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Effect of tamarind seed meal as an ingredient in Thai native chicken diets
on production performance, carcass quality, and caecal microbial
population
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ABSTRACT: The purpose of this study was to determine the effect of Tamarind seed meal (TSM) on the production
performance, carcass quality, and caecal microbial population in Thai native chickens. A total of 120 mixed-sex
Pradu Hang Dum breed chickens of 4 weeks old were used in the experiment. Chickens were randomly divided into
three groups of 40 heads each and assigned to one of the three treatments designated as T1, T2, and T3. Each
treatment was replicated 4 times with 10 chickens per replicate. Group 1 (T1) received with basal diet (control
group), Group 2 (T2) and 3 (T3) received diets containing with Tamarind seed meal (TSM) 5 and 10%, respectively.
The results revealed that using TSM at 5 and 10% for feed formulation had no effect on the Thai native chickens'
production performance, carcass quality and meat quality such as water holding capacity (WHC) and shear force
value (P>0.05), and also including the amount of microorganisms in the caecal. However, the liver percentage of 5
and 10% TSM groups were 1.64 and 1.62%, which were significantly greater than that of the control group at 1.49%
(P<0.05), and both levels of tamarind seed resulted in an increased percentage of intestinal weight (P<0.01).
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Table 1 Ingredients and calculated chemical composition of experimental diets (DM basis)

Ingredient 4 - 6 weeks of age 7 - 16 weeks of age
Ingredients prices Tamarind seed level (%) Tamarind seed level (%)
(THB/kg) 0 5 10 0 5 10

Ground corn 9.50 51.00 48.87 4592 66.37 64.27 62.17
Tamarind seed meal 5.00 - 5.00 10.00 - 5.00 10.00
Rice bran 10.50 21.98 20.00 18.95 16.00 14.00 12.10
Soybean meal (45% CP) 13.45 20.59 19.70 18.70 12.00 11.10 10.10
Fish meal (50% CP) 38.00 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.00 3.00 3.00
Monocalcium phosphate 15.00 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.50 1.50 1.50
Lime stone 65.00 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Salt 5.00 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.10 0.10 0.10
L-Lysine 45.00 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.09
DL-Methionine 68.00 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.08 0.08 0.08
Premix" 48.00 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.11 0.11 0.11
Total (kg) - 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Costof feed formula (THB/kg) - 12.22 11.94 11.66 11.60 11.32 11.04
Calculated nutrient composition (% air dry)

Crude protein (%) 18.00 18.00 18.00 14.43 14.43 14.44

Crude fat (%) 5.57 5.36 5.25 5.10 5.02 5.00

Crude fiber (%) 5.63 5.46 5.38 4.70 4.52 4.36

Metabolizable energy (Kcal/kg.) 2919 2914 2904 3040 3035 3030

Y Premix supplies (per Kg premix), vitamin A 2,000,000 U, vitamin D3 400,000 IU, vitamin E 3,500 IU, vitamin K3 0.18 g, vitamin B2 0.8g,
vitamin B6 0.56g, vitamin B12 2 mg, Panthotinic acid 1.89 g, Nicotinic acid 4 g, Follic acid 60 mg, Blotin 18 mg, Coline 95g, Copper 2 g,
Manganese 16 g, Iron 12 g, lodine 120 mg, Zinc 16 g, Cobalt 60 mg, and Selenium 32 mg.
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I@Sudauzanu 10% Juuildusininguiildsu 5% wavnguaiuau (P>0.05) e uananeuwusiuilsiildsuainnis
yglainauduyueiesuazaiuga (RF) wud naufildwdausvind 10% lanarilsnouuny 63.44 vin/es nguild
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Table 2 Productive performance and cost benefits of Pradu Hang Dum chickens fed with TSM

[tems T1 T2 T3 SEM P-value
Initial weight (g/chicken) 374.79 369.83 367.62 3.195 0.687
Final weight (g/chicken) 1925.39 2031.35 2022.79 24.045 0.131
Weight gain; WG (g/chicken)
4 - 6 weeks of age 377.79 408.70 410.91 7.629 0.137
7 -9 weeks of age 366.38 384.74 390.33 6.278 0.288
10 - 12 weeks of age 384.91 432.45 434.87 10.993 0.102
13 - 15 weeks of age 421.50 435.61 419.04 14.870 0.905
4 - 15 weeks of age 1550.59 1661.52 1655.16 24.800 0.114
Feed in take; FI (¢/chicken)
4 - 6 weeks of age 1134.68 1210.13 1208.73 17.443 0.124
7 -9 weeks of age 1565.65 1583.03 1622.00 18.403 0.484
10 - 12 weeks of age 1759.32 1873.73 1889.31 30.988 0.179
13 - 15 weeks of age 2286.04 2390.64 2332.50 30.789 0.419
4 - 15 weeks of age 6745.71 7057.55 7052.55 70.660 0.110
Feed conversion ratio; FCR
4 - 6 weeks of age 3.01 2.96 294 0.058 0.897
7 -9 weeks of age 4.29 4.11 4.15 0.054 0.427
10 - 12 weeks of age 4.58 4.33 4.38 0.112 0.685
13 - 15 weeks of age 5.46 5.54 5.63 0.159 0.925
4 - 15 weeks of age 4.35 4.25 4.27 0.053 0.767
Feed cost of 4 - 6 wks of age; (THB/chicken)” 13.87 14.45 14.09 0.181 0.461
Feed cost of 7 - 15 wks of age; (THB/chicken)” 65.09 66.19 64.52 0.587 0.541
Total feed cost; TFC (THB/chicken) 78.96 80.64 78.61 0.690 0.481
Selling prices of live chicken (90 THB/kg) 173.28 182.82 182.05 2.164 0.131
Returns from investment; RFI (THB/chicken)” 54.33 62.18 63.44 2.082 0.154

