population is more than ten-times larger than the dairy herd, and subsequently is linked to almost six-

times more CH4 emissions per year, displayed in Table 2. 

Methane is an especially potent GHG relative to CO2 as uptake or offset is not possible through photosynthesis but has a 

shorter atmospheric half-life (Badr et al., 1991). This makes methane emissions derived from the agricultural sector an 

especially relevant target for reduction, as abatement would have potential major impact on climate change in the 

short-term. The sector is uniquely posed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, specifically methane as a result of cattle 

enteric fermentation, through changes in cattle diet and operation management strategies (Black et al., 2021; Caro et 

al., 2016). 

Cattle, as ruminants, naturally eructate methane as a product of normal feed digestion. Methane production can 

depend on multiple factors, including dietary components (i.e., forage: concentrate ratio, forage type, fiber content), 

cattle breed, and management (Alemu et al., 2017; de Faria Maciel et al., 2019; van Gastelen et al., 2019). Each of these 

factors present distinct areas for novel methodologies and techniques in reducing methane production depending on 

current individual farm infrastructure and practices. 

Reducing methane emissions from dairy and beef cattle production in Canada, especially western Canada, is a focal 

point of current and future initiatives and subsidies. In Alberta, provincial initiatives like the Quantification Protocol for 

Selection for Low Residual Feed Intake (L-RFI) in Beef Cattle target reduction of direct and indirect greenhouse gas 
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emissions through cattle breeding and manure management (Alberta. Alberta Environment.,2012). In the pipeline, 

several novel technologies are being researched and developed globally for preliminary implementation and eventual 

widespread application (Black et al., 2021). 

The measures for agricultural GHG emissions and emissions derived from the enteric fermentation of cattle should be 

considered with caution. Although approaches to measure enteric fermentation are included in the International Panel 

on Climate Change 2019 Refinement methodology, aggregated national emission reports have variable margins of error 

(Dong et al., 2006). The different Tier 1, 2 and 3 methodologies potentially obfuscate true emission values and 

comparability between emission reports at regional and national levels (Hristov et al., 2018).  

This report reviews current literature to identify possible mitigation and adaptation methodologies and technologies 

across selected dimensions to determine applicability and efficacy on reduction of enteric methane in dairy and beef 

cattle operations. Among the selected dimensions, factors associated with dairy and beef production operations in 

alignment with practices in western Canada and specifically Alberta, were selected for throughout the literature review.  

METHODOLOGY 

In collecting literature and review, a PRISMA approach was employed to assess the relevancy of included papers 

through the reviewing process. Studies from North America, South America, Europe, Asia, and Oceania were included to 

explore differing technology in various international operations and production settings. Although different mitigation 

strategies were considered across multiple dimensions, ultimately the aim of the reviewers was to determine feasibility 

and application in western Canada and Alberta, despite the influence of climactic conditions and variability like 

temperature and air moisture content on cattle operations and emissions (Bell et al., 2012; Cullen et al., 2016; Mazzetto 

et al., 2014). 

In the screening and full text review stages, the categories listed below were developed to filter literature and provided 

the basis for data base collection and extraction. The inclusion and exclusion criteria defined within the category, 

indicated in italics, was used to facilitate keyword recognition and identification of relevant articles. 

After screening using the key word criteria, reviews screened articles based on the dimensions listed below. All articles 

were screened by a total of three reviewers at the title and abstract stage, and by two reviewers at the full text stage. 

Screening was completed through blind voting by each reviewer independently in Covidence (Covidence systematic 

review software, Veritas Health Innovation). The basis of the inclusion and exclusion criteria, in addition to title, abstract 
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and full text screening, was to ensure included articles were relevant to Alberta and western Canada production and 

operations. 

Overall, Covidence imported 1907 references for screening, removing 428 duplicates. The title and abstract were 

screened for 1477 studies, and 1168 studies were excluded. This left 309 studies for full text screening, of which 109 

were considered unfit for extraction. The final database compiled for extraction totaled 189 articles: 84 related to dairy 

production and operations, and 56 related to beef production and operations. The remaining 49 review and meta-

analysis literature was kept as reference material for this report.  

SPECIES AND CATTLE BREED 

As cattle production is responsible for almost the entirety of methane emissions through enteric fermentation, the 

research population was limited to cattle, and did not include other ruminant species, such as sheep, goats, and bison. 

Breeds were selected to reflect current Canadian breed types in dairy and beef production, as breed can influence 

methane production characteristics in cattle breeds (Canadian Beef Breeds Council,2022; Holstein Canada: About Us - 

The Canadian Dairy Industry, 2015.; Islam et al., 2021; Olijhoek et al., 2018; van Gastelen et al., 2019). In vivo trials were 

included, and in vitro trials were screened out, to help identify applicable methodologies further in development.  

Breeding methods involving the selection of traits in cattle to change enteric fermentation and methane emissions in 

offspring were not included in this review. Although selection for traits in cattle to reduce enteric methane emissions in 

progeny has demonstrated success and is part of a provincial mitigation strategy in Alberta, the review aims to collect 

research interventions that are more accessible on farm to producers and cattle owners and will yield reduction results 

in the short-term horizon (Alberta. Alberta Environment., 2012.-b; González-Recio et al., 2020).  

Inclusion screening tags: Holstein, Ayrshire, Jersey, Angus, Hereford, Simmental, Charolais, Limousin, short horn, 

Gelbvien, vivo, Canada, Australia, United States. 

Exclusion screening tags: Zebo, Hawoo, Wagyu, Brahman, Bos indicus, vitro, sheep, goat, bison, genetics, sequencing, lab 

FEED INGREDIENTS  

Environmental and climactic conditions in Alberta and western Canada impact the capacity to grow certain forages and 

fodder appropriate for animal feed, based on the 34 plant types in Alberta (Shen et al., 2019). The use of certain feed 

ingredients uncommon or not readily available in Alberta and western Canada were filtered out when included as a 

main ration component (e.g., tropical forages, coconut meal, citrus pulp or derivatives, almond hulls). Addition of 

additives or changes in feed regime were screened to only include trials that were administered through feed and did 
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not include trails involving administration though direct ruminal cannula administration or dosage, with the exception of 

one article that utilised 3NOP administration. 

HOUSING AND PASTURE 

Housing and access to pasture in feeding trials was an especially prohibitive criteria in dairy cattle production. Canadian 

dairy parlours commonly use tie-stall housing for lactating heifers and cows across the nation. Studies involving dairy 

cattle in grazing or pasture-based operations were not included for paper extraction. Studies with beef cattle included 

grazing steers and confined high-grain rations in feedlots.  

Based on these criteria and system review, journals were collected and compiled. Data was extracted from each article 

to build a data base to support analysis and provide an understanding of current research in the dairy and beef sector, 

where and how this research was conducted, methane measurement technologies and duration, and methane 

reduction measurements. This extracted data formed the basis of the review and analysis presented in this report.  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The goal of this review was to analyze published data related to mitigation of enteric methane (CH4) emissions from 

dairy and beef cattle and document the most effective and sustainable strategies of enteric CH4 reduction. The database 

for this research was made up of 189 studies and reviews compiling significant results of research on enteric CH4 

mitigation strategies from many regions of the world, with a focus on North America. With this in mind, the right 

mitigation approach aims to adapt to the specific needs of the farmers and animals (Knapp et al., 2014). Most 

importantly, if farmers are to be convinced to adopt these strategies, mitigation tactics will need to be cost effective or 

cost neutral.  

The mitigation strategies examined in this report included (i) 3-nitrooxypropanol (3NOP), (ii) seaweeds and algae, (iii) 

tannins, iv) forage, grains and other components, v) dietary lipids, vi) nitrate, (vii) essential oils, (viii) natural and 

synthetic additives, ix) yeast. 

The studies surrounding each mitigation strategy considered the geographic location, breed of cow, sample size, trial 

length, method of enteric CH4 measurement, and duration of measurement. The average sample size of beef cattle was 

33 with experimental herds ranging from 4 to 326. Similarly, the average size in dairy cattle was 26 ranging from 4 to 

365. Trial periods also varied, ranging from 14 days to 3 years in length. Enteric CH4 for each experiment was collected 

using either the sulfur hexafluoride tracer gas (SF6) technique, the Greenfeed Emission Monitoring system, respiratory 
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chambers, or a combination. All devices are considered acceptable methods of reporting enteric CH4 emissions, despite 

potential variances between methods (Jonker et al., 2016).  

From the 140 studies considered, incorporating 3NOP and seaweeds into cattle diets showed the greatest and most 

consistent results of reducing enteric CH4. Others show promise as enteric CH4 mitigation agents, however further 

research will be required in the future to provide conclusive results. 

3-NITROOXYPROPANOL (3NOP) AS A FEED SUPPLEMENT 

The investigational product 3NOP is an enteric CH4 inhibitor developed by DSM Nutrition Products Ltd (DSM, 2019). This 

feed additive is highly soluble and rapidly metabolised in the rumen where it has its beneficial effect. It has been shown 

to be an effective enteric CH4 mitigant with consistent effects across studies regardless of animal species and diet 

composition (Dijkstra et al., 2018). The lowest proposed commercial dose of 3NOP (60 mg/kg DM of the total daily 

ration) when applied to TMR can reduce enteric CH4 emissions from dairy cows by 22–35 percent (DSM, 2019).  

An evaluation of 14 (7 dairy, 7 beef cattle) of the 140 total screened studies in the database used 3NOP as the enteric 

CH4 mitigation technique. All the studies showed that a supplementation of 3NOP was significant in reducing methane 

emissions in cattle regardless of breed, production, and length of experimental period. 3NOP treatment did not have an 

apparent effect on milk yield, body weight change, or body condition score, though select studies highlighted that 

further research is needed to determine the effects of 3NOP dose on weight gain, feed conversion efficiency, and 

carcass characteristics to further support future widespread adoption of this enteric CH4 reduction practice. Currently, 

3NOP is approved for use in Brazil and Chile, and was reviewed by the European Food Safety Association for use in the 

European Union in late 2021 and received market approval in February 2022 (Bampidis et al., 2021; Heerlen, 2022). 

Various methods of providing 3NOP to ruminant livestock have been used (see Table 3): 3NOP mixed into a TMR, 

pumped directly into the rumen at feeding time through rumen cannula, top dressed onto feed, incorporated into a 

concentrate pellet, and added to the roughage component. 3NOP was shown to be effective in all of these methods but 

mixing to the total mixed ration (TMR) or a component of the ration was most consistent and applicable in practice. 

Mixing in TMR may allow for continual uptake of the inhibitor throughout the day. Several studies demonstrated once 

3NOP is removed from the diet, its effect on enteric CH4 is negated over time. Melgar et al., (2021) found that the 

maximum mitigation effect of 3NOP (45 percent decrease) was observed immediately after feeding, persisted 10 h after 

feeding (an average of 35 percent decrease), decreased beyond 20 h after feeding (average 13 percent decrease), and 

was nonexistent 2 h before next feeding, which is consistent with the concept that 3NOP must continuously enter the 

rumen to be an efficient mitigant (Melgar et al., 2021). 



 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 8 

Inclusion of 3NOP in ruminant diets was found to decreases enteric CH4 emissions in a dose–dependent response 

manner. From the studies in the collected database, the average 3NOP dose used in cattle was 98 mg/kg of DM, ranging 

from 40 to 200 mg/kg of DM. The average dosage was higher in beef cattle than dairy, reporting 141 mg/kg of DM, 

ranging from 100 to 200 mg/kg of DM. The average dose in dairy cattle was 56 mg/kg DM. Several studies report that 

increasing dosage level of 3NOP linearly decreased enteric CH4 emissions. The study by Hristov et al., (2015) used two 

different enteric CH4 measurement techniques (Greenfeed and Sulfur Hexafluoride Tracer (SF6) technique) with doses 

of 40, 60, and 80 mg/kg DM. Compared with the control, 3NOP decreased the average CH4 emission by 25 percent, 31 

percent, and 32 percent respectively using the Greenfeed method. A similar decrease in enteric CH4 emission by 3NOP 

was also observed using the SF6 technique. Compared with the control, 3NOP decreased average enteric CH4 emission 

by 20 percent, 25 percent, and 29 percent, respectively. Vyas et al. (2016) also reported a linear effect of 3NOP dose 

between 100 and 200 mg/kg DM on CH4 yield (g/kg DMI, maximum decrease of 45 percent) in feedlot cattle. In contrast, 

no linear response to 3NOP concentration was observed in beef cattle by Alemu et al. (2021). One of four treatments 

ranging from no to high (150mg/kg DM) levels of 3NOP were randomly fed to a study of 100 crossbred steers. 

Compared with the control (10.78 g/kg DMI), CH4 yield (g/kg DMI) was decreased by 52 percent, 76 percent, and 63 

percent for low, medium, and high doses of 3NOP, respectively. Reasons for this are not clear. 

When examined across the selected studies, the efficacy of 3NOP in decreasing CH4 emissions was similar between dairy 

and beef cattle. Conversely, Kim et al., (2020) stated that the effects of CH4 mitigation by increasing levels of 3NOP 

supplementation in dairy cattle were more critical than those in beef cattle. This meta-analysis indicated that the 

appropriate level of 3NOP to reduce enteric CH4 emissions may vary depending upon the animal type. The same result 

was not found in the current selection of studies. Kim et al., (2020) predicted dosing 100 mg 3NOP/kg DMI would 

decrease enteric CH4 emissions in dairy cattle by 36.4 percent compared with 17.3 percent in beef cattle. According to 

equations in the meta-analysis, a dose of 60 to 80 mg 3NOP/kg DMI for dairy cows and 150 to 200 mg 3NOP/kg DMI for 

beef cattle would be expected to decrease enteric CH4 emissions by 30 percent. 

As previously reported, all of the studies evaluated showed a decrease in enteric CH4 production when 3NOP was 

supplemented, however the scope of CH4 emission reduction ranged from 18 percent (Seon-Ho et al., 2019) - 76 percent 

(Alemu et al., 2020), with the average reduction of 33 percent. Factors causing variability in the response to 3NOP 

among the studies may be related to feed type. Based on the review by Yu et al., (2021) in the same cattle type, the 

mitigation effect of 3NOP has been greater in high concentrate diets and less in high fiber diets. For example, several 

studies using 3NOP as a feed additive have reported very high reductions in CH4 emissions from feedlot cattle fed grain-
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based diets (76 percent in Alemu et al., 2020 fed a corn-based diet and 59.6 percent in Romero-Perez et al., 2015 when 

fed a TMR with 35 percent barley grain.)  

Other factors may be related to the variability in results are: method used to measure CH4 emissions (chambers, 

Greenfeed system, and SF6), duration that cattle were fed 3NOP, and interaction effects when 3NOP was combined 

with other mitigation strategies or products. For example, in the study by Zhang et al., (2021) 50g/kg of canola oil was 

mixed into the TMR with 200mg/kg of 3NOP. The mixture resulted in a higher percent decrease (51 percent) in CH4 

emissions when compared to exclusively canola oil (27.4 percent) and 3NOP (31.6 percent), potentially indicating an 

additive effect. 

