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This is unclear: Ramos et al., (2021) examined buffers in vitro and then undertook an in-vivo study with 3
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FINAL GRADE

30/100

24400000 - Written Report
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

You have covered a number of the main factors 
influecing SARA, but at a very general and superficial 
basis. For level 7 you should focus more on the 
scientific principles. For example some background 
information on the formation of organic acids in the 
rumen and their absorption, along with associated 
buffer supply across the rumen wall and saliva would 
have been useful. You must also provide a relevant 
(and perferably recent) reference for each point 
made, and include data in the text, table or figure to 
illustrate, support and quantify your points. For 
example avoid using phrases such as "good quality 
forages" and define what you mean from a 
nutritional/functiional fibre perspective, using data 
from the literature, or define what "enough feed 
bunk space" means and provide data from the 
literature to support this. You do include a figure in 
the text that relates to world milk production, but do 
not refer to it in the text. 

In a number of instances the references that you 
have used are not appropriate or do not relate to 
the point that you have made. For example, Bai et 
al., (2024) was not investigating bunk space, Gaylean 
and Hales (2023) focussed on diet and methane and 
do not mention water and rumen pH in the paper, 
Ramos et al., (2021) did not do a study on feedlot 
cattle, whilst Moonsamy et al., 2024 were focussing 
on human health, not rumen buffers and dairy cows. 
FAO (2022) is an economic report and does not 
report the incidence of SARA in dairy cows.

Some information on the diagnosis or identification 
of SARA from a practical perspective would also 
have been useful (e.g. Humer et al., 2018).

Please see the text for further comments.
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Text Comment.  Title?

Quantify
Quantify

Define first time used

Define first time used

Vague

Reference

Reference required here

Good, but references required to support the point

Good, but references needed to support point

PAGE 4

Good, but data in a table or figure would be good

Good, but some data in a table or figure to illustrate and support your points would be useful

Quantify
Quantify

Comment 1

FAO 2022 is a statistical report on milk production? 

Quantify
Quantify
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Comment 2

Relevance at this point? 

Comment 3

What about high sugar grasses? 

Data e.g. in a Table would be useful here

Data e.g. in a Table would be useful here

Comment 4

Explain how? 

Reference

Reference required here
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References
Use references correctly

Comment 5

LPS abosprtion: see review of Steele and others

Data required to illustrate this point
Data required to illustrate this point
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Comment 6

Explain how this is defined/measured? 

Unclear
Unclear: explain more fully

Try and be more specific

Try and be more specific

Comment 7

Do cows not select: see Tayyab et al., 2018? 

Comment 8

Rate of inclusion? Difference between buffers in strength? pKa of different buffers and acetic, 
propionic and lactic acids? 

Data required to illustrate this point
Data required to illustrate this point

Quantify
Quantify

Explain

PAGE 8

Unclear
Unclear: explain more fully

Comment 9

What do you mean by "Strong feeding techniques"?

Comment 10

Any kind? What about going from a diet formulated for high milk yielding cows (generally higher 
in starch and lower in fibre), to a low milk yielding diet (lower in starch and hgiher in fibre). 

Comment 11



QM

QM

QM

QM

Is this the main purpose of TMR?

Comment 12

This reference is focussing on in-vitro fermentation and does not really support the point 
made. 

Too vague
Too vague

Data required to illustrate this point
Data required to illustrate this point
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Comment 13

This paper is on feeding and methane, and does not mention water; why has it been used to 
support this point? 

Comment 14

The objectives of this study were to detect subclinical acidosis using pH boluses, behaviour and 
milk composition, not to evaulate the effect of diet per se. 

Data e.g. in a Table would be useful here

Data e.g. in a Table would be useful here

Comment 15

But this paper is on dairy cows?

PAGE 10

Text Comment.  This is unclear: Ramos et al., (2021) examined buffers in vitro and then
undertook an in-vivo study with 3 non-lactating dairy cows. Bunk access was not studied.

