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Effects of Molasses Supplementation on Growth Performance
and Meat Quality of Feedlot Cattle
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ABSTRACT: The present study was to investigate the effects of molasses supplementation on growth
performance and meat quality in feedlot cattle. Twelve Kamphaengsaen male cattle on average 302.50 kg. of live
weight were randomly assigned to received three dietary treatments (4 cattle/treatment) in randomized complete
block design. Cattles were fed ad libitum rice straw plus 1.5% live weight concentrate for 150 days. Three feed
treatments were T1: dietary without supplementation of molasses (control) T2: molasses supplementation at 5%
of feed T3: molasses supplementation at 10% of feed. The results found that the weight gain and growth rates of
T1 (control) and T2 (5% molasses) feedlot cattle were higher than the T3 (10% molasses) group (P<0.01), while
the T3 (10% molasses) feedlot cattle had higher feed conversion rate and feed cost per 1 kilogram weight gain
(P<0.01). In term of meat quality, there were no significantly difference in meat color, shear force value and drip
loss among three treatments (P>0.05). The cooking loss of the control group was lower than the T2 (5% molasses)
and T3 (10% molasses) groups (P<0.01). These results suggest that the T2 (5% molasses) had lowest feed cost
per 1 kilogram weight gain were 35.66 baht.
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Table 1 Effects of Molasses Supplementation on Growth Performance in Feedlot Cattle

Treatments
ftem Molasses 0% Molasses 5 % Molasses 10 % P-value
Initial weight (kg) 307.50+35.70  296.25+35.20  303.75¢31.72  0.6013
Final weight (kg)" 560+46.90° 540429.43%°  482.50+66.64°  0.0546
Weight gain (kg)” 252.50+16.58°  243.75+6.29°  178.75+38.16°  0.0164
Growth rate (kg/day)?” 1.68+0.11° 1.62+0.04° 1.19+0.25° 0.0167
Concentrated intake (kg/day) 7.34+0.45 7.01£0.42 6.61+1.34 0.3740
Roughage intake (kg/day) 1.49+0.20 1.49+0.01 1.49+0.01 0.8091
Total dry matter intake (kg/day) 8.03+0.40 7.66+0.38 7.26+1.19 0.2733
Percentage of body weight feed intake 1.85+0.08 1.83+0.05 1.84+0.09 0.9073
Feed conversion rate” 4.77+0.22° 4.72+0.33° 6.1520.44° 0.0031
Feed cost/weight gain (Baht/kg) * 36.60+1.77° 35.66+2.72° 46.95+2.91° 0.0014

1/ab

2/ab

”lumut,ﬂ'aﬁﬂ%uﬁmmmLﬁﬂ{ﬁuﬁﬂ
32UI19N3 N wmﬂnmmumuu@nmmim
Mmfgiumﬂmma flenmninladil&usysy
AnuIAa 5 Lgfamum Waz10  iefidus
(P<0.01) n&xEieduuen HAwindu 23.08,
26.22 uaz 28.17 Waifud mua1Au Funau
Unraenau il wudnlAflEsLNIEE AN
fimnalu 3 spau Hanuunnsiwiuatiglifiy
AAtUNNADA (P>0.05) TllAinAU nAnaLile
duuan 4.94, 3.87 uaz 5.41 flaniu MNAIAL
TelnfiAegriu ansinid uazAniy (2555) $1891U
dndnuiiedunenvadlaiuginunauauy &
ALsasAfHawiniy 5.04 Alanu

aq1l
= o P a
_annsAnsafaiagdlfidinisiais
mmmmmmmmmmwmsmmLmu‘ﬂmm
prunmidlelumsqulnidle  wodninded

means with different superscript in row differed significantly (P<0.05)

means with different superscript in row differed highly significant (P<0.01)

150 4u ansnisasgiiuln ﬁm’m’mﬂ?{ﬂy
e sifluthuindauasiuyueiainisaain
windin 1 Alaniu vedlanmasesusiazngudl
ANTHLANANAUNNATA IGIEIWU']’]IWVIVLQSU
mmﬁugﬁ;mmuqu(13Jmemu'mm)LLm
ansdiuninanniniimg 5 wedidusd Adne
mssnyiALIaunnng Lwi'a“mmmmﬂﬁﬂu
mu’mﬂuumunmm AUNUAIBIUITAB1N
winiwg 1 ﬂT@ﬂmu@ﬁmﬂﬂimummmum
HaunINiIma 10 Lefidud muﬂmmwmfa
N EE mumua ATUANNYN LAZATLANN
mmia’lumiﬂmmmmm@ Tnerdnlugy
LﬂfamummmmLmﬂumum”mwmimu 195
ANNUANFANTUNNIATF usnedn AR | E5 sz
WA 0 % ﬁumnmuLu@ﬁuuﬂﬂmﬂmmummi
mumﬂmuumvmwmam‘lmnummmqiﬂ
wimmmungnmm@ 5oz 10%masiaand
mMadEunInieng 5 wedidud anzilsiunu
Aremssiatingie 1 Alaniu Annige



KHON KAEN AGR. J. 47 SUPPL.2 : (2019).

959

Table 2 Effects of Molasses Supplementation on Meat Quality in Feedlot Cattle

Treatments
Item P-value
Molasses 0% Molasses 5 % Molasses 10 %
Lightness (L") 39.60+2.74 36.17+1.36 36.53+2.11 0.0966
redness (a”) 10.70+1.35 10.30+1.08 11.94+1.52 0.2450
Yellowness (b*) 15.50+1.73 14.83+0.96 15.87+0.86 0.5116
Drip loss (%) 1.5740.20 1.82+0.31 1.78+0.24 0.4106
Cooking loss (%)" 53 0g+2.16° 26.22+1.01° 28.17+2.70° 0.0165
Shear force (kg) 4.94+1.18 3.87+0.60 5.41+1.82 0.2753
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