Although all the research found demonstrates positive results, 3NOP is not yet available in North America and will not 

be for some time. DSM’s feed additive, given the brand name Bovaer, received market approval in February 2022 in the 

EU; the first time a feed additive was authorised in the EU for environmental benefits (Heerlen, 2022). This milestone 

will hopefully function as a model for Canadian regulatory approval in the near future. 

SEAWEED AND SEAWEED BIO-ACTIVES AS A FEED SUPPLEMENT 

Seaweeds are diverse plants containing bio-actives that are increasingly under investigation as a feed supplement for 

the mitigation of enteric CH4 (Abbott et al., 2020). The limited data available indicate dietary supplementation with 

seaweed produced a significant and substantial reduction in CH4 yield. An evaluation of 2 studies (Kinley et al., 2020; 

Roque et al., 2019) and 3 meta-analyses concluded that while there is evidence of benefit from seaweed use to reduce 

CH4 yield, further research and trials are required to strengthen the evidence that benefits would also be observed in 

Canada.  

More than 21 seaweeds have been shown to reduce enteric CH4 emissions. Red (Asparagopsis taxiformis (A. taxiformis)) 

and brown (Ascophyllum nodosum) seaweeds prove to be the dominant choices, while others have no reported 

mitigation effect at all. Incorporated into a high grain TMR, A. taxiformis was fed to Australian Brahman-Angus cross 

steers at 0.00 percent, 0.05 percent, 0.10 percent, and 0.20 percent of feed organic matter. Steers receiving 0.10 

percent and 0.20 percent of A. taxiformis demonstrated decreased enteric CH4 emissions up to 40 percent and 98 

percent, and weight gain improvements of 53 percent and 42 percent, respectively. There was no negative effect on 

daily feed intake, feed conversion efficiencies, or rumen function, and no residues or changes in meat quality were 

detected (Kinley et al., 2020). 

Similarly in California, a decline in enteric CH4 of 67.2 percent and 26.4 percent was observed when a very closely 

related species to A. taxiformis, Asparagopsis armata (A. Armata), a red algae, was fed to Holstein dairy cattle at 
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inclusion levels of 1 percent and 0.5 percent, respectively (Roque et al., 2019). No significant body weight change or milk 

yield difference between cows receiving A. armata at low inclusion compared to control; however, cattle receiving the 1 

percent level gained 9.72 kg less than control cattle and produced 11.6 percent less milk.  

McCaluey et al., (2020) found dosage amount to be crucial, with higher concentrations of algae in the diet tending to 

decrease DMI, milk production and substrate digestibility. Dosage of algal feed greater than 15 percent in the diet (DM 

basis) also tended to affect the palatability and overall intake. Dairy cows offered diet supplements with 6.5 percent or 

more of A. armata regularly refused feed and selected against these feeds (McCaluey et al., 2020). The trade-off 

between the supplemented dosage to support maximum CH4 reduction versus the amount tolerated by cattle must be 

balanced carefully (McCauley et al., 2020). 

The potential of seaweed as a feed additive to reduce enteric CH4 emissions from ruminants depends on a number of 

factors including the level of the bioactive compound present in the seaweed, which in turn is dependent on seaweed 

availability and sustainability, harvesting, transport, storage, and processing methods employed to formulate seaweed 

into a feed ingredient (Abbott et al., 2020). Asparagopsis (a genus of red macroalgae) used in experiments is typically 

grown in warmer climates and has been collected manually in the wild. This process is expensive and not practical for 

commercial application (Black et al., 2021). Due to its small size, harvesting and drying is difficult and labour intensive. 

This creates a large environmental footprint (McCauley et al., 2020). Commercial production of Asparagopsis in algae 

ponds in Tasmania has begun due to the enormous potential to virtually eliminate CH4 emissions from cattle (McCauley 

et al., 2020). There are also several new projects in New Zealand and in the USA, targeted at understanding the history 

of this algae and how to commercialize it (McCauley et al., 2020). Although there is ongoing research to incorporate 

Canadian grown seaweed into cattle diets on Canada’s East and West coasts, farmers on the prairies will likely be 

resistant about using seaweed in lieu of traditional feeds that grow in the immediate vicinity due to the additional costs 

for transport and of processing seaweed species. 

TANNINS AS A FEED SUPPLEMENT 

Dietary tannins’ supplementation has received special attention, particularly in ruminants. Tannins are a group of 

polyphenolic compounds that are present in a wide variety of plants and can have positive effects on digestive health, 

the immune system and provide antiparasitic and anti-inflammatory effects for animals (Orzuna-Orzuna et al., 2021). 

Tannins are generally classified based on their chemical structure into two groups: condensed tannins’ (CTs) and 

hydrolysable tannins’ (HTs). The meta-analysis by Orzuna-Orzuna et al., (2021) showed that tannins’ have been 
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successfully used to reduce enteric CH4 production. Several studies demonstrate an inverse relationship between tannin 

dietary supplementation and enteric CH4 emissions per day and per unit of dry matter intake.  

The studies included in the database were conducted in 4 different countries: Canada (3), United States (3), France (1), 

and Switzerland (1). The experimental doses of tannins ranged from freely grazed, offered as hay, or a small percentage 

(DM) of the diet (0.25 percent-1.5 percent). The tannins used were divided into CTs, HTs, or a mixture of both. Of the 

included studies, 3 used CTs, 2 used HTs, and 3 used mixtures of CTs and HTs, see Table 4. Conversely, there was a 50-50 

split between using tannins extract in the diet and using parts of plants, forages, or subproducts that contained tannins 

in natural form. The tannins’ sources came from a wide variety of trees including chestnut, quebracho, birdsfoot trefoil, 

sainfoin, small burnet, oak, and hazel plant. Enteric CH4 was measured using either respiration chambers, Greenfeed 

system, or SF6 technique and the duration of CH4 measurement ranged from 2 to 21 days. 

The results from the studies ranged from very minimal effects on CH4 production to significant effects. The 

discrepancies between the studies may be due to the differences in the variability of tannin type, structure, and source. 

Chung et al., (2013) found that CT-containing sainfoin had minimal impact on enteric CH4 emissions from beef heifers 

when compared with alfalfa (or 80 percent alfalfa, 20 percent sainfoin, as-fed basis for fresh forages). Ebert et al., (2017) 

found a lack of incremental CH4 mitigation by CT when fed three different supplements (0 percent, 0.5 percent, 1 

percent DM of diet) of quebracho tannin extract. It was suspected that this may be due to the compounds in the basal 

diet: steam-flaked corn grain, high-fat corn grain by-products, fat, and an ionophore, which are alleged to already 

decrease methanogenesis. It is important to note that its effect on CH4 production has been inconsistent and appears to 

be transitory in nature (Ebert et al., 2017). 

In contrast, Aboagye et al., (2018) reported that although daily CH4 production was not affected by tannin 

supplementation, CH4 yield (g/kg DMI) tended to decrease by 6 percent with supplementation of 1.5 percent chestnut + 

quebracho tree relative to the control. Terranova et al., (2021) also found that CH4 emissions clearly and substantially 

declined when dried alfalfa was replaced with tannin-rich leaves of hazel, supporting the hypothesis that increasing the 

proportion of hazel leaves in the diet would decrease enteric CH4 yield. Stewart et al., (2019) also found that CH4 

emissions from cattle was lower for small burnet (a tannin-containing hay) than alfalfa (a non-tannin-containing hay). 

Under the conditions of the experiments, none of the studies reported to have negative effects on growth performance, 

nitrogen balance, or energy partitioning of cattle. In fact, Lagrange et al., (2020) reported heifers grazing tanniferous 

legumes (1.05kg/d) had average daily gains 40 percent greater than heifers grazing alfalfa (0.74kg/d) during the first 

year. Conversely, a review by Hristov et al., (2013) found that in some situations intake and milk production may be 
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compromised. The majority of studies on plant tannins have measured CT concentrations in plants grown in a semi-arid 

or tropical region, but only limited data has been collected on CT concentration of forage legumes grown in a temperate 

climate, such as in western Canada (Berard et al., 2011). Plant tannin concentrations from semi-arid or tropical regions 

are considerably higher than those observed in western Canada so it is important to note that the studies examining CT 

concentrations in other countries may not reflect growth conditions in Canada (Berard et al., 2011). 

FEEDING FORAGES, GRAINS, AND OTHER COMPONENTS 

Although reductions in CH4 emissions are less drastic than supplementation of 3NOP or seaweed, increasing forage 

digestibility and digestible forage intake was one of the major recommended CH4 mitigation practices in a review by 

Hristov et al., (2013). While responses vary, CH4 emissions can be reduced when corn silage replaces grass silage in the 

diet. Hammond et al., (2016) found in two experiments (using either GreenFeed or respiration chambers for CH4 

emission measurements) that compared with high amounts of grass silage, dairy cows fed high amounts of corn silage 

had a higher DMI, greater milk production, and lower CH4 yield (24 percent lower in Experiment 1 using Greenfeed and 

8 percent lower in Experiment 2 using respiration chambers.). Similarly in a Canadian study, Benchaar (2014) found that 

mitigation of enteric CH4 production could be achieved by increasing the corn silage proportion at the expense of barley 

silage in dairy cattle diets. However, an evident decline (-14 percent) in enteric CH4 energy loss was observed only when 

corn silage entirely replaced barley silage in the diet. O’Neil (2012) found that a partial mixed ration (containing 450g of 

corn silage) actually increased CH4 production compared with various grass-based diets but this is solely attributed to 

the increased DMI rather than to any particular nutritional characteristic of the partial mixed ration. 

Feeding leguminous forages could also lower CH4 emissions compared to oat hay due to lower fibre concentration. 

Replacing oat hay with different proportions of either alfalfa hay or common vetch hay is shown to be beneficial in 

reducing CH4 emission in cross-bred Simmental cattle. Du et al., (2019) ‘s findings suggested that substituting 20 percent 

alfalfa hay and 40 percent common vetch hay for oat hay are the optimal proportions to maintain body weight gain and 

reduce CH4 emissions.  

The effects of feeding wheat on enteric CH4 reduction have also been explored. Moate et al (2017) fed Holstein cows 

one of 4 diets: corn, wheat, single rolled barley, and double rolled barley. The SF6 tracer technique was used to estimate 

CH4 emissions for all cows. The results showed that the mean CH4 emissions and CH4 yields of cows fed the wheat diet 

were significantly less than those of cows fed the other diets. Corn, single rolled barley, and double rolled barley diets 

were associated with 49 percent, 73 percent, and 78 percent greater CH4 emissions, respectively, compared with the 

emissions from the wheat diet (Moate et al., 2017). It is important to note that although this study showed including 
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wheat in the diet of dairy cows could be an effective strategy for reducing CH4 emissions, it also reduced milk fat 

percentage and production of milk fat and energy-corrected milk (Moate et al., 2017). 

The compiled database Table 4 contains numerous references on effects of forage quality, pasture management, and 

processing CH4 in beef and dairy cattle. In Canada, cattle are commonly fed grasses (natural grasses, alfalfa, corn stalk) 

in the form or dry hay and silage. They also can get their nutrients from crops such as corn, barley, alfalfa hay, oats, and 

soybeans (DFC, 2019). In general, CH4 reductions are correlated with greater nutrient quality and digestibility, the 

impact on CH4 mitigation, when scaled per unit of animal product, should be typically greater when cattle consume 

higher quality forage (Hristov et al., 2013). 

FEEDING DIETARY LIPIDS 

Dietary lipids can be effective in reducing CH4 emissions, but applicability depends on feed intake, fiber digestibility, 

production, and target milk composition. Winders et al., (2018) fed corn oil at 3 percent of a mostly corn based diet DM 

to beef steers and found it reduced enteric CH4 production by 14.6 percent, but this was partially due to a 4.4 percent 

decrease in DMI. Alvarez-Hess et al., (2019) found that increasing the fat concentration from 2 to 6 percent DM reduced 

CH4 per kg of DM intake regardless of the grain component in a dairy cow basal diet. While Munoz et al., (2019) 

evaluated a variety of unprocessed oilseeds on dairy cattle and found that cottonseed oil decreased CH production (g/d) 

and yield (g/kg of DMI) compared to rapeseed and linseed oil. Although dietary lipids may be beneficial as CH4 

mitigating agents, some fats such as coconut oil for example, can severely depress feed intake, fiber digestibility, and 

consequently, milk production and cause milk fat depression in dairy cows (Hristov et al., 2013). 

Two Canadian based studies looked at supplementing diets with commercially available lipid sources with potential to 

reduce enteric CH4 emissions from cattle. Chung et al., (2011) investigated potential effects of feeding ground linseed on 

enteric CH4 production when it was added to diets containing grass hay or barley silage. Results showed that including 

linseed in the hay-based diet did not supress CH4 emissions, whereas including linseed in the silage-based diet reduced 

enteric CH4 emissions by 33 percent CH4/kg DM intake. It is thought that the differing effects of linseed on diet type may 

be due to the difference’s linseed has on ruminal fermentation and ruminal digestion of forages. Beauchemin et al., 

(2007) found that both sunflower oil and sunflower seeds had good potential for on-farm adoption as they both 

reduced CH4 by 17 percent expressed on the basis of digestible energy intake. However, these ingredients may increase 

the cost of feeding, thus use of lipid feeding on commercial beef cattle farms for CH4 reduction will depend on the 

economic benefits or risks linked to effects on animal performance (Beauchemin et al., 2007). Dietary lipids may be 

beneficial as CH4 mitigating agents, though some fats such as coconut and sunflower oil for example, can severely 
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depress feed intake, fiber digestibility, and consequently, milk production and cause milk fat depression in dairy cows 

(Hristov et al., 2013). Further research is required to investigate ways to simultaneously mitigate CH4 emissions and 

maintain or improve milk quality and output. 

NITRATE AS A FEED SUPPLEMENT 

Lee et al., (2017) found that supplementing encapsulated nitrate (EN) as a salt to beef cattle did not result in clear 

statistical differences in CH4 production among treatments. Enteric CH4 production decreased up to 17 percent and CH4 

yield reduced by 6 percent when fed at 2.5 percent EN compared to the control, but these decreases were not 

statistically significant. In contrast, Lund et al., (2014) found that average CH4 production per day decreased by 31 

percent as a result of incorporating nitrate in the diet and subsequently increased by 34 percent when nitrate feeding 

stopped. It is important to note that introducing nitrate to cattle reduced feed intake in the first hours after 

introduction, but when corrected for the decrease in DM intake, CH4 production was significantly reduced by 25 

percent.  