Comment 16

This paper is reviewing yeasts for human health, and does not mention dairy cows at all. Why is 
it used here? 

Too vague
Too vague

Comment 17

Some studies undertaken in Ireland on grazing herds also show a relatively high incidence of 
SARA. 
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Comment 18

Some information on the relative rates of breakdown of different starch/cereal sources, and 
how factors such as grinding and processing may affect this would be useful. 
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RUBRIC: MSC REC ADV ASSGN

PRESENTATION (10%)

90-100
(100)

80-89
(85)

70-79
(75)

60-69
(65)

50-59
(55)

40-49
(45)

30-39
(35)

20-29
(25)

10-19
(15)

0-9
(5)

CONTENT (45%)

90-100
(100)

80-89
(85)

70-79
(75)

60-69
(65)

30 / 100

45 / 100

Presentation should be in the style of an article for Recent Advances in Animal Nutrition

Exceptional presentation that conforms to guidelines and displays creativity, flair and
imagination in both structure and style, using a variety of tools appropriate to the
audience and discipline.

Excellent presentation that conforms to guidelines and provides a persuasive
argument using a logical and coherent structure that displays a mature, articulate
and imaginative style, using appropriate tools for the audience and discipline.

Very good presentation that conforms to guidelines and provides a reasoned
argument using a logical and concise structure that displays a lucid and articulate
style, using appropriate tools for the audience and discipline.

Good presentation that conforms to guidelines and provides a clear argument using
a logical structure that displays a fluent style, using appropriate tools that are
correctly applied for the audience and discipline.

Presentation conforms to the guidelines with few errors. Accuracy and clarity of
expression could be improved by minor changes to structure and/or style.
Appropriate tools that are correctly applied for the audience or discipline.

Presentation largely conform to guidelines, but has moderate errors. Accuracy and
clarity of expression moderately compromised by poor structure and/or style. Tools
largely appropriate but may be inconsistently applied for the audience or discipline.

Presentation doesn’t conform to guidelines. Accuracy and clarity of expression
severely compromised by poor structure and/or style. Tools inappropriate and/or
incorrectly applied for the audience or discipline.

Presentation doesn’t conform to guidelines. Illogical structure and/or immature and
incoherent style. Tools inappropriate and/or incorrectly applied for the audience or
discipline.

Limited grasp of communication skills. No structure and immature and incoherent
style. Tools inappropriate and incorrectly applied for the audience or discipline.

No evidence of academic conventions or the communication skills required at Level 7

25 / 100

A relevant and topical subject in ruminant nutrition that is researched using relevant and reliable
information sources

Work based on an excellent understanding and knowledge of ruminant nutrition
obtained from specific published literature appropriate for Level 7 that is at the
forefront of the discipline through wider reading. Publishable quality.

Work based on a full and complete understanding of appropriate knowledge of
ruminant nutrition for Level 7. Evidence of specific knowledge from published
literature obtained through wider reading. Publishable quality with minimal editing

Work based on a comprehensive understanding of appropriate knowledge of
ruminant nutrition for Level 7. No omissions. Clear evidence of knowledge derived
from outside the teaching programme. Publishable quality with moderate editing

Work based on a good understanding of appropriate knowledge of ruminant
nutrition for Level 7. No significant omissions. Some evidence of knowledge derived
from outside the teaching programme.



50-59
(55)

40-49
(45)

30-39
(35)

20-29
(25)

10-19
(15)

0-9
(5)

ANALYSIS (25%)

90-100
(100)

80-89
(85)

70-79
(75)

60-69
(65)

50-59
(55)

40-49
(45)

30-39
(35)

20-29
(25)

10-19
(15)

0-9
(5)

REFERENCING (20%)

Work based on a good understanding of appropriate knowledge of ruminant
nutrition for Level 7. No significant omissions. Limited to knowledge derived from the
teaching programme.

