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Nutrient Composition and Metabolizable Energy of Poultry Offal Waste

in Pradu Hang Dam and Royal Project Black Bone Chicken

f91am NaAzdAU 25UNTET ANERAU YryRaN TzRATINA LAY FTU AINTINRI
Teerached Pingkasun, Waruntorn Sittisorn, Boonlom Cheva-Isarakul and Suchon Tangtaweewipat’

MATARIAanTuaZanTIN AnzinEmsAanT uyamenaedealuy 4. (Fesluad 50200
Department of Animal and Aquatic Sciences, Faculty of Agriculture, Chiang Mai University, Chiang Mai 50200, Thailand

*Corresponding author: E-mail: agani002@gmail.com

(Received: 26 May 2023; Accepted: 17 August 2023)

Abstract: The objective was to determine the nutritional composition and metabolizable energy (ME) of poultry
offal waste (POW). After autoclave sterilization, POW exhibited crude nutritional content expressed as
a percentage of dry matter (% DM), i.e., crude protein (CP), ether extract (EE), crude fiber (CF), ash, and
nitrogen free extract (NFE) at 66.57, 23.35, 1.01, 4.90, and 4.16 % respectively, with a gross energy (GE)
of 6.520 kcal/g DM. The study aimed to determine metabolizable energy (ME) using adult male native
chicken of 2 breeds i.e. Pradu Hang Dam chicken vs. Royal Project black bone chicken as experimental
animals. Two experiments were conducted in which the first experiment was done by single force-feeding
method. In the second experiment the substitution method was conducted using POW at 0, 2, 4 and 8 %.
The obtained data of this later method were subjected to a linear regression equation for ME prediction.
The results showed that no significant difference (P>0.05) was found among birds of the 2 breeds. When
the result of 2 experiments were taken into consideration. It was found that single force-feeding method
showed a slightly higher ME value of 4.226 +0.037 kcal/g DM as compared to the substitution method
(4.073+£0.015 kcal/g DM, R-square = 0.99). Furthermore, using the regression equation, ME was nearly
equivalent to the replacement of POW in the basal diet at a single level of 8% (4.059 kcal/g DM). The result
tended to indicate that the appropriate level of POW utilization in poultry diet should be around 8 %.

Keywords: Single force-feeding method, metabolizable energy, poultry offal waste, regression equation,

substitution method
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LGS é”mqﬂa‘:mﬂ"Lﬁ'@mmﬂ’ﬂi:ﬂﬂumﬂmummwzﬁ“\imuwﬂaximﬁ (Metabolizable energy; ME)
gaqLAARLAseludRTTIN (Poultry offal waste; POW) ileginde Pow Tneldustathiusadu wudn Slnaushn
Wudaaazdnguiia (% DM) ﬁﬁ’\‘iﬁmiﬁu (crude protein: CP), Ta3i (ether extract; EE), dele (crude fiber; CF),
&1 (ash) uazanslulnsauiiazanaldluh (nitrogen free extract; NFE) Winfit 66.57, 23.35, 1.01, 4.90 Uas
4.16% Aua1au Taadnaaeusan (Gross energy; GE) 111U 6.520 kcal/g DM w1 ME Taaiutiaiilu 2
mswmmﬁirﬁmﬁﬁimﬁw’fﬂ 2 AN8NUG A0 1n"7'imﬁmﬂi°mwﬁ’1ﬁuidnivmﬂﬁﬁmﬁ%‘lﬁm\imwmq
m&mmm‘w 1 “l,mﬁumﬂmmmmwmmu (POW) L‘WEN@EI’NL@EI']MEI (single force-feeding method)
NIMAReaT 2 Immmuwmma‘wumu (substitution method) A28l POW fis=6l 0, 2, 4 uaz 8% anntuld
ANN170A0R¢E (linear regressmn equation) NIUNEAT ME LanLI1 AN ME @ﬂﬂblﬂ‘w\‘i 2 mmwuﬂmmnm\‘mu
YA (P>0.05) usifle Beuidieusymdnedanis wudn nnstiedulsifiv POW fidn ME aandnsinunelneld
ANNNINADAEY (4.226+0.079 vs. 4.073+0. 015 kcal/g DM, R square = 0.99) LATWLIN m ME w”menmi-
vruwnelndiAeasudn ME Weld Pow Lmummmiwuﬁmwmu 8% (4.059 kcallg DM) #481atianiansz s
319w zasluenvnsdndtin1g

o

ANEIATY: 7D ”mu’mnmmmummmu Wm\‘mu“lmﬂiv‘imu% wvaeLAseludndlin aunnsannes Aa14

o a

RT) m_l‘lllﬁ@’m_lLLV]HV]EQ"J‘L&?J@\?@’M’]?W‘L@’]%

a

AN lagTu (ether extract; EE) l,a"aslﬂ (crude fiber; CF) +811

(ash) ATl uTnsiaufiazaneld i (nitrogen free

e asludndiin (poultry offal waste: extract; NFE) waad@eid (calcium; Ca) uazwaanesa