Nitrates show promise as CH4 mitigation agents, however, decreases in DMI resulting from a combination of factors 

have often been observed in multiple studies. It is hypothesized that when nitrate is added to the diet, a change in 

organoleptic properties is the major reason for lowered feed intake in ruminants, but the answer is not definitive (Lee et 

al., 2017). Nitrates are not commercialized yet in Canada mainly because of the potential of nitrate toxicity (Lee et al., 

2017). This significant drawback has limited the use of nitrate as a CH4 mitigation strategy. More research and studies 

are needed to fully understand their impact on whole-farm greenhouse gas emissions, animal productivity, and animal 

health. 

ESSENTIAL OILS AS FEED SUPPLEMENTS 

A meta-analysis by Belanche et al., (2020) discusses several studies demonstrating the potential of essential oils (EO) on 

decreasing CH4 production in vitro, however few studies have evaluated the effects of EO and their constituents on CH4 

emissions in vivo. The meta-analysis highlights the challenging of finding a combination of EO that reduces CH4 

production without also decreasing feed intake and productivity.  

A variety of EOs were used in the studies collected from the database, including oregano oil, cinnamon oil, and Agolin – 

a commercial essential oil feed additive. The meta-analysis by Belanche et al., (2020) identified 23 studies that 

supplemented Agolin (AGO) at 1g/d per cow and found that short term studies showed minor and inconsistent effects 

of AGO whereas long term studies (an adaption period of at least four weeks of treatment) of AGO supplementation 

decreased CH4 production per day (-8.8 percent). AGO was also found to increase milk yield (+3.6 percent) and feed 
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efficiency (+4.4 percent) without further changes in milk composition and feed intake. In contrast, a study by Carrazco et 

al., (2020) found that CH4 production was found to be similar between AGO-treatment and control cattle. The 

discrepancy in the studies may be linked to the study design, as treatment was applied to individual animals and the 

treatment and control animals were not separated. Researchers therefore could not ensure that each animal consumed 

the allocated 1 g/head/day of AGO in this model (Carrazco et al., 2020).  

Benchaar (2020) and Benchaar (2016) both found no effect on CH4 production when supplementing oregano oil and its 

main component carvacrol, and cinnamon oil, respectively. When supplemented at 50mg/kg of DM, oregano oil and 

carvacrol are likely not a viable strategy to improve feed efficiency, mitigate enteric CH4, or enhance milk performance 

in dairy cows (Benchaar 2020). Subsequently, feeding 50mg/kg DMI of cinnamon oil was not an effective strategy to 

reduce CH4 emissions in dairy cows. 

Several studies have showed that EO can decrease CH4 production in vitro in a dose dependent manner (Belanche et al., 

2020), however evidence for in vivo studies of essential oils has been ambiguous to date, this may be due to the 

capacity of rumen microbes to adapt and degrade these substances (Benchaar, Greathead, 2011). Further, many of the 

concentrations of EO’s that have favourably affected rumen fermentation in vitro are too high for in vivo use and would 

likely have negative effects on efficiency of rumen fermentation, palatability and possibly cause toxicity (Benchaar, 

Greathead, 2011). The challenge consists in finding a combination of EO’s that reduce CH4 production with lasting 

effects without an associated decrease in feed intake and cattle productivity. Based on available results, there is a need 

for in vivo investigation to determine whether these EO’s can be used successfully to inhibit rumen methanogenesis. 

SYNTHETIC AND NATURAL ADDITIVES AS FEED SUPPLEMENTS 

A meta-analysis by Appuhamy et al., (2013) studied the effects of the feed additive monensin in dairy cow and beef 

steer diets. The monensin effects in dairy cows were notably inconsistent, as an almost equal number of studies had 

positive and negative monensin effects on CH4 production. Monensin had a more consistent effect on CH4 mitigation in 

beef steers, but the effect sizes remained variable across studies. Beef steer diets were supplemented with higher 

monensin doses (average = 32 mg/kg of DM) for relatively short periods of time (average 34 days) compared with low 

monensin doses in dairy cows (average = 21 mg/kg of DM) fed for a longer period of time (average 85 days) (Appuhamy 

et al., 2013). Similarly, Grainger et al., (2010) fed dairy cows 20 to 23 mg/kg of DMI and concluded that no short- or 

long-term reductions in enteric CH4 emissions were noted per day, per kilogram of DMI, or per kilogram of milk. 

Stackhouse-Lawson et al., (2013) fed a treatment combination of monensin and tylosin phosphate and found when 
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emissions were calculated based on gram per kilogram hot carcass weight per day, treatment steers had lower CH4 

emissions per kilogram compared to steers fed the control diet of steam flaked corn and alfalfa hay.  

Other additives (natural and synthetic) were assessed to reduce CH4 emissions and had varying success rates. Two 

natural additives, chitosan (Jimenez-Ocampo et al., 2019) and humic substances (Terry et al., 2018) both reported no 

effect on enteric CH4 production in cattle when fed at inclusion levels of 0.5 and 1.0 percent of the diet and levels 100-, 

200-, or 300-mg, respectively. In contrast, 40mg Copper (Cu) (from supplemental CuSO4)/kg supplemented to Holstein 

bulls decreased CH4 emissions by 23 percent compared to the control (20mg Cu) diet. However, information on the 

potential of micromineral supplements in this regard is limited (Sanchez-Sanchez et al., 2021). 

YEAST AS A FEED SUPPLEMENT 

Some direct-fed microbials, such as yeast-based products, might have a moderate CH4-mitigating effect through 

increasing animal productivity and feed efficiency, but the effect is likely to be inconsistent, and convincing animal data 

is lacking (Hristov et al., 2013). The two studies in the database (Li et al., 2021, and Meller et al., 2019) support this 

theory with both reporting insignificant evidence of live yeast culture and active dry yeast affecting CH4 reduction on 

both Jersey and Holstein cows, respectively. 

The meta-analysis by Hristov et al, (2013) reported an overall positive of effect of various yeast-based products on milk 

yield in dairy cows, with one review (Robinson and Erasmus, 2009) increasing milk yield by 3.6 percent on average over 

the control. The same yeast-based product had no effect on feed intake or milk production and composition of dairy 

cows (Hristov et al, 2010b) which only emphasizes the variability and conditional effects of these products (Hristov et al, 

2013). 

CONCLUSION 

Reduction of emissions from cattle production in western Canada and Alberta will become increasingly important as 

environmental, societal, and political pressures rise. Mitigation strategies, depending on factors related to production 

practices and operation management, may be adopted in the future, however it is clear that there is no “one size” 

solution across the beef and dairy sectors. The most promising strategies identified through systemic review involve 

natural or synthetically derived dietary additives, such as inclusion of marine algae or 3NOP in rations or increasing 

consumption of tanniferous forages and legumes in grazing or rations. Although other technologies and strategies are 

also being researched, variable results and insignificant effects across studies highlight the need for further investigation 

into the future. 
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Next steps of this research would involve development of a feasibility and adoption matrix, to gauge willingness to 

adopt practices by cattle farmers and producers based on cost, operation, and infrastructure. Additionally, policy 

measures at the federal level to support registration of feed additives that reduce enteric methane as regulated feed 

additive in Canada, and accessibility of those additives by farmers should be prioritized. Currently, 3NOP is classified as a 

veterinary drug and therefore is not approved for use in livestock diet and rations; a critical regulatory barrier that may 

take years to rectify before the additive can be applied in Canada to mitigate enteric methane production (Feed Additive 

Remains Years Away in Canada | The Western Producer, Arnason, 2022.; RG-1 Regulatory Guidance:Feed Registration 

Procedures and Labelling Standards - Canadian Food Inspection Agency,2022.).  

Supporting adoption and implementation by producers in the Canadian beef and cattle sector can result in various 

future scenarios and impacts on methane mitigation. Both 3NOP and marine macroalgae feed additives have 

demonstrated enteric reduction potential between 30 to 90 percent (Black et al., 2021). With prompt federal and 

provincial legislative action, catered to specific production climates and locations, the implementation of these feed 

additives in the rations of dairy and feedlot cattle can support Canada’s methane reduction target in time for 2030. To 

drive producers’ adoption and use in on-farm operations, the use of feed additives as an enteric methane mitigation 

strategy can be combined with the sale of subsequent carbon offsets. This will propel adoption, as increased profits 

from offset sales can reduce additional upfront feed costs and possible changes in operations.  

  



 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 18 

REFERENCE LIST 
Abbott, D. W., Aasen, I. M., Beauchemin, K. A., Grondahl, F., Gruninger, R., Hayes, M., ... & Xing, X. (2020). Seaweed and 
seaweed bioactives for mitigation of enteric methane: Challenges and opportunities. Animals, 10(12), 2432.  

Aboagye, I. A., Oba, M., Castillo, A. R., Koenig, K. M., Iwaasa, A. D., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2018). Effects of hydrolyzable 
tannin with or without condensed tannin on methane emissions, nitrogen use, and performance of beef cattle fed a 
high-forage diet. Journal of Animal Science, 96(12), 5276-5286. 

Aboagye, I. A., Oba, M., Koenig, K. M., Zhao, G. Y., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2019). Use of gallic acid and hydrolyzable 
tannins to reduce methane emission and nitrogen excretion in beef cattle fed a diet containing alfalfa silage. Journal of 
animal science, 97(5), 2230-2244. 

Alberta. Alberta Environment. (2012). Quantification protocol for selection for low residual feed intake in beef cattle: 
specified gas emitters regulation.  

Alemu, A. W., Amiro, B. D., Bittman, S., MacDonald, D., & Ominski, K. H. (2017). Greenhouse gas emission of Canadian 
cow-calf operations: A whole-farm assessment of 295 farms. Agricultural systems, 151, 73-83. 

Alemu, A. W., Janzen, H., Little, S., Hao, X., Thompson, D. J., Baron, V., Iwaasa, A., Beauchemin, K. A., & Kröbel, R. (2017). 
Assessment of grazing management on farm greenhouse gas intensity of beef production systems in the Canadian 
Prairies using life cycle assessment. Agricultural Systems, 158, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.AGSY.2017.08.003  

Alemu, A. W., Romero-Pérez, A., Araujo, R. C., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2019). Effect of encapsulated nitrate and 
microencapsulated blend of essential oils on growth performance and methane emissions from beef steers fed 
backgrounding diets. Animals, 9(1), 21. 

Alemu, A. W., Shreck, A. L., Booker, C. W., McGinn, S. M., Pekrul, L. K., Kindermann, M., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2021). Use 
of 3-nitrooxypropanol in a commercial feedlot to decrease enteric methane emissions from cattle fed a corn-based 
finishing diet. Journal of animal science, 99(1), skaa394. 

Alemu, A. W., Vyas, D., Manafiazar, G., Basarab, J. A., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2017). Enteric methane emissions from low–
and high–residual feed intake beef heifers measured using GreenFeed and respiration chamber techniques. Journal of 
Animal Science, 95(8), 3727-3737. 

Alvarez-Hess, P. S., Little, S. M., Moate, P. J., Jacobs, J. L., Beauchemin, K. A., & Eckard, R. J. (2019). A partial life cycle 
assessment of the greenhouse gas mitigation potential of feeding 3-nitrooxypropanol and nitrate to cattle. Agricultural 
systems, 169, 14-23. 

Alvarez-Hess, P. S., Williams, S. R. O., Jacobs, J. L., Hannah, M. C., Beauchemin, K. A., Eckard, R. J., ... & Moate, P. J. 
(2019). Effect of dietary fat supplementation on methane emissions from dairy cows fed wheat or corn. Journal of dairy 
science, 102(3), 2714-2723. 

Arndt, C., Price, W. J., Pelaez, A. M., Oh, J., Bayat, A. R., Dijkstra, J., ... & ZhongTang, Y. (2021). Strategies to mitigate 
enteric methane emissions by ruminants-a way to approach the 2.0° C target. AgriRxiv. 

Badr, O., Probert, S. D., & O’Callaghan, P. W. (1991). Atmospheric methane: Its contribution to global warming. Applied 
Energy, 40(4), 273–313. https://doi.org/10.1016/0306-2619(91)90021-O  

https://doi.org/10.1016/J.AGSY.2017.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/0306-2619(91)90021-O


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 19 

Bampidis, V., Azimonti, G., Bastos, M. de L., Christensen, H., Dusemund, B., Fašmon Durjava, M., Kouba, M., López-
Alonso, M., López Puente, S., Marcon, F., Mayo, B., Pechová, A., Petkova, M., Ramos, F., Sanz, Y., Villa, R. E., Woutersen, 
R., Aquilina, G., Bories, G., … Pizzo, F. (2021). Safety and efficacy of a feed additive consisting of 3-nitrooxypropanol 
(Bovaer® 10) for ruminants for milk production and reproduction (DSM Nutritional Products Ltd). EFSA Journal, 19(11). 
https://doi.org/10.2903/J.EFSA.2021.6905  

Beauchemin, K. A. (2021, May). Utility of 3-NOP in Beef Production Systems. In JOURNAL OF ANIMAL SCIENCE (Vol. 99, 
pp. 132-132). JOURNALS DEPT, 2001 EVANS RD, CARY, NC 27513 USA: OXFORD UNIV PRESS INC. 

Belanche, A., Newbold, C. J., Morgavi, D. P., Bach, A., Zweifel, B., & Yáñez-Ruiz, D. R. (2020). A meta-analysis describing 
the effects of the essential oils blend agolin ruminant on performance, rumen fermentation and methane emissions in 
dairy cows. Animals, 10(4), 620. 

Bell, M. J., Cullen, B. R., & Eckard, R. J. (2012). The Influence of Climate, Soil and Pasture Type on Productivity and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Intensity of Modeled Beef Cow-Calf Grazing Systems in Southern Australia. Animals 2012, 
Vol. 2, Pages 540-558, 2(4), 540–558. https://doi.org/10.3390/ANI2040540  

Benchaar, C. (2016). Diet supplementation with cinnamon oil, cinnamaldehyde, or monensin does not reduce enteric 
methane production of dairy cows. Animal, 10(3), 418–425. https://doi.org/10.1017/S175173111500230X 

Benchaar, C. (2020). Feeding oregano oil and its main component carvacrol does not affect ruminal fermentation, 
nutrient utilization, methane emissions, milk production, or milk fatty acid composition of dairy cows. Journal of Dairy 
Science, 103(2), 1516–1527. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2019-17230 

Benchaar, C., & Greathead, H. (2011). Essential oils and opportunities to mitigate enteric methane emissions from 
ruminants. Animal Feed Science and Technology, 166–167, 338–355. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2011.04.024 

Benchaar, C., Hassanat, F., Gervais, R., Chouinard, P. Y., Petit, H. v., & Massé, D. I. (2014). Methaneproduction, digestion, 
ruminal fermentation, nitrogen balance, and milk production of cows fed corn silage- or barley silage-based diets. 
Journal of Dairy Science, 97(2), 961–974. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2013-7122 

Benchaar, C., Hassanat, F., Gervais, R., Chouinard, P. Y., Julien, C., Petit, H. V., & Massé, D. I. (2013). Effects of increasing 
amounts of corn dried distillers’ grains with solubles in dairy cow diets on methane production, ruminal fermentation, 
digestion, N balance, and milk production. Journal of Dairy Science, 96(4), 2413-2427. 

