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(Effects of Thyme Powder Supplementation on Production

and Egg Quality in Laying Hens)
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Table 1. Effects of dietary thyme supplement on productive performance traits of laying hens at

different phases

Thyme, g - kg™! of control diet

[ EM! P val
tems Control 3 6 9 > vaue

Body weight gain, ¢

Initial 1604 1652 1664 1622 17.51 0.310
Final 1822 1853 1869 1837 20.39 0.114
Change 218 201 205 215 27.40 0.072

Daily feed consumption, g
Overall 36-52 week 87.13 95.43 98.43 87.35 2.16 0.153

Feed conversion ratio, ¢ feed per g egg

overall 36-52 week 1.98 1.79 1.92 1.92 0.07 0.850

Egg weight, ¢

week 36-40 61.31° 64.50*° 66.21° 62.41°  0.67 0.034
40-44 63.23% 64.92° 65.28" 61.27°  0.60 0.045
44-48 64.49%° 66.21° 66.58" 62.50°  0.61 0.035
48-52 63.86™ 65.56" 65.93° 61.88°  0.61 0.040

overall 36-52 week ~ 63.22%° 65.30° 66.00° 62.02° 058 0.045

Egg number

week 36-40 19.86" 24.25° 22.05%° 2233% 062 0.038
40-44 22.83 26.30 24.33 22.75 0.80 0.380
44-48 21.77 2354 23.65 22.99 0.56 0.659
48-52 22.30 24.92 23.99 22.87 0.66 0.542

overall 36-52 week  21.69 24.75 2351 2273 0.62 0.380

Egg mass, ¢

week 36-40 1210° 1564° 1459° 1394%° 4253 0.015
40-44 1439%° 1705° 1587%° 1390°  52.08 0.021
44-48 1401 1557 1575 1435  37.95 0.280
48-52 1420° 1631° 1581° 1412° 4383 0.044

overall 36-52 week ~ 1368" 1614° 1550%° 1408 40.94 0.039

b means with different superscipts within a row are significantly different at P < 0.05;
1 SEM - standard error of means; ? P — overall treatment

Source : Abd El-Hack et al. (2015)
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Table 2. Influence of thyme powder (Thymus vulgaris) on the productivity of hens from (40-47

weeks) of age.

Treatments HD % FCR Egg weight (g) Egg mass (g)
Week 40-47

0 % Thyme powder 86.20 + 1.38°  2.25 + 0.04° 59.39 + 0.06" 51.19 + 0.88°
5 % Thyme powder 92.86 + 1.07°  1.90 + 0.01°  65.04 + 0.29° 60.39 + 0.42°
10 % Thyme powder 9290 + 0.18°  1.93 + 0.05°  64.10 = 0.09° 59.55 + 0.03°

Means with different letters in the same column indicate a significant difference level (p<0.05).
*HD = Hens - day egg production.
Source : Mohammed et al. (2022)
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Table 3. The effects of dietary thyme on the performance of laying hens

dietary thyme (%) Pooled Significance
0 1 2 SEM Combine Linear  Quadratic
Fl () 107.90 107.30 109.10 0.374 0.107 0.157  0.105
HD EP (%) 82.36 81.86 82.69 0.596 0.864 0.831 0.626
EW (¢) 63.03 62.96 63.16 0.153 0.873 0.740  0.695
FCR(g feed/g egg) ~ 2.08 208 209 0.015 0.944 0752 0915

No significant differences among groups. Fl: feed intake, FCR: feed conversion ratio.

Source : Yalcin et al. (2020)
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Table 4. Effects of dietary thyme supplement on egg quality criteria of laying hens from 36 to 52

weeks of age

Egg quality Thyme, g - kg of control diet SEM' P value?
Criteria Control 3 6 9

Albumin,% 66.48° 62.37° 65.13% 60.06° 0.84  0.013

Yolk, % 24.36° 27.76° 26.35% 28.54° 0.56  0.045

Shell,% 11.84° 12.54° 11.19° 14.08° 033 0.003

Egg shape index 79.30° 78.97% 82.75° 76.71° 0.65  0.001

Shell thickness 0.35° 0.40%° 0.38" 0.42° <0.01  0.003
Yolk index 38.67% 37.70° 41.64° 40.62% 0.64  0.035

Yolk: albumin Ratio  0.38" 0.46" 0.42°° 0.49° 0.01  0.030

Haugh unit 84.30° 83.08" 90.30° 78.07° 83.94 <0.001

¢ means with different superscipts within a row are significantly different at P < 0.05; * SEM-
standard error of means; ? P — overall treatment. Egg shape index = width of egg (cm) * 100, Yolk
index = heigh of yolk (cm) * 100, Haugh unit = HU = 100 x log (h - 1.7w®3" +7.6) h = average heigh
of albumen in millimeters, W = egg weight in gram

Source : Abd El-Hack et al. (2015)
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Table 5. Influence of thyme powder (Thymus vulgaris) on egg quality of hens (56 days).

Parameters thyme powder

0

5

10

Haugh unit
Yolk weight (g)

Albumin weight (g)
Eggshell weight (g)
Albumin index (%)

Yolk index (%)

Eggshell index (%)
Eggshell with member

82.09 + 3.040°
28.03 + 1.180°
59.73 + 0.980°
12.24 + 0.820°
0.084 + 0.006"
0.449 + 0.009°
78.85 + 0.870°
0.345 + 0.008°

86.18 + 1.170°
26.59 + 0.750°
59.02 + 1.060°
12.39 + 0.420°
0.101 + 0.005°
0.483 + 0.022°
82.01 + 0.610°
0.390 + 0.004°

85.87 + 1.120°
28.32 + 2.010°
58.83 + 1.850°
12.85 + 0.480°
0.097 + 0.001%°
0.446 + 0.021°
77.19 + 0.410%
0.360 + 0.006°

Means with different letters in the same column indicate a significant difference level (p<0.05).

Source : Mohammed et al. (2022)



Table 6. The effects of dietary thyme leaves on egg traits and egg part percentages

Thyme (%) Pooled Significance
0 1 2 SEM Combine Linear Quadratic
SI(%) 75.22 76.01 75.40 0.162 0.117 0.982 0.072
BS (kg/cm2) 284 283 2750 0.039 0.661 0.898 0.753
ST (Um) 366.7 366.4 3574 0.494 0.694 0.733 0.751
AH (mm) 6.82 6.78 6.800 0.039 0914 0.579 0.691
Al (%) 8.50 8.58 8.540 0.067 0.901 0.485 0.710
Y1 (%) 4356 43.64 4253 0.324 0.228 0.926 0.471
HU 81.22 81.05 81.18 0.239 0.965 0914 0.795
SW (%) 10.31 10.36  10.32 0.038 0.873 0.902 0.618
AW (%) 66.35 6594  65.90 0.293 0.809 0.563 0.781
YW (%) 2334 2370 23.78 0.305 0.842 0.589 0.838

No significant differences among groups. SI: shape index, BS: breaking strength, ST: shell thickness,
AH: albumen height, Al: albumen index, YI: yolk index, HU: haugh unit, SW: shell weight, AW:
albumen weight, YW: yolk weight

Source : Yalcin et al. (2020)
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