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Table 1: Mean weekly feed intake (¢/bird) and total feed consumption (g/bird) under

different treatment groups.

Groups Control AP-0.25% AP-0.50% AP-0.75%
Age in weeks
1st 165.26 166.62 169.06 164.17
2nd 372.26 37091 371.15 372.64
3rd 583.40 583.64 584.06 585.60
ath 763.1 763.15 765.71 766.40
5th 886.9 892.42 889.91 890.82
6th 908.4 912.06 912.40 915.13
Total 3679.4 3688.82 3692.31 3694.77

Source: Begum et al. (2019)

Table 2: Mean weekly FCR of broilers under different treatment groups

Groups Control AP-0.25% AP-0.50% AP-0.75%
Age in wee

1st 1.85 1.86 1.85 177
2nd 2.08 1.96 2.15 2.15
3rd 2.02 1.98 1.96 1.95
ath 1.70 1.58 1.57 1.57
5th 1.84 1.84 1.80 1.80
6th 1.88 1.88 1.87 1.84
Overall 1.82 1.78 177 1.76

Source: Begum et al. (2019)



Table 3: Mean weekly body weight gains (g¢/bird) of broilers under different treatment

groups

Groups  Control AP-0.25% AP-0.50% AP-0.75%

Age in wee
Ist 88.887+1.66 89.34°+2.28 90.93%+2.06 92.72°+2.42
2nd 178.78°+3.52 188.96°+6.04 172.51°+6.15 172.91°+5.07
3rd 287.98°+8.20 294.62°+9.61 296.87°+7.87 299.22°+9.00
ath 448.04°+14.60 482.58°+7.74 486.73°+11.88 486.71°+10.29
5th 479.78°+8.54 482.82°+10.14 493.51°+8.54 492.51°+14.18
6th 482.24°+8.54 484.91°+10.82 487.04°+8.70 4.97.20°+12.93

Means bearing same superscripts in a row did not differ significantly (P<0.05)

Source: Begum et al. (2019)
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Table 4: Broiler traits in different groups of chicks up to 6" weeks of age

Treatment 6"week Body weight Feed intake Feed Dressing
weight gain (g/bird) (¢/bird) efficiency efficiency
(¢/bird)

Control 2178.01 467.53 3965.30 1.85 65.61

0.5% AM 2246.74 466.37 3891.22 1.76 66.65

1% AM 2304.53 502.15 3832.35 1.71 67.76

‘F’ test Sig Sig Sig Sig Sig

SE (m) = 30.09 6.71 6.68 9.80 2.03

CcDh 89.38 18.62 9.45 0.02 3.70

Source: Gaikwad et al.(2016)

Table 5: Cumulative Feed Conversion Ratio (FCR) of the experimental broiler birds under

different dietary treatments

Week Control AM-0.5% AM-1% AM-2%

0-1 2.29+0.02  2.26+0.03 2.32+0.04 2.34+0.06
0-2 2.13+0.04  2.13+0.05 2.11+0.02 2.16+0.05
0-3 1.99+0.03  2.11+0.06 1.96+0.03 2.02+0.05
0-4 1.96+0.06  1.86+0.05 1.93+0.04 1.95+0.04
0-5 1.91°+0.05 1.76°+0.06 1.82%+0.06 1.89%+0.03

*Means bearing different superscripts differ significantly along the rows

Source: Gaikwad et al.(2016)
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Table 6: Average cumulative body weight gain (g) of the experimental birds under different

dietary treatment

Week Control AM-0.5% AM-1% AM-2%

0-1 101.33+2.89 109.33+3.23 105.61+4.08 102.51+£3.77
0-2 386.35%+5.32 409.82°+4.94 405.50°+6.23 392.76°+5.85
0-3 735.20°+9.11 786.55°+11.09  755.167+14.67  744.80°+13.36
0-4 1245.98°+13.88 1381.33°+15.64 1312.49°+16.46 1273.97°+15.43
0-5 1848.222+17.59 1976.26°+19.28 1916.49°+18.71 1887.59%°+20.32

*Means bearing different superscripts differ significantly along the rows.

Source: Gaikwad et al.(2016)

Table 7: Average weekly feed intake (g) of the experimental broiler birds under different

dietary treatments

Week Control AM-0.5% AM-1% AM-2%

1®'week  331.27+10.32  344.27+8.79  345.15+9.47 342.04+10.08
2"week  583.94°+12.64  620.24°+13.42 601.53%°+1253  600.63%°+11.29
2%veek  634.06°+14.38  785.84°+1533 618.03%+16.76  650.02°+15.88
4d"week  977.77°+16.49  898.90°+16.89 1051.69°+17.07 976.69°+16.41
5Pweek  1085.81°+13.93 904.64°+15.62 950.16°+16.53  1080.68°+14.93

*Means bearing different superscripts differ significantly along the rows.

Source: Naik et al.(2020)

d3d

9

wzudenuansfnanmduansiasuensnuunzanlumsiaealniie lnaanzlunsiiudiming

wazUszdnsnnnisudatemis Ysunamsusuudeunanand msuldlunisidedlniiiefesedu 0.5%

1%
[y

Y @ 1 <IN a ¥ Y LY 1 £ a A a d'
wangliAuINTY ‘UU“U’JEJLWELIUWWUﬂWJLLa%@WiWﬂ']iLL‘UﬁQE)WVHiI@EJI&JEJNﬁ“UNLﬂEN Iuﬁumzwﬂimquq

o v v I

Y oA a LY o & =2 v IS a a a
ntudnad N ualusEAuUIunas A9t 0.5% ‘\NLUUiSﬂ‘UWL‘MﬂJ’]SﬂQJLLﬁSNUﬁSﬁVIﬁﬂWW‘VI?j@



LONEIIB9B
THnT Gljuﬁ.2565.“Economic Intelligence Center (The Siam Commercial Bank).”
https://www.scbeic.com/th/detail/product/chicken-271022. 20 §u31A3 2566.

wnlne.2566.”ugvudaassnanuasUsslevivoswzviulond7de” https://medthai.com//

yzuUay/. 20 §UIAN 2566.

animil viesnu.” grudeyainiessaayulng anzindumans ininendoguasnusiil”.
https://apps.phar.ubu.ac.th/thaicrudedrug/main.php?action=viewpage&pid=101.
205UP2566.

Begum, K., Talukdar.J.,, Kalita.K,, Roy.T., Nath.R., Rahman.M. 2019.“ Effect of Dietary

Supplementation of Gooseberry/ Amla (Emblica officinalis) Powder on the
Performance of CommercialBroiler Chicken®. International Journal of Livestock

Research, 9(11), 95-102. doi:10.5455/ijlr.20190917033420

Gaikwad.D.S., S. P. Nage. And Chavan.S.D.2016"Effect of Supplementation of Amla (Emblica

officinalis) on GrowthPerformance of Broilers". National Academy of Agricultural

Science.34(3): 679-683.
Naik. B, Behera.K, Babu.L.K, Sethy.K, Nanda.S.M and Pradhan.P.K. 2020.“ Effects of

Supplementation of Amla (Emblicaofficinalis) Fruit Powder Meal on Growth

Performance inBroiler Chickens”. Int.J.Curr.Microbiol.App.Sci. 9(02): 2805-2811.

doi: https://doi.org/10.20546/ijcmas.2020.902.319