Benchaar, C., Hassanat, F., Gervais, R., Chouinard, P. Y., Petit, H. V., & Massé, D. I. (2014). Methane production, 
digestion, ruminal fermentation, nitrogen balance, and milk production of cows fed corn silage-or barley silage-based 
diets. Journal of Dairy Science, 97(2), 961-974. 

Benchaar, C., Hassanat, F., Martineau, R., & Gervais, R. (2015). Linseed oil supplementation to dairy cows fed diets 
based on red clover silage or corn silage: Effects on methane production, rumen fermentation, nutrient digestibility, N 
balance, and milk production. Journal of Dairy Science, 98(11), 7993-8008. 

Benchaar, C., Hassanat, F., Beauchemin, K. A., Gislon, G., & Ouellet, D. R. (2021). Diet supplementation with canola meal 
improves milk production, reduces enteric methane emissions, and shifts nitrogen excretion from urine to feces in dairy 
cows. Journal of Dairy Science, 104(9), 9645-9663. 

Benchaar, C., & Hassanat, F. (2020). Frequency of diet delivery to dairy cows: Effect on nutrient digestion, rumen 
fermentation, methane production, nitrogen utilization, and milk production. Journal of Dairy Science, 103(8), 7094-
7109. 

https://doi.org/10.2903/J.EFSA.2021.6905
https://doi.org/10.3390/ANI2040540
https://doi.org/10.1017/S175173111500230X
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2019-17230
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2011.04.024
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2013-7122


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 20 

Benchaar, C., & Hassanat, F. (2021). Method of diet delivery to dairy cows: Effects on nutrient digestion, rumen 
fermentation, methane emissions from enteric fermentation and stored manure, nitrogen excretion, and milk 
production. Journal of Dairy Science, 104(11), 11686-11698. 

Berard, N. C., Wang, Y., Wittenberg, K. M., Krause, D. O., Coulman, B. E., Mcallister, T. A., & Ominski, K. H. (2011). 
Condensed tannin concentrations found in vegetative and mature forage legumes grown in western Canada. Canadian 
Journal of Plant Science, 91(4), 669–675. https://doi.org/10.4141/cjps10153 

Bharanidharan, R., Arokiyaraj, S., Kim, E. B., Lee, C. H., Woo, Y. W., Na, Y., ... & Kim, K. H. (2018). Ruminal methane 
emissions, metabolic, and microbial profile of Holstein steers fed forage and concentrate, separately or as a total mixed 
ration. PLoS One, 13(8), e0202446. 

Black, J. L., Davison, T. M., & Box, I. (2021). Methane emissions from ruminants in Australia: Mitigation potential and 
applicability of mitigation strategies. In Animals (Vol. 11, Issue 4). MDPI AG. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani11040951  

Boland, T. M., Quinlan, C., Pierce, K. M., Lynch, M. B., Kenny, D. A., Kelly, A. K., & Purcell, P. J. (2013). The effect of 
pasture pregrazing herbage mass on methane emissions, ruminal fermentation, and average daily gain of grazing beef 
heifers. Journal of Animal Science, 91(8), 3867-3874.  

Børsting, C. F., Brask, M., Hellwing, A. L. F., Weisbjerg, M. R., & Lund, P. (2020). Enteric methane emission and digestion 
in dairy cows fed wheat or molasses. Journal of Dairy Science, 103(2), 1448-1462. 

Bouchard, K., Wittenberg, K. M., Legesse, G., Krause, D. O., Khafipour, E., Buckley, K. E., & Ominski, K. H. (2015). 
Comparison of feed intake, body weight gain, enteric methane emission and relative abundance of rumen microbes in 
steers fed sainfoin and lucerne silages under western C anadian conditions. Grass and Forage Science, 70(1), 116-129. 

Bougouin, A., Ferlay, A., Doreau, M., & Martin, C. (2018). Effects of carbohydrate type or bicarbonate addition to grass 
silage-based diets on enteric methane emissions and milk fatty acid composition in dairy cows. Journal of dairy science, 
101(7), 6085-6097. 

Bougouin, A., Martin, C., Doreau, M., & Ferlay, A. (2019). Effects of starch-rich or lipid-supplemented diets that induce 
milk fat depression on rumen biohydrogenation of fatty acids and methanogenesis in lactating dairy cows. Animal, 
13(7), 1421-1431. 

Brask, M., Lund, P., Hellwing, A. L. F., Poulsen, M., & Weisbjerg, M. R. (2013). Enteric methane production, digestibility 
and rumen fermentation in dairy cows fed different forages with and without rapeseed fat supplementation. Animal 
Feed Science and Technology, 184(1-4), 67-79. 

Brito, A. F., & Almeida, K. V. (2021). 350 Nutrient Movement in the Environment: Confined versus Grazing Systems. 
Journal of Animal Science, 99(Supplement_3), 192-193. 

Brown, E. G., Anderson, R. C., Carstens, G. E., Gutierrez-Bañuelos, H., McReynolds, J. L., Slay, L. J., ... & Nisbet, D. J. 
(2011). Effects of oral nitroethane administration on enteric methane emissions and ruminal fermentation in cattle. 
Animal Feed Science and Technology, 166, 275-281. 

Cameron, L., Chagunda, M. G. G., Roberts, D. J., & Lee, M. A. (2018). A comparison of milk yields and methane 
production from three contrasting high‐yielding dairy cattle feeding regimes: Cut‐and‐carry, partial grazing, and total 
mixed ration. Grass and Forage Science, 73(3), 789-797. 

https://doi.org/10.4141/cjps10153
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani11040951


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 21 

Canada. (2022). 2022 Common Reporting Format (CRF) Table. In National Inventory Submissions 2022. UNFCCC. 
https://unfccc.int/ghg-inventories-annex-i-parties/2022  

Canadian Beef Breeds Council. (2022). Retrieved April 27, 2022, from https://www.canadianbeefbreeds.com/  

Caro, D., Kebreab, E., & Mitloehner, F. M. (2016). Mitigation of enteric methane emissions from global livestock systems 
through nutrition strategies. Climatic Change, 137(3–4), 467–480. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-016-1686-1 

Carrazco, A. v., Peterson, C. B., Zhao, Y., Pan, Y., McGlone, J. J., Depeters, E. J., & Mitloehner, F. M. (2020). The impact of 
essential oil feed supplementation on enteric gas emissions and production parameters from dairy cattle. Sustainability 
(Switzerland), 12(24), 1–11. https://doi.org/10.3390/su122410347 

Cherif, C., Hassanat, F., Claveau, S., Girard, J., Gervais, R., & Benchaar, C. (2018). Faba bean (Vicia faba) inclusion in dairy 
cow diets: Effect on nutrient digestion, rumen fermentation, nitrogen utilization, methane production, and milk 
performance. Journal of dairy science, 101(10), 8916-8928. 

Chen, Z., An, C., Fang, H., Zhang, Y., Zhou, Z., Zhou, Y., & Zhao, S. (2020). Assessment of regional greenhouse gas 
emission from beef cattle production: a case study of Saskatchewan in Canada. Journal of Environmental Management, 
264, 110443. 

Chiavegato, M. B., Powers, W., & Palumbo, N. (2015). Ammonia and greenhouse gas emissions from housed Holstein 
steers fed different levels of diet crude protein. Journal of Animal Science, 93(1), 395-404. 

Chijioke Ogbonna, A., & Rudinow Saetnan, E. (2018). Meta-Analysis of Methane Mitigation Strategies: Improved 
Predictions of Mitigation Potentials and Production Implications. Iranian Journal of Applied Animal Science, 8(4), 567-
573. 

Chung, Y. H., Mc Geough, E. J., Acharya, S., McAllister, T. A., McGinn, S. M., Harstad, O. M., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2013). 
Enteric methane emission, diet digestibility, and nitrogen excretion from beef heifers fed sainfoin or alfalfa. Journal of 
Animal Science, 91(10), 4861-4874. 

Chung, Y. H., He, M. L., McGinn, S. M., McAllister, T. A., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2011). Linseed suppresses enteric methane 
emissions from cattle fed barley silage, but not from those fed grass hay. Animal Feed Science and Technology, 166, 321-
329. 

Cooprider, K. L., Mitloehner, F. M., Famula, T. R., Kebreab, E., Zhao, Y., & Van Eenennaam, A. L. (2011). Feedlot 
efficiency implications on greenhouse gas emissions and sustainability. Journal of Animal Science, 89(8), 2643-2656. 

Coppa, M., Jurquet, J., Eugène, M., Dechaux, T., Rochette, Y., Lamy, J. M., ... & Martin, C. (2021). Repeatability and 
ranking of long-term enteric methane emissions measurement on dairy cows across diets and time using GreenFeed 
system in farm-conditions. Methods, 186, 59-67. 

Cottle, D. J., Nolan, J. V., & Wiedemann, S. G. (2011). Ruminant enteric methane mitigation: a review. Animal Production 
Science, 51(6), 491-514. 

Cueva, S. F., Stefenoni, H., Melgar, A., Räisänen, S. E., Lage, C. F. A., Wasson, D. E., ... & Hristov, A. N. (2021). Lactational 
performance, rumen fermentation, and enteric methane emission of dairy cows fed an amylase-enabled corn silage. 
Journal of dairy science, 104(9), 9827-9841. 

https://unfccc.int/ghg-inventories-annex-i-parties/2022
https://www.canadianbeefbreeds.com/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-016-1686-1
https://doi.org/10.3390/su122410347


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 22 

Cullen, B. R., MacLeod, N. D., Scanlan, J. C., Doran-Browne, N., Cullen, B. R., MacLeod, N. D., Scanlan, J. C., & Doran-
Browne, N. (2016). Influence of climate variability and stocking strategies on greenhouse gas emissions (GHGE), 
production and profit of a northern Queensland beef cattle herd. Animal Production Science, 58(6), 990–997. 
https://doi.org/10.1071/AN15608  

da Fonseca, M. P., Borges, A. L. D. C. C., Reis, R., Lage, H. F., Ferreira, A. L., Lopes, F. C. F., ... & Rodrigues, J. A. S. (2015). 
Intake, apparent digestibility, and methane emission in bulls receiving a feed supplement of monensin, virginiamycin, or 
a combination. Animal Production Science, 56(7), 1041-1045. 

Darabighane, B., Tapio, I., Ventto, L., Kairenius, P., Stefański, T., Leskinen, H., ... & Bayat, A. R. (2021). Effects of Starch 
Level and a Mixture of Sunflower and Fish Oils on Nutrient Intake and Digestibility, Rumen Fermentation, and Ruminal 
Methane Emissions in Dairy Cows. Animals, 11(5), 1310. 

de Faria Maciel, I. C., Barbosa, F. A., Tomich, T. R., Pereira Ribeiro, L. G., Alvarenga, R. C., Lopes, L. S., Rocha Malacco, V. 
M., Rowntree, J. E., Thompson, L. R., & Quintão Lana, Â. M. (2019). Could the breed composition improve performance 
and change the enteric methane emissions from beef cattle in a tropical intensive production system? PLoS ONE, 14(7). 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0220247  

DFC - PLC, C. T. (2019, February 14). THE CANADIAN DAIRY COW DIET. 

Dijkstra, J., Bannink, A., France, J., Kebreab, E., & Van Gastelen, S. (2018). Antimethanogenic effects of 3-
nitrooxypropanol depend on supplementation dose, dietary fiber content, and cattle type. Journal of dairy science, 
101(10), 9041-9047. 

Dong, H., Mangino, J., McAllister, T. A., Hatfield, J. L., Johnson, D. E., Lassey, K. R., de Lima, M. A., & Romanovskaya, A. 
(2006). Emissions from Livestock and Manure Management. In S. Eggleston, L. Duendia, K. Wiwam, T. Ngara, & K. 
Tanabe (Eds.), 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories (Vol. 4). Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change,  

Doreau, M., Ferlay, A., Rochette, Y., & Martin, C. (2014). Effects of dehydrated lucerne and soya bean meal on milk 
production and composition, nutrient digestion, and methane and nitrogen losses in dairy cows receiving two different 
forages. Animal, 8(3), 420-430. 

Du, W., Hou, F., Tsunekawa, A., Kobayashi, N., Ichinohe, T., & Peng, F. (2019). Effects of the diet inclusion of common 
vetch hay versus alfalfa hay on the body weight gain, nitrogen utilization efficiency, energy balance, and enteric 
methane emissions of crossbred Simmental cattle. Animals, 9(11), 983. 

Du, W., Hou, F., Tsunekawa, A., Kobayashi, N., Peng, F., & Ichinohe, T. (2020). Effects of oat hay and leguminous forage 
mixture feeding on enteric methane emission, energy utilization, and feed conversion efficiency in male crossbred 
Simmental beef cattle. Animal Science Journal, 91(1), e13472. 

Ebert, P. J., Bailey, E. A., Shreck, A. L., Jennings, J. S., & Cole, N. A. (2017). Effect of condensed tannin extract 
supplementation on growth performance, nitrogen balance, gas emissions, and energetic losses of beef steers. Journal 
of Animal Science, 95(3), 1345-1355. 

Eckard, R. J., & Clark, H. (2018). Potential solutions to the major greenhouse-gas issues facing Australasian dairy farming. 
Animal Production Science, 60(1), 10-16. 

https://doi.org/10.1071/AN15608
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0220247


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 23 

Ellis, J. L., Hindrichsen, I. K., Klop, G., Kinley, R. D., Milora, N., Bannink, A., & Dijkstra, J. (2016). Effects of lactic acid 
bacteria silage inoculation on methane emission and productivity of Holstein Friesian dairy cattle. Journal of Dairy 
Science, 99(9), 7159-7174. 

Environment and Climate Change Canada. (April 15, 2022) National Inventory Report - Part 1.  

Environment and Climate Change Canada. (2021, October 11). Canada confirms its support for the Global Methane 
Pledge and announces ambitious domestic actions to slash methane emissions - Canada.ca. 
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/news/2021/10/canada-confirms-its-support-for-the-global-
methane-pledge-and-announces-ambitious-domestic-actions-to-slash-methane-emissions.html  

Eugène, M., Martin, C., Mialon, M. M., Krauss, D., Renand, G., & Doreau, M. (2011). Dietary linseed and starch 
supplementation decreases methane production of fattening bulls. Animal Feed Science and Technology, 166, 330-337. 

Feed additive remains years away in Canada | The Western Producer. (2022). Retrieved April 24, 2022, from 
https://www.producer.com/news/feed-additive-remains-years-away-in-canada/  

Feng, X. Y., Dijkstra, J., Bannink, A., van Gastelen, S., France, J., & Kebreab, E. (2020). Antimethanogenic effects of nitrate 
supplementation in cattle: A meta-analysis. Journal of Dairy Science, 103(12), 11375-11385. 

Ferris, C. P., Jiao, H., Murray, S., Gordon, A. W., & Carson, A. F. (2017). Methane emissions from non-lactating pregnant 
dairy cows while grazing. Livestock Science, 206, 121-124. 