Y Feed cost of 4 - 6 wks of age (18% CP) = (Fl at 4 to 6 wks of age x Cost of feed formula)
? Feed cost of 7 - 15 wks of age (14% CP) = (Fl at 7 to 15 wks of age x Cost of feed formula)

3/ Returns from investment = [Selling prices of live chicken — (TFC + Price of live chick; 40 THB/chicken)]
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Uz 5 uay 10% A1 1.64 uay 1.62% Fegaunninguatuauiiden 1.49% (P<0.05) wesiudveaiy wile Auluusiaz
naunaastlifiauuanseiu (P>0.05) uazainnisnaasiasidnuin lnuszguemildsuniauzonlugnsoimns e

Wasigusdiuminanldwindu 3.37 uaz 3.26% FalAmnninguaiuauiien 2.73% (P<0.01) Awanslu Table 3

Table 3 Carcass traits and retail cuts of Pradu Hang Dum chickens fed with TSM

ltems T1 T2 T3 SEM P-value
Live weight; LW (g/head) 2400.41 2414.16 2403.33 3.608 0.284
Dressing (%) 69.87 70.82 70.20 0.204 0.155
Wing (%) 12.76 12.87 12.77 0.060 0.757
Drumstick (%) 16.80 16.91 16.81 0.099 0.913
Thigh (%) 16.82 16.68 17.07 0.145 0.581
Pectoralis major (%) 15.68 15.69 15.71 0.057 0.977
Pectoralis minor (%) 5.55 5.69 5.61 0.029 0.157
Neck and head (%) 6.90 6.74 7.10 0.110 0.466
Feet and shank (%) 4.27 4.42 4.44 0.059 0.482
Liver (%) 1.49° 1.64° 1.62° 0.028 0.040
Spleen (%) 0.31 0.33 0.32 0.019 0.976
Heart (%) 0.46 0.51 0.47 0.013 0.281
Gizzard and proventriculus (%) 2.34 2.40 2.38 0.023 0.637
Intestine (%) 2,73 3.37° 3.26 0.097 0.002
Skeleton bone (%) 29.97 30.91 30.01 0.386 0.574

b indicated the difference within a row was significant (P<0.05)
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naulifianuuandaiu (P>0.05) Faliinauiieiuiuauswinsuienlinuaiuwnndrmnsadiflunnngunisaaes
(P>0.05) fauansly Table 4
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USunadun3dngu Lactic acid bacteria (LAB) #idn3ndunguyduvsdiilulselovisiossuumaiuemiswindu 8.44 uaz
8.39 log CFU/g. Beiluwaliiuasninnguaiuauiiiusunn LAB winiiu 8.26 log CFU/g (P>0.05) diunau3unaiie Escherichia
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Table 4 Meat quality and caecal bacteria counts of Pradu Hang Dum chickens fed with TSM

ltems T1 T2 T3 SEM P-value

PHas i 6.29 6.26 6.27 0.035 0.941
PHag s, 5.67° 5.78° 5.86° 0.026 0.002
Water Holding Capacity (%)

Drip loss (DL) 4.97 4.63 4.22 0.223 0.422

Grilling loss (GL) 19.88 19.46 19.07 1.351 0.974

Thawing loss (TL) 2.49 2.29 2.21 0.099 0.529

Boiling loss (BL) 20.07 17.07 15.71 1.123 0.286

Total loss"” 22.57 19.36 17.93 1.109 0.227
WB Shear force (N) 27.93 23.92 22.33 1.892 0.495

Caecal microbiota type
Lactic acid bacteria ( Log CFU/g) 8.26 8.44 8.39 0.154 0.903
Escherichia coli ( Log CFU/g) 7.52 771 7.50 0.116 0.750

b indicated the difference within a row was significant (P<0.05)

Y Thawing loss and Boiling loss

50l
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Sadwandunuate s lnsnaunaaesinuin msldiudauzen 10% lUanIMTANNTOANAUYLAEIYNT dana il
flsanmsnelafidinganicmnngunnass deaenndesiu Nunoi et al. (2019) Asauit msliudauzaumaunusidag
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msldognaszdnse s Instawzluenmsdnitn Weswnluwdauraudiansunuiiu (tannin) wazansdud m3vdu (trypsin
inhibitor activity; TIA) t0usu (Sahoo et al., 2010) Faansmariazdudimsianureseuleifidiedeseims taun v3uTu
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