Work based on a superficial understanding of appropriate knowledge of ruminant
nutrition for Level 7. Limited to knowledge derived from the teaching programme

Work based on an incomplete understanding of knowledge of ruminant nutrition for
Level 7.

Work based on a limited understanding of knowledge of ruminant nutrition, with
significant errors or omissions

Work suggests limited awareness of knowledge of ruminant nutrition, but largely
wrong, contradictory or unsupported.

No evidence of knowledge and understanding of ruminant nutrition.

45 / 100

Provides practical advice that can be used by those in the feed industry that is based on sound evidence

Exceptional arguments based on a highly critical and perceptive analysis and
evaluation of complex knowledge and concepts relating to the topic at Level 7.
Excellent practical application that will significantly benefit ruminant nutrition.

Excellent arguments based on a critical and perceptive analysis and evaluation of
knowledge and concepts relating to the chosen topic at Level 7. Very good practical
application that will be of considerable benefit ruminant nutrition.

Strong argument based on robust analysis and evaluation of knowledge, and
concepts that relate chosen topic at level 7. Very good practical application that will
be of major benefit ruminant nutrition.

Sound argument based on good analysis, evaluation of knowledge and concepts
relating to the topic at Level 7. Good evidence of practical application will improve
ruminant nutrition.

Work partly descriptive, but logical. An evaluation based on analysis and knowledge
of basic concepts that relate to the chosen topic at Level 7. Some evidence of
practical application that may assist in improving ruminant nutrition.

Work mainly descriptive, and a superficial argument based on limited analysis and
evaluation of knowledge related to topic at Level 7. Limited evidence of a practical
application that could improve ruminant nutrition.

Work descriptive, with little, irrelevant or illogical argument, based on limited
understanding of knowledge of the topic at Level 7. Limited evidence of application
that could improve ruminant nutrition.

Work descriptive with no argument and based on a basic understanding of
knowledge of the chosen topic at Level 7. Limited evidence of application that is
unlikely to improve ruminant nutrition.

Work suggests some basic understanding of knowledge of the topic at Level 7, but
largely wrong, contradictory or unsupported. No evidence of application that could
improve ruminant nutrition.

No evidence of knowledge and understanding of the chosen topic, or application that
could improve ruminant nutrition.

15 / 100



90-100
(100)
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(25)

10-19
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0-9
(5)

Exceptional use of a variety of reliable, appropriate sources for Level 7, including peer
reviewed journals, selected independently. Limitations of sources assessed.
References complete and comply with the Guide to Referencing. No errors.

Excellent use of a variety of reliable, appropriate sources for Level 7, including peer
reviewed journals, most selected independently. Limitations of sources partly
assessed. References complete and comply with the Guide to Referencing. No errors.

Very good use of reliable, appropriate sources for Level 7, including peer reviewed
journals, many selected independently. References are complete and comply with the
Guide to Referencing with no errors.

Very good use of reliable, appropriate sources for Level 7, with some selected
independently. References are complete and mainly comply with the Guide to
Referencing, with minor omissions or errors.

Good use of reliable, appropriate sources for level 7, with some selected
independently. References are complete and largely comply with the Guide to
Referencing with minor omissions or recurring presentational errors.

Some use of relevant sources for Level 7, but not sourced independently. References
mostly complete and mainly comply with the Guide to Referencing, but significant
omissions or recurring presentational errors.

Little use of relevant sources for Level 7, but indiscriminately selected or largely
unreliable or irrelevant; too much reliance on non-peer reviewed sources. Key
reference information is largely present and understandable, but has significant
presentation errors.

Minimal evidence of reading required for Level 7. Sources used are largely
inappropriate or irrelevant to the task. References are mainly incomplete and
confused.

Very limited evidence of wider reading at level 7. No meaningful attempt at
referencing.

No evidence of reading. No attempt at referencing.