Flay, H. E., Kuhn-Sherlock, B., Macdonald, K. A., Camara, M., Lopez-Villalobos, N., Donaghy, D. J., & Roche, J. R. (2019). 
Hot topic: Selecting cattle for low residual feed intake did not affect daily methane production but increased methane 
yield. Journal of Dairy Science, 102(3), 2708-2713. 

Focant, M., Froidmont, E., Archambeau, Q., Dang Van, Q. C., & Larondelle, Y. (2019). The effect of oak tannin (Quercus 
robur) and hops (Humulus lupulus) on dietary nitrogen efficiency, methane emission, and milk fatty acid composition of 
dairy cows fed a low-protein diet including linseed. Journal of Dairy Science, 102(2), 1144–1159. 
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-15479 

Gislon, G., Colombini, S., Borreani, G., Crovetto, G. M., Sandrucci, A., Galassi, G., ... & Rapetti, L. (2020). Milk production, 
methane emissions, nitrogen, and energy balance of cows fed diets based on different forage systems. Journal of Dairy 
Science, 103(9), 8048-8061. 

González-Recio, O., López-Paredes, J., Ouatahar, L., Charfeddine, N., Ugarte, E., Alenda, R., & Jiménez-Montero, J. A. 
(2020). Mitigation of greenhouse gases in dairy cattle via genetic selection: 2. Incorporating methane emissions into the 
breeding goal. Journal of Dairy Science, 103(8), 7210–7221. https://doi.org/10.3168/JDS.2019-17598  

Grainger, C., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2011). Can enteric methane emissions from ruminants be lowered without lowering 
their production?. Animal feed science and technology, 166, 308-320. 

Grainger, C., Williams, R., Eckard, R. J., & Hannah, M. C. (2010). A high dose of monensin does not reduce methane 
emissions of dairy cows offered pasture supplemented with grain. Journal of Dairy Science, 93(11), 5300-5308. 

Guyader, J., Eugène, M., Meunier, B., Doreau, M., Morgavi, D. P., Silberberg, M., ... & Martin, C. (2015). Additive 
methane-mitigating effect between linseed oil and nitrate fed to cattle. Journal of Animal Science, 93(7), 3564-3577. 

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/news/2021/10/canada-confirms-its-support-for-the-global-methane-pledge-and-announces-ambitious-domestic-actions-to-slash-methane-emissions.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/news/2021/10/canada-confirms-its-support-for-the-global-methane-pledge-and-announces-ambitious-domestic-actions-to-slash-methane-emissions.html
https://www.producer.com/news/feed-additive-remains-years-away-in-canada/
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-15479
https://doi.org/10.3168/JDS.2019-17598


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 24 

Guyader, J., Doreau, M., Morgavi, D. P., Gérard, C., Loncke, C., & Martin, C. (2016). Long-term effect of linseed plus 
nitrate fed to dairy cows on enteric methane emission and nitrate and nitrite residuals in milk. Animal, 10(7), 1173-
1181. 

Hadipour, A., Mohit, A., Darmani Kuhi, H., & Hashemzadeh, F. (2021). Recent nutritional advances to mitigate methane 
emission in cattle: a review. Iranian Journal of Applied Animal Science, 11(1), 1-14. 

Haisan, J., Sun, Y., Guan, L. L., Beauchemin, K. A., Iwaasa, A., Duval, S., Barreda, D. R., & Oba, M. (2014). The effects of 
feeding 3-nitrooxypropanol on methane emissions and productivity of Holstein cows in mid lactation. Journal of Dairy 
Science, 97(5), 3110–3119. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2013-7834 

Hales, K. E., & Cole, N. A. (2017). Hourly methane production in finishing steers fed at different levels of dry matter 
intake. Journal of animal science, 95(5), 2089-2096. 

Hales, K. E., Cole, N. A., & MacDonald, J. C. (2013). Effects of increasing concentrations of wet distillers grains with 
solubles in steam-flaked, corn-based diets on energy metabolism, carbon-nitrogen balance, and methane emissions of 
cattle. Journal of animal science, 91(2), 819-828. 

Hammond, K. J., Jones, A. K., Humphries, D. J., Crompton, L. A., & Reynolds, C. K. (2016). Effects of diet forage source 
and neutral detergent fiber content on milk production of dairy cattle and methane emissions determined using 
GreenFeed and respiration chamber techniques. Journal of Dairy Science, 99(10), 7904–7917. 
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2015-10759 

Hammond, K. J., Humphries, D. J., Crompton, L. A., Kirton, P., & Reynolds, C. K. (2015). Effects of forage source and 
extruded linseed supplementation on methane emissions from growing dairy cattle of differing body weights. Journal of 
Dairy Science, 98(11), 8066-8077. 

Harper, M. T., Oh, J., Giallongo, F., Roth, G. W., & Hristov, A. N. (2017). Inclusion of wheat and triticale silage in the diet 
of lactating dairy cows. Journal of Dairy Science, 100(8), 6151-6163. 

Hassanat, F., & Benchaar, C. (2021). Corn silage-based diet supplemented with increasing amounts of linseed oil: Effects 
on methane production, rumen fermentation, nutrient digestibility, nitrogen utilization, and milk production of dairy 
cows. Journal of Dairy Science, 104(5), 5375-5390. 

Hassanat, F., Gervais, R., & Benchaar, C. (2017). Methane production, ruminal fermentation characteristics, nutrient 
digestibility, nitrogen excretion, and milk production of dairy cows fed conventional or brown midrib corn silage. Journal 
of Dairy Science, 100(4), 2625-2636. 

Hassanat, F., Gervais, R., Massé, D. I., Petit, H. V., & Benchaar, C. (2014). Methane production, nutrient digestion, 
ruminal fermentation, N balance, and milk production of cows fed timothy silage-or alfalfa silage-based diets. Journal of 
dairy science, 97(10), 6463-6474. 

Hatew, B., Bannink, A., Van Laar, H., De Jonge, L. H., & Dijkstra, J. (2016). Increasing harvest maturity of whole-plant corn 
silage reduces methane emission of lactating dairy cows. Journal of dairy Science, 99(1), 354-368. 

Heerlen, N. (2022, February 24). DSM receives landmark EU market approval for its methane-reducing feed additive 
Bovaer®.  

Holstein Canada: About Us - The Canadian Dairy Industry. (2015). Retrieved April 27, 2022, from 
https://www.holstein.ca/Public/en/About_Us/The_Canadian_Dairy_Industry/The_Holstein_Breed  

https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2013-7834
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2015-10759
https://www.holstein.ca/Public/en/About_Us/The_Canadian_Dairy_Industry/The_Holstein_Breed


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 25 

Holtshausen, L., Benchaar, C., Kröbel, R., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2021). Canola Meal versus Soybean Meal as Protein 
Supplements in the Diets of Lactating Dairy Cows Affects the Greenhouse Gas Intensity of Milk. Animals, 11(6), 1636. 

Hristov, A. N., Kebreab, E., Niu, M., Oh, J., Bannink, A., Bayat, A. R., Boland, T. M., Brito, A. F., Casper, D. P., Crompton, L. 
A., Dijkstra, J., Eugène, M., Garnsworthy, P. C., Haque, N., Hellwing, A. L. F., Huhtanen, P., Kreuzer, M., Kuhla, B., Lund, 
P., … Yu, Z. (2018). Symposium review: Uncertainties in enteric methane inventories, measurement techniques, and 
prediction models. Journal of Dairy Science, 101(7), 6655–6674. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2017-13536  

Hristov, A. N., Oh, J., Firkins, J. L., Dijkstra, J., Kebreab, E., Waghorn, G., ... & Tricarico, J. M. (2013). Special topics—
Mitigation of methane and nitrous oxide emissions from animal operations: I. A review of enteric methane mitigation 
options. Journal of animal science, 91(11), 5045-5069. 

Hristov, A. N., Oh, J., Giallongo, F., Frederick, T. W., Harper, M. T., Weeks, H. L., Branco, A. F., Moate, P. J., Deighton, M. 
H., Williams, S. R. O., Kindermann, M., & Duval, S. (2015). An inhibitor persistently decreased enteric methane emission 
from dairy cows with no negative effect on milk production. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the 
United States of America, 112(34), 10663–10668. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1504124112 

Hünerberg, M., Little, S. M., Beauchemin, K. A., McGinn, S. M., O’Connor, D., Okine, E. K., ... & McAllister, T. A. (2014). 
Feeding high concentrations of corn dried distillers’ grains decreases methane, but increases nitrous oxide emissions 
from beef cattle production. Agricultural Systems, 127, 19-27. 

Hünerberg, M., McGinn, S. M., Beauchemin, K. A., Entz, T., Okine, E. K., Harstad, O. M., & McAllister, T. A. (2015). Impact 
of ruminal pH on enteric methane emissions. Journal of animal science, 93(4), 1760-1766. 

Hünerberg, M., McGinn, S. M., Beauchemin, K. A., Okine, E. K., Harstad, O. M., & McAllister, T. A. (2013). Effect of dried 
distillers grains plus solubles on enteric methane emissions and nitrogen excretion from growing beef cattle. Journal of 
Animal Science, 91(6), 2846-2857. 

Huyen, N. T., Desrues, O., Alferink, S. J. J., Zandstra, T., Verstegen, M. W. A., Hendriks, W. H., & Pellikaan, W. F. (2016). 
Inclusion of sainfoin (Onobrychis viciifolia) silage in dairy cow rations affects nutrient digestibility, nitrogen utilization, 
energy balance, and methane emissions. Journal of dairy science, 99(5), 3566-3577. 

Islam, M., Kim, S. H., Son, A. R., Ramos, S. C., Jeong, C. D., Yu, Z., Kang, S. H., Cho, Y. il, Lee, S. S., Cho, K. K., & Lee, S. S. 
(2021). Seasonal influence on rumen microbiota, rumen fermentation and enteric methane emissions of holstein and 
jersey steers under the same total mixed ration. Animals, 11(4). https://doi.org/10.3390/ANI11041184/S1  

Jayanegara, A., Sarwono, K. A., Kondo, M., Matsui, H., Ridla, M., Laconi, E. B., & Nahrowi. (2018). Use of 3-
nitrooxypropanol as feed additive for mitigating enteric methane emissions from ruminants: a meta-analysis. Italian 
Journal of Animal Science, 17(3), 650-656. 

Jayasundara, S., Ranga Niroshan Appuhamy, J. A. D., Kebreab, E., & Wagner-Riddle, C. (2016). Methane and nitrous 
oxide emissions from Canadian dairy farms and mitigation options: An updated review. Canadian Journal of Animal 
Science, 96(3), 306-331. 

Jiménez-Ocampo, R., Valencia-Salazar, S., Pinzón-Díaz, C. E., Herrera-Torres, E., Aguilar-Pérez, C. F., Arango, J., & Ku-
Vera, J. C. (2019). The role of chitosan as a possible agent for enteric methane mitigation in ruminants. Animals, 9(11), 
942. 

https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2017-13536
https://doi.org/10.3390/ANI11041184/S1


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 26 

Jonker, A., Molano, G., Antwi, C., & Waghorn, G. C. (2016). Enteric methane and carbon dioxide emissions measured 
using respiration chambers, the sulfur hexafluoride tracer technique, and a GreenFeed head-chamber system from beef 
heifers fed alfalfa silage at three allowances and four feeding frequencies–. Journal of Animal Science, 94(10), 4326–
4337. https://doi.org/10.2527/JAS.2016-0646  

Kahraman, O., Ozbilgin, A., Alatas, M. S., & CÝTÝL, O. B. (2015). Strategies to reduce methane production in ruminants. 
Scientific Papers: Series D, Animal Science-The International Session of Scientific Communications of the Faculty of 
Animal Science, 58. 

Kataria, R. P. (2015). Use of feed additives for reducing greenhouse gas emissions from dairy farms. Microbiology 
Research, 6(1), 6120. 

Kebreab, E., Clark, K., Wagner-Riddle, C., & France, J. (n.d.-a). Methane and nitrous oxide emissions from Canadian 
animal agriculture: A review. In J. Anim. Sci. Downloaded from cdnsciencepub. 

Kim, H., Lee, H. G., Baek, Y. C., Lee, S., & Seo, J. (2020). The effects of dietary supplementation with 3-nitrooxypropanol 
on enteric methane emissions, rumen fermentation, and production performance in ruminants: a meta-analysis. Journal 
of Animal Science and Technology, 62(1), 31. 

Kim, S. H., Lee, C., Pechtl, H. A., Hettick, J. M., Campler, M. R., Pairis-Garcia, M. D., ... & Duval, S. M. (2019). Effects of 3-
nitrooxypropanol on enteric methane production, rumen fermentation, and feeding behavior in beef cattle fed a high-
forage or high-grain diet. Journal of animal science, 97(7), 2687-2699. 

Kinley, R. D., Martinez-Fernandez, G., Matthews, M. K., de Nys, R., Magnusson, M., & Tomkins, N. W. (2020). Mitigating 
the carbon footprint and improving productivity of ruminant livestock agriculture using a red seaweed. Journal of 
Cleaner production, 259, 120836. 

Klop, G., Dijkstra, J., Dieho, K., Hendriks, W. H., & Bannink, A. (2017). Enteric methane production in lactating dairy cows 
with continuous feeding of essential oils or rotational feeding of essential oils and lauric acid. Journal of Dairy Science, 
100(5), 3563-3575. 

Knapp, J. R., Laur, G. L., Vadas, P. A., Weiss, W. P., & Tricarico, J. M. (2014). Invited review: Enteric methane in dairy 
cattle production: Quantifying the opportunities and impact of reducing emissions. Journal of dairy science, 97(6), 3231-
3261. 

Kulshreshtha, S., Grant, C., Amiro, B., Ominski, K., Legesse, G., & Alemu, A. (2016). Economic and greenhouse gas 
emission impacts of doubling of forage area in Manitoba, Canada. Canadian Journal of Soil Science, 97(3), 487-496. 

Kumar, S., Choudhury, P. K., Carro, M. D., Griffith, G. W., Dagar, S. S., Puniya, M., ... & Puniya, A. K. (2014). New aspects 
and strategies for methane mitigation from ruminants. Applied microbiology and biotechnology, 98(1), 31-44. 

Lagrange, S., Beauchemin, K. A., MacAdam, J., & Villalba, J. J. (2020). Grazing diverse combinations of tanniferous and 
non-tanniferous legumes: implications for beef cattle performance and environmental impact. Science of The Total 
Environment, 746, 140788. 

Lean, I. J., Golder, H. M., Grant, T. M., & Moate, P. J. (2021). A meta-analysis of effects of dietary seaweed on beef and 
dairy cattle performance and methane yield. Plos one, 16(7), e0249053. 

https://doi.org/10.2527/JAS.2016-0646


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 27 

Lean, I. J., & Moate, P. J. (2021). Cattle, climate, and complexity: food security, quality, and sustainability of the 
Australian cattle industries. Australian veterinary journal, 99(7), 293-308. 

