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Effects of protein intake on growth performance and nutrient
digestibility of Brahman crossbred
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ABSTRACT: This study aimed to determine the effects of protein intake on growth performance and nutrient
digestibility of Brahman crossbred. Fifteen Brahman crossbred cattle, average initial body weight 154.47 + 33 48 kg,
were fed 3 dietary treatments in a randomized complete block design. Dietary treatments were levels of protein intake
as follow; TI = 1.1 M, T2 =14 M and T3 = 1.7 M (M = Maintenance requirement: 4.52 gCP/kgBW°7%/d). The results
showed that average daily gain were increases significantly (P<0.05) with increasing protein intake. The average
body size gain of all group were not affected by increasing protein intake. Organic matter and neutral detergent fiber
digestibility were increased with increasing protein intake (P< 0.05), but the crude protein and acid detergent fiber
digestibility were not affected by the difference of protein intake (P>0.05).

Keywords: protein, growth, digestibility, Brahman crossbred

R tdnarnans AuznaTulad uvnanenduuaITAN

Division of Animal Science, Faculty of Technology, Mahasarakham University
pnsznalulatigaaiunssninems aunanedemaiulagsmuensdanu menniaug

Faculty of Agro-Industrial Technology, Rajamangala University of Technology Isan Kalasin Campus
* Corresponding author: nn2520@yahoo.com



406
Unun

TdshudpdulnrusninnudAnyiudusy
usnlulale Wasanlusfiuduunasmadlulasiau
al' ¥ dll a a a a &
nidinanisasyiuineesqaunzdnialunsuinig

o d‘ ¥ ¥ Ly I~ a ‘i’
wiin gedaunnislddselomiannidshuiingu

A a s . o & ¥
ati19iLszAnEn nazdanabilaiiaiuainnem
winyALla AR waztililganud1Falunisaniiu
nugsnanifu wetlaqiiu insasnsgiaaslaiie
aculunyfeasannaanianudalalusiunig
AAN1921IU1T NTUTENBLGATRINNIENAIRTABINTT
Uszannuan wazdnsdedayaainsnelszme viad
ALduaTIuAINIsg 9B dayaansnaLszing
a1ane lNAANEANAA WAaTIIAANHKEuEN Y
N1IALINLERIEMNS IHasaInANLANsnaillY
ANURUGNITH ANITUINABN ANNINIBITRRAL
21194RT AaBAAUANINRNa A (Nishida et al.,
2005; Mc Donald et al., 2002) uazadualiiig
ANHLAEMIENIATHFRARINNT e lainan
dayasunisdnnisasllshunumanzansanis
- 2 & A
wiryiulnaeslailaludssnalnesiudlageting
AiaNn At Tusudduafiliasdidnglseasd
dl =2 = o = ‘d‘Q ¥ 1 o
WaAnsenazesszaullsfuniuldsendne
nsasniAula  wazAanuaunmalunistanls
gaslnmuzlulaiegnuanusiduniaesluanin
anfeuay e ldidudeyaiugiudmiunisa¥

y o & .

wmsguaNsasnisldsiululailognaanse
T/ luaunan

A8N19ANE

I%Tmﬁfa@ﬁmumwﬁﬁuﬁmﬁm UM 15 60
vihviindaleRs 154.47 + 33.48 Alaniu Ineilaiiie
nnﬁqgmgmlummﬁuﬁm fiflsneenmnsuenL-
awnstu uazilinavenalsfiunaenioan ey
N19NAaaNLLL  Randomized Complete Block
Design Iaafitladaa1msnaaasanuau 3 tlady

LARINERS 41 QUUNAR 1 : (2556).

Y A o = Vo \
Tawa 1) anunsndszsuaesldsiuwindy 1.1 win
YBITLFLLNANITANTNTN, 2) 1.4 WNUBITLFUND
ANFANTITN WAL 3) 1.7 WNU93LFLIINDNITANTITN
= a o @
TN M NN aaediluannsuaNgalag
Anda1 (32% of roughage : 68% of concentrate,
11.62%CP and 10.84 kJ of ME/kgDM) Taeidnada

1 £ = dl o = dy
AANFRan1sTUsRuNan1TAN 9T neaslaLile

0.75

@uﬂmmuumﬁﬁu‘ﬁ'izﬁu 4.52 gCP/kgBW""°/d Lay
wiauildslamil dilantssnssiniszdy 458
kJ/kgBW’"*/d (WTSR, 2010) Finnsiagifhussey
A1 60 T (srazUFudnd 15 31 LAY FTUTNAARY
45 1) luszaznaaainn1sguiiumietnayaly
gaaiinaung lfamsiaseiiuunan 7 9w ain
U lATgnamgil 18 °C rautiliRass
wiasAlsznaumiaedl Taun daguiis ldshumneny
Lazldn MUAENNII89 AOAC (1985), 1Eeleitlal
avanelugnsvleniiiunans eledliazanely
ansvlandiiiunss anuAEN1s 189 Goering and Van
Soest (1970) tatiA LA LA WM AN AL
anunsnlunisdenliaasinguisuasingue
ﬂﬁmﬂaﬁiﬁmnmmmmm’immzﬁmﬁmu
wisdsaulnedd Analysis of Variance maLELNNT
NAABNLLL Randomized Complete Block Design
Tnelld Procedure GLM (SAS, 1996) uaziifgayl
Lﬁﬂummmerﬁhwfaqmmﬁmmmjwmm el
3% Duncan’s New Multiple Range Test (DMRT)

NANISANHILAZIANSDL

Ennunisnulanazansinisiasgauin
Funaunnsnulsedssedureslailantasy
a1IMAaes Lanstayaldlu Table 1 Taawud
TAdlenlasua1maaedlusesil 1.7 winueesssiu
- o A A a Y A 4 o oa
WansanssdndaniBunanisiulifafssadung
C o Aw e .
nanguilazuanmasasluszdu 1.1 uay 1.4
WiNUBITLALINBN1TANTNTN (P<0.05) TasilAn
15ununsnulseassesuwinty 2.07, 2.58 LAz



KHON KAEN AGR. J. 41 SUPPL. 1: (2013).

