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Effects of Dietary Microbial-Fermented Molasses on Egg
Production and Egg Quality in Laying Hens
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Abstract

This study aimed to evaluate the effects of dietary microbial-fermented molasses on egg production and egg quality
in laying hens.In total, 90 Hy-line Brown laying hens were divided into two treatment groups (control and 1%
microbial-fermented molasses)with three replicates of 15 birds each. During the experimental period, supplementation of
hen diets with 1% microbial-fermented molassesdid not influence egg weight, hen-day egg production, egg mass, and feed
conversion ratio (p > 0.05), except for feed intake. Regarding egg quality, diets containing 1% microbial-fermented
molasses significantly affected eggshell thickness, Haugh unit, and albumen height (p < 0.05). However, there were no
remarkable differences between control and 1% microbial-fermented molasses in eggshell color and egg yolk color (p
> 0.05). These results indicate that supplementing 1% microbial-fermented molasses to the diet of laying hens improved
egg quality parameters such as eggshell thickness, Haugh unit, and albumen height rather than egg production.
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Table 1. Nutrient analysis of the diet for the laying hens
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ik 2 Aol ARHA 15471 4283 4+ 9l Bke.
2 230 em, 7] 80 em, 3 0] 50 em TAE 24k

Alolxjelek. & Aol o] 8% AletA| Almi= thafelu]
2] 2,800 keal/kg, ZTHZ 18% 9 Z¢: 3.8%7} 33
wQick Tejar EAE AR AR ot TR
Table 10] AT AH7IXE FF ARk 348
Al Be] 22| Foto] Aot 2 AEA 9
= 7 UEF ST )= A AlEe] ofste]
24 HER SIGIth 53] 2%+ 20~22°C, HE2
16/8h light/dark o] Z3}%Ick

2
A AR SR S 45 50 A AR R E
AE Sz A A VIS BIsISinh Al A
A RS E(egg weight), 3ldjo] AlkE(hen-day
egg production), 1Y AFAeHegg mass), AFRdF %
(feed intake) W AlE Q+-E(feed conversion ratio) ©]
Sick Wit WL AE ALE olgsle] 24sige.
o, Flslo] ARIE-S & AR ARSI Ab 5
S Uto] ARISIRITE 19 A1 5 AIE T} B
W2 Flo] B} Sl AR 45 N3
o= Atk B8 ARATRE 4 19 AR
%S 19 Aieko R Liro] ARSIk ABER F4
F ) 7wk PR S8 AR AR 542 7
71sliet. ARk 5442 7k WiERER 107], 6071E 4
Z5to] Wzt 7| (egg-shell thickness), W2 (eggshell
color), Ws¥(egg yolk color), At AlX%=(Haugh
unit) “12]37 W =0] (albumen height)S =433k
U7} s B4 3 S8 U7} 57 247|(FHK, Co.
Lid., Japan) 2 274/3}o] Haggho2 Lol Apksisic

Treatment"
Item
Control T1
Dry matter (%) 91.0 89.9
Crude protein (%) 24.7 244
Crude fat (%) 1.63 1.43
Crude ash (%) 222 24.0

YControl: basal diets; T1: basal diets + 1 % microbial-fermented molasses
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Table 2. Egg production and quality in laying hens fed diets with 1% microbial-fermented molasses after 4 weeks

Item Treatment’ Significance
Control Tl

Egg weight (g) 61.61%1.56 60.82+1.68 Ns?

Hen-day egg production (g/d/hen) 91.50+0.17 91.33+0.34 NS

Egg production Egg mass (g/d/hen) 56.39+1.49 55.94+1.67 NS
Feed intake (g) 111.70+0.12 110.33+1.21 *

Feed conversion ratio 1.98+0.05 1.97+0.04 NS
Eggshell thickness (mm) 0.48+0.01 0.52+0.03 *

Eggshell color 10.00+0.51 11.56+0.44 NS

Egg quality Egg yolk color 10.56+0.11 11.00+0.19 NS
Haugh unit 76.71+4.98 83.17+1.89 *
Albumen height (mm) 6.37+0.66 7.18+0.16 *

Means+SE (Standard error).

YControl: basal diets; T1: basal diets + 1 % microbial-fermented molasses.

INS: not significant.
*p<0.05.

2L egashell color fan© 2 =AU U3,
ARk AME 9 duisol ARE A% B
(Technical Services and Supplies, Co, Ltd., England)
2 o}g3jo] Z431r.
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1992). wtebA] uAE W o] 7K 2t A, A
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