Lee, C., Araujo, R. C., Koenig, K. M., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2017). Effects of encapsulated nitrate on growth performance, 
carcass characteristics, nitrate residues in tissues, and enteric methane emissions in beef steers: finishing phase. Journal 
of Animal Science, 95(8), 3712-3726. 

Lessire, F., & Dufrasne, I. (2019). Determination of enteric methane emissions of dairy cows fed with different diets and 
relationship with milk yield and ruminal function in order to improve advice for farmers. Precision Livestock Farming'19, 
813. 

Li, Y., Shen, Y., Niu, J., Guo, Y., Pauline, M., Zhao, X., Li, Q., Cao, Y., Bi, C., Zhang, X., Wang, Z., Gao, Y., & Li, J. (2021). 
Effect of active dry yeast on lactation performance, methane production, and ruminal fermentation patterns in early-
lactating Holstein cows. Journal of Dairy Science, 104(1), 381–390. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2020-18594 

Li, X., Liu, C., Chen, Y., Shi, R., Cheng, Z., & Dong, H. (2017). Effects of mineral salt supplement on enteric methane 
emissions, ruminal fermentation, and methanogen community of lactating cows. Animal Science Journal, 88(8), 1049-
1057. 

Lopes, J. C., de Matos, L. F., Harper, M. T., Giallongo, F., Oh, J., Gruen, D., Ono, S., Kindermann, M., Duval, S., & Hristov, 
A. N. (2016). Effect of 3-nitrooxypropanol on methane and hydrogen emissions, methane isotopic signature, and 
ruminal fermentation in dairy cows. Journal of Dairy Science, 99(7), 5335–5344. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2015-10832 

Lopes, J. C., Harper, M. T., Giallongo, F., Oh, J., Smith, L., Ortega-Perez, A. M., ... & Hristov, A. N. (2017). Effect of high-
oleic-acid soybeans on production performance, milk fatty acid composition, and enteric methane emission in dairy 
cows. Journal of dairy science, 100(2), 1122-1135. 

Lund, P., Dahl, R., Yang, H. J., Hellwing, A. L. F., Cao, B. B., & Weisbjerg, M. R. (2014). The acute effect of addition of 
nitrate on in vitro and in vivo methane emission in dairy cows. Animal Production Science, 54(9), 1432–1435. 
https://doi.org/10.1071/AN14339 

MARIN, M., VIDU, L., DINIȚĂ, G., POGURSCHI, E., POPA, D., TUDORACHE, M., & CUSTURĂ, I. (2020). Researches 
concerning the use of feed ingredients to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in dairy cows farms. Scientific Papers: Series 
D, Animal Science-The International Session of Scientific Communications of the Faculty of Animal Science, 63(2). 

Martin, C., Ferlay, A., Mosoni, P., Rochette, Y., Chilliard, Y., & Doreau, M. (2016). Increasing linseed supply in dairy cow 
diets based on hay or corn silage: Effect on enteric methane emission, rumen microbial fermentation, and digestion. 
Journal of Dairy Science, 99(5), 3445-3456. 

Marques, J. G. O., de Oliveira Silva, R., Barioni, L. G., Hall, J. J., Fossaert, C., Tedeschi, L. O., ... & Moran, D. (2022). 
Evaluating environmental and economic trade-offs in cattle feed strategies using multiobjective optimization. 
Agricultural Systems, 195, 103308. 

Massé, D. I., Jarret, G., Hassanat, F., Benchaar, C., & Saady, N. M. C. (2016). Effect of increasing levels of corn silage in an 
alfalfa-based dairy cow diet and of manure management practices on manure fugitive methane emissions. Agriculture, 
Ecosystems & Environment, 221, 109-114. 

https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2020-18594
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2015-10832


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 28 

Mazzetto, A. M., Barneze, A. S., Feigl, B. J., van Groenigen, J. W., Oenema, O., & Cerri, C. C. (2014). Temperature and 
moisture affect methane and nitrous oxide emission from bovine manure patches in tropical conditions. Soil Biology and 
Biochemistry, 76, 242–248. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SOILBIO.2014.05.026  

McCauley, J. I., Labeeuw, L., Jaramillo-Madrid, A. C., Nguyen, L. N., Nghiem, L. D., Chaves, A. V., & Ralph, P. J. (2020). 
Management of enteric methanogenesis in ruminants by algal-derived feed additives. Current Pollution Reports, 6(3), 
188-205. 

McGinn, S. M., & Flesch, T. K. (2018). Ammonia and greenhouse gas emissions at beef cattle feedlots in Alberta Canada. 
Agricultural and forest meteorology, 258, 43-49.  

Melgar, A., Harper, M. T., Oh, J., Giallongo, F., Young, M. E., Ott, T. L., Duval, S., & Hristov, A. N. (2020). Effects of 3-
nitrooxypropanol on rumen fermentation, lactational performance, and resumption of ovarian cyclicity in dairy cows. 
Journal of Dairy Science, 103(1), 410–432. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2019-17085 

Melgar, A., Lage, C. F. A., Nedelkov, K., Räisänen, S. E., Stefenoni, H., Fetter, M. E., Chen, X., Oh, J., Duval, S., 
Kindermann, M., Walker, N. D., & Hristov, A. N. (2021). Enteric methane emission, milk production, and composition of 
dairy cows fed 3-nitrooxypropanol. Journal of Dairy Science, 104(1), 357–366. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2020-18908 

Meller, R. A., Wenner, B. A., Ashworth, J., Gehman, A. M., Lakritz, J., & Firkins, J. L. (2019). Potential roles of nitrate and 
live yeast culture in suppressing methane emission and influencing ruminal fermentation, digestibility, and milk 
production in lactating Jersey cows. Journal of Dairy Science, 102(7), 6144–6156. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-
16008 

Mikuła, R., Pszczola, M., Rzewuska, K., Mucha, S., Nowak, W., & Strabel, T. (2021). The Effect of Rumination Time on 
Milk Performance and Methane Emission of Dairy Cows Fed Partial Mixed Ration Based on Maize Silage. Animals, 12(1), 
50. 

Min, B. R., Parker, D., Brauer, D., Waldrip, H., Lockard, C., Hales, K., ... & Augyte, S. (2021). The role of seaweed as a 
potential dietary supplementation for enteric methane mitigation in ruminants: Challenges and opportunities. Animal 
Nutrition, 7(4), 1371-1387.  

Moate, P. J., Deighton, M. H., Williams, S. R. O., Pryce, J. E., Hayes, B. J., Jacobs, J. L., ... & Wales, W. J. (2015). Reducing 
the carbon footprint of Australian milk production by mitigation of enteric methane emissions. Animal Production 
Science, 56(7), 1017-1034. 

Moate, P. J., Williams, S. R. O., Grainger, C., Hannah, M. C., Ponnampalam, E. N., & Eckard, R. J. (2011). Influence of cold-
pressed canola, brewers grains and hominy meal as dietary supplements suitable for reducing enteric methane 
emissions from lactating dairy cows. Animal Feed Science and Technology, 166, 254-264. 

Moate, P. J., Williams, S. R. O., Hannah, M. C., Eckard, R. J., Auldist, M. J., Ribaux, B. E., ... & Wales, W. J. (2013). Effects 
of feeding algal meal high in docosahexaenoic acid on feed intake, milk production, and methane emissions in dairy 
cows. Journal of Dairy Science, 96(5), 3177-3188. 

Moate, P. J., Jacobs, J. L., Hannah, M. C., Morris, G. L., Beauchemin, K. A., Hess, P. A., ... & Williams, S. R. O. (2018). 
Adaptation responses in milk fat yield and methane emissions of dairy cows when wheat was included in their diet for 
16 weeks. Journal of dairy science, 101(8), 7117-7132. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SOILBIO.2014.05.026
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-16008
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-16008


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 29 

Moate, P. J., Williams, S. R. O., Jacobs, J. L., Hannah, M. C., Beauchemin, K. A., Eckard, R. J., & Wales, W. J. (2017). Wheat 
is more potent than corn or barley for dietary mitigation of enteric methane emissions from dairy cows. Journal of Dairy 
Science, 100(9), 7139-7153. 

Much of world signs up to Global Methane Pledge. (2021). Oil and Energy Trends, 46(12), 7–8. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/oet.12897  

Muñoz, C., Herrera, D., Hube, S., Morales, J., & Ungerfeld, E. M. (2018). Effects of dietary concentrate supplementation 
on enteric methane emissions and performance of late lactation dairy cows. Chilean journal of agricultural research, 
78(3), 429-437. 

Muñoz, C., Sánchez, R., Peralta, A. M. T., Espíndola, S., Yan, T., Morales, R., & Ungerfeld, E. M. (2019). Effects of feeding 
unprocessed oilseeds on methane emission, nitrogen utilization efficiency and milk fatty acid profile of lactating dairy 
cows. Animal Feed Science and Technology, 249, 18–30. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2019.01.015 

Nawab, A., Li, G., An, L., Nawab, Y., Zhao, Y., Xiao, M., ... & Sun, C. (2020). The potential effect of dietary tannins on 
enteric methane emission and ruminant production, as an alternative to antibiotic feed additives–a review. Annals of 
Animal Science, 20(2), 355-388. 

Niu, M., Appuhamy, J. A. D. R. N., Leytem, A. B., Dungan, R. S., & Kebreab, E. (2016). Effect of dietary crude protein and 
forage contents on enteric methane emissions and nitrogen excretion from dairy cows simultaneously. Animal 
Production Science, 56(3), 312-321. 

Ogunbode, C. A., Doran, R., & Böhm, G. (2020). Exposure to the IPCC special report on 1.5 °C global warming is linked to 
perceived threat and increased concern about climate change. Climatic Change, 158(3–4), 361–375. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-019-02609-0  

Olijhoek, D. W., Løvendahl, P., Lassen, J., Hellwing, A. L. F., Höglund, J. K., Weisbjerg, M. R., Noel, S. J., McLean, F., 
Højberg, O., & Lund, P. (2018). Methane production, rumen fermentation, and diet digestibility of Holstein and Jersey 
dairy cows being divergent in residual feed intake and fed at 2 forage-to-concentrate ratios. Journal of Dairy Science, 
101(11), 9926–9940. https://doi.org/10.3168/JDS.2017-14278  

O’Neill, B. F., Deighton, M. H., O’Loughlin, B. M., Galvin, N., O’Donovan, M., & Lewis, E. (2012). The effects of 
supplementing grazing dairy cows with partial mixed ration on enteric methane emissions and milk production during 
mid to late lactation. Journal of Dairy Science, 95(11), 6582–6590. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2011-5257 

O’Neill, B. F., Deighton, M. H., O’loughlin, B. M., Mulligan, F. J., Boland, T. M., O’donovan, M., & Lewis, E. (2011). Effects 
of a perennial ryegrass diet or total mixed ration diet offered to spring-calving Holstein-Friesian dairy cows on methane 
emissions, dry matter intake, and milk production. Journal of dairy science, 94(4), 1941-1951. 

Orzuna-Orzuna, J. F., Dorantes-Iturbide, G., Lara-Bueno, A., Mendoza-Martínez, G. D., Miranda-Romero, L. A., & 
Hernández-García, P. A. (2021). Effects of Dietary Tannins’ Supplementation on Growth Performance, Rumen 
Fermentation, and Enteric Methane Emissions in Beef Cattle: A Meta-Analysis. Sustainability, 13(13), 7410. 

Osorio, A. M., Tonelli Nardi, K. T., Fávero, I. G., Scaranto Silva, K. G., Coello, K. D., Raudales, A. A., ... & Henry, D. D. 
(2021). 305 Methane Emissions and Apparent Total Tract Nutrient Digestibility of Feedlot Beef Steers Under Intensive 
Management with or Without an Added Nutritional Packet. Journal of Animal Science, 99(Supplement_3), 166-167. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/oet.12897
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-019-02609-0
https://doi.org/10.3168/JDS.2017-14278
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2011-5257


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 30 

Patra, A. K. (2013). The effect of dietary fats on methane emissions, and its other effects on digestibility, rumen 
fermentation and lactation performance in cattle: A meta-analysis. Livestock science, 155(2-3), 244-254. 

Philippeau, C., Lettat, A., Martin, C., Silberberg, M., Morgavi, D. P., Ferlay, A., ... & Nozière, P. (2017). Effects of bacterial 
direct-fed microbials on ruminal characteristics, methane emission, and milk fatty acid composition in cows fed high-or 
low-starch diets. Journal of dairy science, 100(4), 2637-2650. 

Pinares-Patiño, C. S., Franco, F. E., Molano, G., Kjestrup, H., Sandoval, E., MacLean, S., ... & Laubach, J. (2016). Feed 
intake and methane emissions from cattle grazing pasture sprayed with canola oil. Livestock Science, 184, 7-12. 

Piñeiro-Vázquez, A. T., Canul-Solís, J. R., Alayón-Gamboa, J. A., Chay-Canul, A. J., Ayala-Burgos, A. J., Aguilar-Pérez, C. F., 
... & Ku-Vera, J. C. (2015). Potential of condensed tannins for the reduction of emissions of enteric methane and their 
effect on ruminant productivity. Archivos de Medicina Veterinaria, 47(3), 263-272. 

Ranga Niroshan Appuhamy, J. A. D., Strathe, A. B., Jayasundara, S., Wagner-Riddle, C., Dijkstra, J., France, J., & Kebreab, 
E. (2013). Anti-methanogenic effects of monensin in dairy and beef cattle: A meta-analysis. Journal of Dairy Science, 
96(8), 5161–5173. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2012-5923 

Rasmussen, J., & Harrison, A. (2011). The benefits of supplementary fat in feed rations for ruminants with particular 
focus on reducing levels of methane production. International Scholarly Research Notices, 2011. 

Rauw, W. M., Rydhmer, L., Kyriazakis, I., Øverland, M., Gilbert, H., Dekkers, J. C. M., Hermesch, S., Bouquet, A., Gómez 
Izquierdo, E., Louveau, I., & Gomez-Raya, L. (2020). Prospects for sustainability of pig production in relation to climate 
change and novel feed resources. Journal of the Science of Food and Agriculture, 100(9), 3575–3586. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsfa.10338  

Renand, G., Vinet, A., Decruyenaere, V., Maupetit, D., & Dozias, D. (2019). Methane and carbon dioxide emission of beef 
heifers in relation with growth and feed efficiency. Animals, 9(12), 1136. 

RG-1 Regulatory Guidance:Feed Registration Procedures and Labelling Standards - Canadian Food Inspection Agency. 
(2022). Retrieved April 24, 2022, from https://inspection.canada.ca/animal-health/livestock-feeds/regulatory-
guidance/rg-1/eng/1329109265932/1329109385432  

Rico, D. E., Chouinard, P. Y., Hassanat, F., Benchaar, C., & Gervais, R. (2016). Prediction of enteric methane emissions 
from Holstein dairy cows fed various forage sources. Animal, 10(2), 203-211. 