3.18 Alanfuinguiissadu (lunguinldfuaims
1.1, 1.4 WAz 1.7 WNI899sALINANITANIITN A3
[ o 4} lﬂl a | & < 6 qﬂl o s %
anew) TedaAnudefidusaastinmingaudony
JHANRALLN 1.36%, 1.62% WAL 2.05% 81N
wins WeaRansnnieAdRNIsRI AL Wudn
naunleFuamaseslusyal 1.7 Winaessziy
Wan17a139En JAdnsninainAuinadase
Fugengn Aa 164.45 NFUGBTU 90989K0 A NEN
leasuammanadluszdu 1.4 uaz 1.1 wiaes
szAUNAN1TA19TW TneflArdnsnisastyRuln
WwAnsadwYiniy 115.56 way 62.22 niusadu
ATNATAL
AdmsnsastyALIANlFanunaaeInTail
ADAARRIALIENIUTEY TNENU UWANFNG (2553)
a ) X da a > o
nanqdn TadleAfiBunninnsiuldaasndaanu
wazllsRungaau danddnsnisasyiAninandn
Talanlasuldsmuluseausn uaziiluldludiang
Wwenuiuse9Iutas Kirkland and Patterson
(2006) MWL WMIINT N TaIER Tz NG T
A o v o = o
Wadndlafundsnuuazldsfiuainamslusysu

407

flaunauazgeninssiuiianiasnsddn waiduly
TuiAnemssdnuiuseeuzes Titgemeyer et al.
(2004) Tinana1491 nsfinssdullsauluanvng
ldlddaasunsldusslenildaesdnousiaznis
CELITGHIN ﬁﬂmﬂ‘luqmmmi&uﬁﬂ?mmmm
Al lainsniidasaanelddnalussdudilaifie
e @fjwiiﬁmumﬁm’m’mﬂ?ﬁmLﬁuimmimﬁ@
QﬂN@N‘LIi’]ﬁﬁuﬁiﬁ@ﬁﬂﬂﬂiﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ%ﬂﬁ flAmnndn
ﬁmmm@m?m;@uimmimLﬂaqﬂmmmwﬁﬁuﬁ
91eNUIAS GNINA WATANY (2550) (250 Niusie
) LAZAUAT WAZADLY (2544) (761-884 NFNFATI)

ARFINTANTUIATIINE

FRINN AL AL ATD9F N el UE LR
ANNENIRNFD AINNGIATFN LATAINENITBLIEN
Wi e 3 ngunIasesldNaRlluananeiy
aeelitdadnAtynieadian (P>0.05) TneleLaae
ﬁnmfrj"m'mmﬁmmmﬁnma"wmﬂm?u'mg"ﬁ' 0.03-
0.07 [EUALAIADTY FIAERININTRNTUN AT
$9ne Aekansdayalis Table 2

Table 1 Average daily gain of Brahman crossbred cattle fed various crude protein levels.

Item Levels of crude protein intake

1.1M 1.4M 1.7M SEM
No. of animal 5 5 5
Initial weight, kg 153.60 156.60 153.20 1.45
Final weight, kg 156.40 161.80 160.60 1.93
Average daily gain (g/d) 62.22° 115.56"" 164.45° 19.79
Feed intake (kgDM/d) 2.07° 258" 3.18° 0.16
Feed intake (% BW) 1.36° 1.62° 2.05° 0.07
Feed intake (g/kgBW""°/d) 47.56° 57.34° 72.21° 2.34

“® Within a row, means without a common superscript letter are significantly different (P < 0.05)

kgDM/d = kilogram dry matter per day, g/kgBW°'75/d = gram per kilogram metabolic body weight per day
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Table 3 Nutrient digestibility of Brahman crossbred cattle fed various crude protein levels.

Levels of crude protein intake

Item 1.1M 1.4M 1.7M SEM

Nutrients digestibility, %
Organic matter 62.69° 67.35" 71.33° 1.43
Crude protein 46.37 55.51 55.81 2.88
Neutral detergent fiber 37.57° 49.00° 48.73° 2.60
Acid detergent fiber 25.84 35.17 36.78 3.07

“° Within a row, means without a common superscript letter are significantly different (P<0.05)

Table 2 Average body size gain of Brahman crossbred cattle fed various crude protein levels.

Levels of crude protein intake

Item 1.1M 1.4M 1.7M SEM

No. of animal 5 5 5
Initial length, cm 182.07 165.60 150.53 9.83
Final length, cm 170.34 160.20 173.60 11.37
Average body length (cm/d) 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.01
Initial height, cm 101.80 99.00 108.80 4.76
Final height, cm 103.20 104.80 110.00 4.73
Average body height (cm/d) 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.01
Initial heart girt, cm 136.80 137.60 128.00 7.95
Final heart girt, cm 138.80 140.20 131.60 8.58
Average body heart girt (cm/d) 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.02

cm/d = centimeter per day
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