POW) iunanass (by-product) IFanNnnsTLIunIg- (phosphorus; P) Wisman et al. (1958) 9181941131 LA
ﬁﬁLmeanLﬁimmﬁ”mﬂﬂLﬁ@mw?“iﬂmmmmﬂ’ mﬁmﬂ?'@ﬂuzﬁ“mfﬂnslm”ﬁmﬂﬁLﬁﬂ AnigaLNIn,
Pl LA Ansuaumile anfidu auld asuny- lsznavusae W W uazeduaznialy §A1 CP, EE,
el i v uasiden duifuaeaded limansun ash, CF, NFE, Ca ua P winriu 58.09, 15.87, 18.05,
n175ulseM1Y (Senkoylu et al., 2005) “1nHN13- 0.85,7.14,8.57 LAy 3.25% DM m1Na1AL Dale
qmmswimmnfaﬂmmmmmmau U NN9d9 et al. (1993) $1891uA LA IUARLATe < ludRdTin
naumfusunay Wiuvsaranidolsn luuvad AN 4 dszind (auiFaiEnn Aean13nT leadannnes
LL@:{EW L1 Salmonella spp., Campylobacter spp. LL@vLQLu"ﬁL‘ﬂ@ﬁ) %qﬁzﬁ“mmum@miﬂq ﬁL‘Via@
waz Listeria spp (Giri et al., 2010) laafisneanuan feunnaneiy Tmﬂmmmmmmlummﬂﬂmm
mmuafam%\ﬂuﬁmfﬂﬂmmmiﬁﬂu{mqﬁu anfgainidanlisanegfoe & fiAnlede CP uay
au194nIla (Sahraei et al., 2012) 11U Hlulnile EE AU 56.52 a2 35.00% DM HA1waadnwld
(Romoser, 1955) Llusiu asAlsznaunielnoue uag UseTagillaase (true metabolizable energy; TME)
UFuo ME Lﬂuﬁmﬂ@ﬁugmﬁdﬁﬁry‘lumiﬁﬁmqau Winriu 5.032 keal/g DM Salami and Oyewole (1997)
"Lﬂﬂizﬂ@m;mmmizﬁ“m’ LALA A ATeludRT WAz Oyewole and Salami (1997) $18NUINLALHIAD
Inluusiaztlsemaiioslsynauniaadiiunnsneiy isesludnitinaedlud Fedaiumvaeitianis
Futudndauzeaammaed it li3lnm denasie daudnldtiFn1adn CP, EE, CF, ash ua NFE Wiy
AAIMININTUINIT29TRY AL (Dale and Fuller, 59.57, 14.36, 0.37, 5.44 Ua¥ 20.25% DM AINANAL
1984) Fnasinai s2Au 113/ (crude protein; CP) TudszmAneaiy Udedibie et al. (1988) la81911
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daAeaneresludndtnilsenaunas v anld
A A 1 |dl 1 v 1
1 1aen waanld wazlinananewdngnseuaunis-
unazsnetAaa Al CP, EE, CF waz ash wiriu
56.40, 20.90, 4.60 WAL 7.70% DM RNNa1AL HAN
ME winfiu 3.180 kcal/g DM WiuladidsivianiAsas
Tudmndtiniidausia au wen wasnld waslnnmne
Aauduuay HANTUsRuAINILANAY EE, CF way
ash g4nd1 D’ Agostini et al. (2004) $1891U3N LA
= = o a o =
wiaeLATedludndtnluusdadaduAwuanann
adunzneluildidouauiAn CP way EE windy
71.92 WaY 20.55% DM H AN GE waz ME infu
6.220 ez 4.750 kcal/g DM U Eyng et al. (2010)
918U ALNADLATEA MERTUNVBIUINTALT UM
1l o 1 :J/ a al o 1 o
waHtanzan 1€ wingdu AldsAuuazlaiu winduy