Romero-Perez, A., Okine, E. K., McGinn, S. M., Guan, L. L., Oba, M., Duval, S. M., ... & Beauchemin, K. A. (2015). 
Sustained reduction in methane production from long-term addition of 3-nitrooxypropanol to a beef cattle diet. Journal 
of Animal Science, 93(4), 1780-1791. 

Roque, B. M., Salwen, J. K., Kinley, R., & Kebreab, E. (2019). Inclusion of Asparagopsis armata in lactating dairy cows’ diet 
reduces enteric methane emission by over 50 percent. Journal of Cleaner Production, 234, 132–138. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.06.193 

Samsonstuen, S., Åby, B. A., Crosson, P., Beauchemin, K. A., & Aass, L. (2020). Mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions 
from beef cattle production systems. Acta Agriculturae Scandinavica, Section A—Animal Science, 69(4), 220-232. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jsfa.10338
https://inspection.canada.ca/animal-health/livestock-feeds/regulatory-guidance/rg-1/eng/1329109265932/1329109385432
https://inspection.canada.ca/animal-health/livestock-feeds/regulatory-guidance/rg-1/eng/1329109265932/1329109385432


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 31 

Sánchez-Sánchez, V. H., Saynes-Santillan, V., Gere, J. I., Cruz-Monterrosa, R. G., Jiménez-Ferrer, G., Astigarraga, L., ... & 
Ramírez-Bribiesca, J. E. (2021). Influence of supplemental dietary copper in high roughage rations on nutrient 
digestibility and methane emission in Holstein bulls. Livestock Science, 244, 104347. 

Schilde, M., von Soosten, D., Hüther, L., Meyer, U., Zeyner, A., & Dänicke, S. (2021). Effects of 3-nitrooxypropanol and 
varying concentrate feed proportions in the ration on methane emission, rumen fermentation and performance of 
periparturient dairy cows. Archives of Animal Nutrition, 75(2), 79–104. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1745039X.2021.1877986 

Shen, J., Melaku, N. D., Treu, R., & Wang, J. (2019). Inventories of methane and nitrous oxide emissions from animal and 
crop farms of 69 municipalities in Alberta, Canada. Journal of Cleaner Production, 234, 895–911. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.06.270  

Stackhouse-Lawson, K. R., Calvo, M. S., Place, S. E., Armitage, T. L., Pan, Y., Zhao, Y., & Mitloehner, F. M. (2013). Growth 
promoting technologies reduce greenhouse gas, alcohol, and ammonia emissions from feedlot cattle. Journal of animal 
science, 91(11), 5438-5447. 

Staerfl, S. M., Amelchanka, S. L., Kälber, T., Soliva, C. R., Kreuzer, M., & Zeitz, J. O. (2012). Effect of feeding dried high-
sugar ryegrass (‘AberMagic’) on methane and urinary nitrogen emissions of primiparous cows. Livestock Science, 150(1-
3), 293-301. 

Stewart, E. K., Beauchemin, K. A., Dai, X., MacAdam, J. W., Christensen, R. G., & Villalba, J. J. (2019). Effect of tannin-
containing hays on enteric methane emissions and nitrogen partitioning in beef cattle. Journal of Animal Science, 97(8), 
3286-3299. 

Summary of scientific research on how 3-NOP effectively reduces enteric methane emissions from cows. (2019). DSM 

Sun, F., Aguerre, M. J., & Wattiaux, M. A. (2019). Starch and dextrose at 2 levels of rumen-degradable protein in iso-
nitrogenous diets: Effects on lactation performance, ruminal measurements, methane emission, digestibility, and 
nitrogen balance of dairy cows. Journal of dairy science, 102(2), 1281-1293. 

Tekippe, J. A., Hristov, A. N., Heyler, K. S., Cassidy, T. W., Zheljazkov, V. D., Ferreira, J. F. S., ... & Varga, G. A. (2011). 
Rumen fermentation and production effects of Origanum vulgare L. leaves in lactating dairy cows. Journal of Dairy 
Science, 94(10), 5065-5079. 

Terranova, M., Eggerschwiler, L., Ortmann, S., Clauss, M., Kreuzer, M., & Schwarm, A. (2021). Increasing the proportion 
of hazel leaves in the diet of dairy cows reduced methane yield and excretion of nitrogen in volatile form, but not milk 
yield. Animal Feed Science and Technology, 276. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2020.114790 

Terry, S. A., Ramos, A. F. O., Holman, D. B., McAllister, T. A., Breves, G., & Chaves, A. v. (2018). Humic substances alter 
ammonia production and the microbial populations within a RUSITEC fed a mixed hay - Concentrate diet. Frontiers in 
Microbiology, 9(JUL). https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2018.01410 

Terry, S. A., Ribeiro, G. D. O., Gruninger, R. J., Hunerberg, M., Ping, S., Chaves, A. V., ... & McAllister, T. A. (2018). Effect 
of humic substances on rumen fermentation, nutrient digestibility, methane emissions, and rumen microbiota in beef 
heifers. Journal of Animal Science, 96(9), 3863-3877. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1745039X.2021.1877986
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.06.270
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2020.114790


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 32 

Uddin, M. E., Santana, O. I., Weigel, K. A., & Wattiaux, M. A. (2020). Enteric methane, lactation performances, 
digestibility, and metabolism of nitrogen and energy of Holsteins and Jerseys fed 2 levels of forage fiber from alfalfa 
silage or corn silage. Journal of Dairy Science, 103(7), 6087-6099. 

Ugbogu, E. A., Elghandour, M. M., Ikpeazu, V. O., Buendía, G. R., Molina, O. M., Arunsi, U. O., ... & Salem, A. Z. (2019). 
The potential impacts of dietary plant natural products on the sustainable mitigation of methane emission from 
livestock farming. Journal of Cleaner Production, 213, 915-925. 

Van Gastelen, S., Dijkstra, J., & Bannink, A. (2019). Are dietary strategies to mitigate enteric methane emission equally 
effective across dairy cattle, beef cattle, and sheep? Journal of Dairy Science, 102(7), 6109–6130. 
https://doi.org/10.3168/JDS.2018-15785 

Van Wesemael, D., Vandaele, L., Ampe, B., Cattrysse, H., Duval, S., Kindermann, M., Fievez, V., de Campeneere, S., & 
Peiren, N. (2019). Reducing enteric methane emissions from dairy cattle: Two ways to supplement 3-nitrooxypropanol. 
Journal of Dairy Science, 102(2), 1780–1787. https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-14534 

Van Zijderveld, S. M., Fonken, B., Dijkstra, J., Gerrits, W. J. J., Perdok, H. B., Fokkink, W., & Newbold, J. R. (2011). Effects 
of a combination of feed additives on methane production, diet digestibility, and animal performance in lactating dairy 
cows. Journal of dairy science, 94(3), 1445-1454. 

Vázquez-Carrillo, M. F., Montelongo-Pérez, H. D., González-Ronquillo, M., Castillo-Gallegos, E., & Castelán-Ortega, O. A. 
(2020). Effects of three herbs on methane emissions from beef cattle. Animals, 10(9), 1671. 

Veneman, J. B., Muetzel, S., Hart, K. J., Faulkner, C. L., Moorby, J. M., Perdok, H. B., & Newbold, C. J. (2015). Does dietary 
mitigation of enteric methane production affect rumen function and animal productivity in dairy cows?. PloS one, 
10(10), e0140282. 

Villar, M. L., Hegarty, R. S., Nolan, J. V., Godwin, I. R., & McPhee, M. (2020). The effect of dietary nitrate and canola oil 
alone or in combination on fermentation, digesta kinetics and methane emissions from cattle. Animal Feed Science and 
Technology, 259, 114294. 

Vyas, D., Alemu, A. W., McGinn, S. M., Duval, S. M., Kindermann, M., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2018). The combined effects 
of supplementing monensin and 3-nitrooxypropanol on methane emissions, growth rate, and feed conversion efficiency 
in beef cattle fed high-forage and high-grain diets. Journal of animal science, 96(7), 2923-2938. 

Vyas, D., McGeough, E. J., Mohammed, R., McGinn, S. M., McAllister, T. A., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2014). Effects of 
Propionibacterium strains on ruminal fermentation, nutrient digestibility and methane emissions in beef cattle fed a 
corn grain finishing diet. Animal, 8(11), 1807-1815. 

Vyas, D., McGinn, S. M., Duval, S. M., Kindermann, M., & Beauchemin, K. A. (2016). Effects of sustained reduction of 
enteric methane emissions with dietary supplementation of 3-nitrooxypropanol on growth performance of growing and 
finishing beef cattle. Journal of Animal Science, 94(5), 2024-2034. 

Wang, Y., Li, X., Yang, J., Tian, Z., Sun, Q., Xue, W., & Dong, H. (2018). Mitigating greenhouse gas and ammonia emissions 
from beef cattle feedlot production: a system meta-analysis. Environmental science & technology, 52(19), 11232-11242. 

https://doi.org/10.3168/JDS.2018-15785
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-14534


 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 33 

Wang, C., Liu, Q., Zhang, Y. L., Pei, C. X., Zhang, S. L., Wang, Y. X., ... & Liu, X. N. (2015). Effects of isobutyrate 
supplementation on ruminal microflora, rumen enzyme activities and methane emissions in S immental steers. Journal 
of Animal Physiology and Animal Nutrition, 99(1), 123-131. 

Warner, D., Bannink, A., Hatew, B., Van Laar, H., & Dijkstra, J. (2017). Effects of grass silage quality and level of feed 
intake on enteric methane production in lactating dairy cows. Journal of Animal Science, 95(8), 3687-3699. 

Wilkinson, J. M. (2012). Reducing greenhouse gas emissions from livestock. UK Vet Livestock, 17(5), 25-27. 

Winders, T. M., Boyd, B. M., Hilscher, F. H., Stowell, R. R., Fernando, S. C., & Erickson, G. E. (2018). Evaluation of the 
Effect of Corn Oil on Methane Production in Finishing Cattle. Journal of Animal Science, 96, 231-232. 

Yu, G., Beauchemin, K. A., & Dong, R. (2021). A Review of 3-Nitrooxypropanol for Enteric Methane Mitigation from 
Ruminant Livestock. Animals, 11(12), 3540. 

Zhang, X. M., Smith, M. L., Gruninger, R. J., Kung Jr, L., Vyas, D., McGinn, S. M., ... & Beauchemin, K. A. (2021). Combined 
effects of 3-nitrooxypropanol and canola oil supplementation on methane emissions, rumen fermentation and 
biohydrogenation, and total tract digestibility in beef cattle. Journal of Animal Science, 99(4), skab08 



 

Working Paper April 30, 2022 simpsoncentre.ca 1 

TABLES 

Table 1: Methane Emissions from Agriculture in Canada 

GREENHOUSE GAS SOURCE AND SINK CATEGORIES CH4 (kt) 

Total Agriculture 1104.34 

            ↪ Livestock 1102.71 

                       ↪ Enteric Fermentation 947.08 

Adapted from (Canada, 2022) 

 

Table 2: Methane Emissions from Canadian Dairy and Non-dairy Cattle Herds 

GREENHOUSE GAS SOURCE AND SINK CATEGORIES POPULATION SIZE (1000) CH4 (kg CH4/head/yr) CH4 (kt) 

Cattle 11750.00 77.01 904.88 

          ↪ Dairy Cattle 973.75 142.93 139.17 

          ↪ Non-dairy Cattle 10776.25 71.05 765.71 

Adapted from (Canada, 2022) 
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Table 3: Compiled 3NOP Database for Beef and Dairy  

 
Reference Type/ 

Stage 
Sample 

Size 

CH4 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

3NOP (mg/kg) 
Administered CH4 Application CH4 Reduction Percentage 

Beef SeonHo et 
al., 2019 

Beef 
steers 

9 Greenfeed 
System (C-Lock) 

3 100 Pumped Directly 
into Rumen 

18% 

  XiuMin et 
al., 2021 

Beef 
heifers 

8 Open Circuit 
Calorimetry 
Chambers 

4 200 Mixed into TMR 31.60% 

  Romero-
Perez et 
al., 2015 

Angus 
heifers 

8 Metabolic 
Chambers 

3 129 Mixed into TMR 59.20% 

  Vyas et al., 
2016 

Crossb
red 

steers 

15 Calorimetry 
Chambers 

3 100-200 Mixed into TMR 30% 

  Vyas et al., 
2018 

Crossb
red 

steers 

20 Calorimetry 
Chambers 

3 200 
(backgroundin

g) 125 
(finishing)  

Mixed into TMR 42% (backgrounding) 37% 
(finishing) 

  Alemu et 
al., 2020 

Crossb
red 

steers 

100 Greenfeed 
System (C-Lock) 

112 Low: 100, Med: 
125, High: 150 

Incorporated 
into a 

Concentrate 
Pellet 

76% 

  Dijkstra et 
al., 2018 

Crossb
red 

steers 

15 Metabolic 
Chambers 

9 123 Mixed into TMR N/A 

Dairy Schilde et 
al., 2021 

Holstei
n 

55 Greenfeed 
System (C-Lock) 

92 48.4, 51.2 Mixed into TMR 33% 

  Hristov et 
al., 2015 

Holstei
n 

48 Greenfeed 
System (C-Lock) 

3 40,60,80 Top Dressed 
onto Feed 

30% 
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Reference Type/ 

Stage 
Sample 

Size 

CH4 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

3NOP (mg/kg) 
Administered CH4 Application CH4 Reduction Percentage 

Dairy  Lopes et 
al., 2016 

Holstei
n 

6 Greenfeed 
System (C-Lock) 

3 60 Mixed into TMR 31% 

 Melgar et 
al., 2020 

Holstei
n 

56 Greenfeed 
System (C-Lock) 

4 60 Mixed into TMR 26% 

  Vanwese
mael et 
al., 2019 

Holstei
n 

30 Greenfeed 
System (C-Lock) 

~4 100 Added to 
Roughage 

23% 

  Melgar et 
al., 2021 

Holstei
n 

48 Greenfeed 
System (C-Lock) 

~5 60 Mixed into TMR 29% 

  Haisan et 
al., 2014 

Holstei
n 

12 Sulfur 
Hexafluoride 

Tracer Gas 

5 2500 mg/d Top Dressed 
onto Feed 

60% 
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Table 4: Compiled Tannin Database for Beef and Dairy 

 Reference Country Type/ 
Stage 

Sample 
Size 

Dose Measurement 
Method 

Days 
Measured 

Condensed or 
Hydrolyzable 

Tree Type Extract or 
Natural 

Beef Aboagye 
et al., 
2019 

Canada Beef 
Heifers 

8 1.43% 
(of 

diet) 

Respiration 
Chambers 

9 HT Chestnut Extract 

Aboagye 
et al., 
2018 

Canada Cross 
Bred 

Heifers 

15 0.25% 
- 1.5% 

DM 

SF6 6 Both Chestnut Extract 
(powdered 

form) 