61.35 LAY 16.02% DM HA1 GE, wadasnwldlss el

'ﬂmﬂg (apparent metabolizable energy; AME) Way
TME %Ay 5.501, 3.219 was 4.112 kcal/g DM
ATNAAL Nunes ef al. (2006) $1891U31LALIUASD
Lm?:m“luzﬁ”m‘rﬂﬂmn‘ii\iﬁﬂLme“m‘ﬂn”LuTﬂmmm
Fadldonesarnielusantui uazae Taelaidan
1 CP, EE, ash, CF, NFE, Ca uag P 111 59.10, 17.50,
18.79, 1.85, 2.77, 3.99 AT 2.89% DM ANAAL 1A
AME WAy TME Lvinfiu 3.062 ay 3.211 keallg DM
Feedipedia (2012) 31E911AN QAL IBILAHINAS AT
TudndlnannunasAnesing 4 918 CP, EE waz ash
Winfu 60.20, 27.90 LAz 10.60% DM ANNATAL HAN
GE 1M1y 5.830 kcal/lg DM &2 Rocker et al. (2021)
neewisswderiesludndinanisanuulsg)
FnTnmunananateseedmsaei CP, EE, ash,
NFE Ay GE winf1 70.32, 13.00, 16.86, 5.14% DM Wax
5.400 kcallg DM pnuansu dusfuludszinalng
Khieokhajonkhet and Detpan (2019) TA9nenudLAE
wiaeLrsesludadiing ldannTssaudumazdndtin
q CP, EE wa ash WinfiLl 46.46, 16.54 LLax 6.14% DM
ANNANAL uazd GE winriu 4.528 keallg DM Winlaan
@mmmﬂmmmﬂmLﬂmuamoﬁ@ﬂuﬁm’ﬁﬂ
ANUNAL FIN ] Sjmmmmﬁumquﬁ@uﬁ’wqqﬁfuﬁu
ARAIUDUANAD (BT819Y) ﬁmmwﬂsiﬁﬂﬂu?ﬂm
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NITUIATNAIINULBITAY AL LA AT THA
o g o o ~ ¥
dutdeyaiugudrAgineldlszneugnsainisg
THuunzauiuaINuAaInNisae9dnd A1 ME wuan
uilen 14 lunsAuanigasanmnsdndtin tae Farrell
(1978) 2781911491 N19UNA1 ME @1:nsann’le 2 38
A 1 @ v a o a d' v
Ao nsliliwadlnfndeniudngAunseanimasey
Wesaiaaaalnansanid niedanla (single force-
feeding method or single |ngred|ent) Aunng it ﬁmmu
wmfauvl,ﬂLmummummmmiwuﬁf]umﬂmmmq
TnTuUzAa (substitution method) mmzﬁmf;ﬁmmmq
Mclntosh et al. (1962) l#AnENALWAASTyN W9
i AuuANF1eTUsNnnIn we Sibbald (1979) wWudn
Fan1steAuldlnAudaghunaasuiinasaiaimen
Tinamiwalalanizdngaulssinnuanioyiauns-
1AL A491anaa IRl zaniudngay
uadaus ldwmnnsdudngauia o 1 fedad
anwoueliiniu wiadiguAinislnausliauna
o v a o ﬂ’/ dl v o
MlFAnn1saateseaie Lt o i dunasany
daualiAn ME amaa (Sibbald, 1979) €9135n13 14
Tnaunedevldunuidiuaesainisiugiulu
o o & o o = o aa

seAUNgIINAINAIAUAuDszAULnAN 1Elun19-
sznavgnsanig aniuldaunisannat (regression
analysis equation) AT ME 2893RnaLnagaL
(Miller, 1974) 'JﬁuslumLﬂuwmw'ﬂ@mmmmmuwn
470 (Sibbald et al., 1960) WA ME Aldan3sd
m@mmmmmmLmau”meﬂhLmuwmmiwugm
luszAumn 7| (Campbell et al., 1983) N1311tAeAE
i | v = a ~
Haziludnlnaipasaaniduazauinigainee
Tanauusazaianlszneunuidugasanung dn1s-
wsnaFannsAInnelnauesaniu (feed ingredient
interaction) Huavinl1iAn ME 1e39ngaLanatianily
HANNNTUNTAAAAILTENG1 N1747A association
effect (Tangtaweewipat et al., 1988)

faqifudaganniAmeinguzaagifmiiae

= o o = \ '
wzaaludndtnane lulsymalnaisnaanuly wng
o Zl/ = el o =)