Ebert et 
al., 2017 

USA Angus 
Cross 
Bred 
Steer 

27 0, 0.5, 
1% 
DM 

Greenfeed 
System 

4 CT Quebracho Extract 

Lagrange 
et al., 
2020 

USA Angus 
Heifer 

42 Freely 
graze

d 

SF6 5 CT Birdsfoot Trefoil, 
Sainfoin 

Natural 

Stewart et 
al., 2019 

USA Angus 
Heifer 

9 Fed 
as 

hay 

SF6 5 Both Birdsfoot Trefoil, 
Sainfoin, Small 

Burnet 

Natural 

Chun et 
al., 2013 

Canada Beef 
Heifers 

8 Offer
ed as 
hay 

Respiration 
Chambers 

8 CT Sainfoin Natural 

Dairy Focant et 
al., 2019 

France Holstein 6 0-
414g/

kg 

SF6 21 HT Oak Extract 

Terranova 
et al., 
2021 

Switzerl
and 

Brown 
Swiss 
and 

Holstein 

20 0-
400g/

kg 
DM 

Respiration 
Chambers 

2 Both Hazel Natural 
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Table 5: Compiled Alternative Intervention Database for Beef Cattle  

Study 
Reference 

Treatment Breed Production 
Stage 

Sample 
Size 

Methane 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

Significant 
CH4 

Reduction 

Alemu et al., 
2019 

Essential 
Oil 

Cross-bred Steer 88 GreenFeed 112 No 

Pinares-Patino 
et al., 2016 

Essential 
Oil 

Cross-bred Steer 60 SF6 4 Yes 

Winders et al, 
2018 

Lipid Cross-bred Yearling Steer 80 Enclosed Methane 
Barn 

15 Yes 

Eugenea et al., 
2011 

Lipid Charolais Bulls 56 SF6 15 Yes 

Stackhouse-
Lawson et al., 

2019 

Synthetic 
Additive 

Angus Cross Steer 160 Enclosed Methane 
Barn 

10 Yes 

Cooprider et al., 
2011 

Synthetic 
Additive 

Angus Cross Heifer 104 Enclosed Methane 
Barn 

5 No 

Wang et al., 
2015 

Synthetic 
Additive 

Simmental Steer 8 Facemask Technique 6 No 

Kinley et al., 
2020 

Seaweed Brahman-
Angus 

  20 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 Yes 

Vaizquez-
Carrillo et al., 

2020 

Natural 
Additive 

Charolais x 
Brown 
Swiss 

Steer 8 Respiratory 
Chambers 

8 Yes 

Terry et al., 
2018 

Natural 
Additive 

Angus x 
Hereford 

Heifer 8 Respiratory 
Chambers 

2 No 

Chung et al., 
2013 

Concentra
te 

  Heifer 8 Respiratory 
Chambers 

  No 

Lee et al., 2017 Nitrate Cross-bred Steer 20 Respiratory 
Chambers 

2 No 
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Study 
Reference 

Treatment Breed Production 
Stage 

Sample 
Size 

Methane 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

Significant 
CH4 

Reduction 

Lee et al., 2017 Nitrate Cross-bred Steer 108 Respiratory 
Chambers 

  No 

Brown et al., 
2017 

Nitrate Holstein Steer 24 SF6 8 Yes 

Renand et al., 
2019 

Forage Charolais Heifer 326 GreenFeed   No 

Hunerberg et 
al., 2015 

Forage   Heifer 16 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 No 

Jonker et al., 
2016 

Forage Hereford x 
Holstein 

Heifer 8 Respiratory 
Chambers, SF6, and 

GreenFeed 

4 No 

Du et al., 2019 Forage Simmental 
Cross 

Steer 16   3 Yes 

Du et al., 2020 Forage Simmental 
Cross 

Steer 16 Respiratory 
Chambers 

  No 

Alemu et al., 
2017 

Forage Cross-bred Heifer 16 GreenFeed 72 No 

Mahfuzal et al., 
2021 

Forage Holstein 
and Jersey 

Steer 12 GreenFeed 3 No 

Bouchard et al., 
2015 

Forage   Yearling Steer 20 SF6 730 No 

Chiavegato et 
al., 2015 

Forage Holstein Finishing Steer 12 Enclosed Methane 
Barn 

10 No 

Boland et al., 
2013 

Grazing Limousin 
Cross 

Heifer 30 SF6 10 No 

Miku et al., 
2022 

Grain Cross-bred Heifer 16 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 Yes 
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Study 
Reference 

Treatment Breed Production 
Stage 

Sample 
Size 

Methane 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

Significant 
CH4 

Reduction 

        

Hunerberg et 
al., 2013 

Grain Cross-bred Heifer 16 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 Yes 

Vyas et al., 2014 Grain   Heifer 20 Respiratory 
Chambers 

3 No 

Hunerbeg et al., 
2014 

Grain Simulated 
study 

  9 HOLOS   No 

Villar et al., 
2020 

Grain   Steer 4 Respiratory 
Chambers 

2 No 

Min et al., 2021 Grain Angus Cross Steer 30 SF6 15 No 

 

Table 6: Compiled Alternative Database for Dairy Cattle  

 

Study 
Reference 

Treatment Breed Production 
Stage 

Sample 
Size 

Methane 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

Significant 
CH4 

Reduction 

Benchaar 2016 Essential 
Oil 

Holstein Multiparous 8 SF6 6 No 

Benchaar 2020 Essential 
Oil 

Holstein Lactating Cow 8 SF6 6 No 

Benchaar et al., 
2015 

Essential 
Oil 

Holstein Lactating Cow 12 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 Yes 

Darabi et al., 
2021 

Essential 
Oil 

  Cow 4 SF6 6 No 

Carraz et al., 
2020 

Essential 
Oil 

Holstein Lactating Cow 20 Respiratory 
Chambers 

14 Yes 
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Study 
Reference 

Treatment Breed Production 
Stage 

Sample 
Size 

Methane 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

Significant 
CH4 

Reduction 

Hassanat and 
Benchaar, 2021 

Essential 
Oil 

Holstein Lactating Cow 12 Respiratory 
Chambers 

5 Yes 

Venem et al., 
2015 

Essential 
Oil 

Holstein 
and Jersey 

Lactating Cow 18 Respiratory 
Chambers 

2 No 

Klop et al., 2017 Essential 
Oil 

Holstein Lactating Cow 8 Respiratory 
Chambers 

  No 

Alvarez-Hess et 
al., 2019 

Lipid Holstein Multiparous 32 SF6 6 Yes 

Chung et al., 
2011 

Lipid Holstein Dry Cow 12 SF6 3 Yes 

Bougouin et al., 
2019 

Lipid Holstein Lactating Cow 4 Respiratory 
Chambers 

6 No 

Munoz et al., 
2019 

Lipid Holstein Lactating Cow 8 SF6 6 No 

Moate et al., 
2013 

Algal Meal Holstein Lactating Cow 32 Respiratory 
Chambers 

2 No 

Roque et al., 
2019 

Seaweed Holstein Lactating Cow 12 GreenFeed   Yes 

Sanchez et al., 
2021 

Synthetic 
Additive 

Holstein Bulls 6 SF6 3 Yes 

Zijderveld et al., 
2011 

Synthetic 
Additive 

Holstein Lactating Cow 12 Respiratory 
Chambers 

7 Yes 

Martin et al., 
2016 

Natural 
Additive 

Holstein Lactating Cow 8 SF6 4 Yes 

Guyader et al., 
2016 

Natural 
Additive 

Holstein Lactating Cow 16 Respiratory 
Chambers 

2 Yes 
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Study 
Reference 

Treatment Breed Production 
Stage 

Sample 
Size 

Methane 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

Significant 
CH4 

Reduction 

XiaoHua et al., 
2017 

Natural 
Additive 

Holstein Lactating Cow 10 SF6   Yes 

Philippeau et 
al., 2017 

Natural 
Additive 

Holstein Lactating Cow 8 SF6 6 Yes 

Tekip et al., 
2011 

Natural 
Additive 

Holstein Lactating Cow 8 SF6 2 No 

Sun et al., 2019 Natural 
Additive 

Holstein Lactating Cow 18 GreenFeed 4 No 

Li et al., 2021 Yeast Holstein Lactating Cow 60 SF6 4 No 

Meller et al., 
2019 

Yeast Jersey Lactating Cow 12 GreenFeed 3 No 

Lund et al., 2014 Nitrate Holstein Lactating Cow 4 Respiratory 
Chambers 

  Yes 

Guyader et al., 
2015 

Nitrate 
and Oil 

Holstein Non-lactating 
Cow 

4 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 Yes 

Melgar et al., 
2020 

Nitrate 
and Oil 

Holstein 
and 

Holstein x 
Jersey 

Lactating Cow 18 Respiratory 
Chambers 

2 No 

Munoz et al., 
2018 

Concentra
te 

Holstein Lactating Cow 24 SF6 7 No 

Hassanat et al., 
2017 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 16 Respiratory 
Chambers 

  No 

Lessire and 
Dufrasne, 2019 

Forage   Lactating Cow 6 "Guardian" inserted 
in feeding bin 

  No 

Coppa et al., 
2021 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 45 GreenFeed   No 
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Study 
Reference 

Treatment Breed Production 
Stage 

Sample 
Size 

Methane 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

Significant 
CH4 

Reduction 

Cameron et al., 
2018 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 45 Hand-held laser 
methane detector 

(LMD) 

8 Yes 

Bougouin et al., 
2018 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 4 Respiratory 
Chambers 

5 Yes 

Hatew et 
al.,2016 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 28 Respiratory 
Chambers 

5 No 

Hammond et 
al., 2015 

Forage Holstein Heifer 8 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 No 

Benchaar et al., 
2021 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 16 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 Yes 

Flay et al., 2019 Forage Holstein 
and Jersey 

Heifer 56 GreenFeed 25 No 

Benchaar and 
Hassanat, 2021 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 16 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 No 

Mikula el al., 
2022 

Forage Holstein 
and Jersey 

Lactating Cow 365 FTIR analyzer 280 Yes 

Rico et al., 2016 Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 27 Respiratory 
Chambers 

3 No 

Huye et al., 
2016 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 6 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 Yes 

Holtshausen et 
al., 2021 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 120 Respiratory 
Chambers 

  No 

Uddin et al., 
2020 

Forage Holstein 
and Jersey 

Lactating Cow 24 GreenFeed   No 

Warner et al., 
2017 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 56 Respiratory 
Chambers 

5 Yes 
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Study 
Reference 

Treatment Breed Production 
Stage 

Sample 
Size 

Methane 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

Significant 
CH4 

Reduction 

Chung et al., 
2011 

Forage Holstein Non-lactating 
Cow 

12 SF6 2 Yes 

Hassanatet al., 
2014 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 9 Respiratory 
Chambers 

3 No 

Harpe et al., 
2017 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 12 GreenFeed 3 No 

Hammond et 
al., 2016 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 44 GreenFeed 2 Yes 

Gislo et al., 2020 Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 8 Respiratory 
Chambers 

5 No 

O'Neil et al., 
2011 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 48 Calibrated Tracer 
Technique 

5 Yes 

Staerf et al., 
2012 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 6 Respiratory 
Chambers 

8 No 

Masse et al., 
2016 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 9 Wet tip gas meters 
(manure 

measurement) 

120 Yes 

Olijhoek et al., 
2018 

Forage Holstein 
and Jersey 

Lactating Cow 20 Respiratory 
Chambers 

3 No 

Ellis et al., 2016 Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 8 Respiratory 
Chambers 

  No 

Cueva et al., 
2011 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 48 GreenFeed   Yes 

Doreau et al., 
2014 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 8 SF6 6 No 

Chung et al., 
2011 

Forage Holstein Non-lactating 
Cow 

12 SF6 2 Yes 
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Study 
Reference 

Treatment Breed Production 
Stage 

Sample 
Size 

Methane 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

Significant 
CH4 

Reduction 

        

Cherif et al., 
2018 

Forage Holstein Cow 9 Respiratory 
Chambers 

5 No 

Brask et al., 
2013 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 6 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 Yes 

Benchaar et al., 
2014 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 9 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 No 

Benchaar and 
Hassanat, 2020 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 12 Respiratory Chamber 5 No 

Cameron et al., 
2017 

Forage Holstein Lactating Cow 45 Hand-held laser 
methane detector 

(LMD) 

8 Yes 

O'Neil et al., 
2012 

Grazing Holstein Lactating Cow 48 SF6 5 No 

Ferris et al., 
2017 

Grazing Holstein Non-lactating 
Cow 

68 SF6 6 No 

Moate et al., 
2017 

Grain Holstein Lactating Cow 32 SF6 5 Yes 

Moate et al., 
2018 

Grain Holstein Lactating Cow 24 Respiratory 
Chambers 

2 No 

Lopes et al., 
2017 

Grain Holstein Lactating Cow 15 GreenFeed 3 No 

Moate et al., 
2011 

Grain Holstein Lactating Cow 16 Respiratory 
Chambers 

  No 

Niu et al., 2016 Grain Holstein Lactating Cow 12 GreenFeed 4 Yes 

Benchaar et al., 
2013 

Grain Holstein Lactating Cow 12 Respiratory 
Chambers 

7 Yes 
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Study 
Reference 

Treatment Breed Production 
Stage 

Sample 
Size 

Methane 
Measurement 

Method 

Days 
Measured 

Significant 
CH4 

Reduction 

        

Grainger et al., 
2010 

Grain Holstein Lactating Cow 50 Respiratory 
Chambers 

84 No 

Borsting et al., 
2020 

Grain Holstein Multiparous 4 Respiratory 
Chambers 

4 No 

 



 

DOCUMENT TYPE September 30, 3021 simpsoncentre.ca 14 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

The Simpson Centre mobilizes research for better policymaking 
and decision-making to realize a more sustainable agricultural 
industry. Strengthening the sustainability of agri-food and agri-
business means increasing food production to feed a growing 
global population, while attending to social and health impacts 
and the natural environment. 

We connect researchers, everyday people, industry stakeholders 
and government actors to scientific issues critical to the future of 
Canada’s agricultural and food industry. 

 For more information visit 
simpsoncentre.ca 

The Simpson Centre 
906 8th Ave SW, 4theFloor 
Calgary, AB, Canada T2P 1H9 

https://www.simpsoncentre.ca/

	April 30, 2022.
	Working Paper.
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methodology
	Species and Cattle breed
	Feed ingredients
	Housing and pasture

	Results and discussion
	3-Nitrooxypropanol (3NOP) as a Feed Supplement
	Seaweed and Seaweed Bio-actives as a Feed Supplement
	Tannins as a Feed Supplement
	Feeding Forages, GRAINS, and Other components
	Feeding Dietary Lipids
	Nitrate as a Feed Supplement
	Essential Oils as Feed Supplements
	Synthetic and Natural Additives as Feed Supplements
	Yeast as a Feed Supplement

	Conclusion
	reference list
	Tables