waein Inevivdszimadilsamendnilnuinsgiu
mﬁfﬂufﬂwﬂ;’mﬁqau 529 WA (Bureau of Livestock,
2022) waTR1UFHNUNNINARIE 1N PN 3.3 ALY
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(USDA, 2023) vizaineuiilusinmin lnidandseunn
v o A A dl [
4.0 871U AeN A arIee ludndlndsyano
6 MALEL T98198941N Diarra et al. (2015) Nisx1yan
Ve naaLased ludndinidndqiusesay 1.46 904
%’ o aaa 1 A dl o o= d’j
Yminidnm lnadouaaaiAmvaarsesludmndting
- o ¥ . o 42
AT ANTUNT A NERIIN SRR TN Y
19U AMAeLATeeludRdln ld 19U s Tamlly
stuuuduansdnd aaduuuanieiinanla Al
= S 2 Ao - A ! -
nMsANHH Al dnnUszasdiienisnasAlszney
N19lNTUIN1T4AT AN ME 19t AEL1anLATed ludnd
= le U o 1 dy o o = 1
dnfleannlisaanuiiwnazlniie ludandomdeaalus
wazdandnanyu fadulseuninsguinigenis-
pantszunniduaruilauaudo ialilideyan
dselomilunissznaugnsennsdndiin sounadu
NIRBLAURIARUIELNENNIWAUATHFAAULLBSA
FaNy iU s 3 iAsegnaluniaurii (Bio-
Circular-Green Economy Model: BCG Model) Tumanu
Y o e d.
nsldninainsetinefuan Taanisantoymiaau
Wadanuanaas s (LAELUAD) AINNTTLIUNIT-
° \ ey ' ¥ a a A
TNz ANLASE N ERTIN AalfAAn1 A LU
ANIFADRILIAADN

L4 aa
AUnsaluazIang

a

NSLATENIRDAL
"

wenuaeLATealudndtniiunanniseanulu
Fandnideslud wazdaudnainu fifnszuaunis
%Lmaumw‘mLuﬂ'qsmﬂvl,ﬂ'L‘f:'ammmmgmmﬂ@
ffdensnanduasuilanausa dsznauday
N9TNNEN nezinzade anldidn TR & 1dny
Augeu wazlaiuiedueduasludesies Tneifu
fsnagnanisalugadn avntusifaesnadn
NszUAuNNIEiEe (sterilization) Faemsiatiausaiuy
levh (autoclave) finanseis 30 psi grunnil 134°C
l1i9an 3 W7 349 Park ef al, (2010) $1ENTIN ANN9
insfuflunisainideluennnsanundnainana
lsznaufiu McNaughton et al. (1977) lauuziingn
ma‘slffj’mm‘lumzmummﬂL%ﬂﬁlﬁézuﬁqm WY
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wnldaruiudenasianisldlszloaidlaaeslagy
flamas nsanduiiniInsesuandauzacirean
auliuienaegauaniau (hot air oven) ﬁfqm‘wqﬁ
60 °C e 48 daluavidaaundued (et
admindeealluarunzunsa Rt gIw Aduring
Augnans 1w, fususn el lunsinmsield

nsdszidiuanAmelnTue

yinnsquiAmaenTesludadtnild iy
sousanlddesuldiinsziunasAlsznaunig
LARBEN9MENL (proximate analysis) ﬁlﬂuﬁﬂdvlfﬁmﬂ
AOAC (2005) TaeiAn DM, CP, EE, CF uaz ash 81984
AN AOAC Official Method 934.01, 2001.11, 920.39,
962.09 uAY 942.05 ATNAAY luanisiiAnansls
lulnsiauiiazaneldlusin (NFE) Auaniainsn
%DM - %ash - %EE - %CP - %CF #21n139tAT1EW
ANNAINUIIN (GE) 413949 bomb calorimeter U
AC-500 (LECO, 2018) n133tAsn=vinsmasiilud
snduldirias ARACUS U Classic HanlaeLTHEmN
Membrapure Uszinrleasa ﬁﬁmﬂﬁﬁﬁmiﬂmq
ANZINEATANARNT Nuanenaedeelvd mN3snns
Q10 Chinese National Standard (2000) 81484La
7l GB/T18246-2000

nsuAnasnulgus el
- Y XYy mem o o

nsanm luafall IaUfiRaudanivue
Q3981U97UN1 T T ERTINAINUN NN AN AR T
(AnTinwms) 1a9Nu1INe1fe L Taalud taah
AG02002/2565 wian13@n19anlL 2 N119MAaa3
pail

nsnaaasi 1: IsAURlARuIRg AL
et dALRaanaan19nganian (single force-
feeding method) 14 lniwadTaLfiuds Ndeny 26
&Upif anuau 2 anesiug Ae tnnwdesiugilsyg
#1981 (Pradu Hang Dam; PDHD) Wiauiulinszgn
o Ao A ” o aa
pnAnRanLazliulRugineyatisiasanismang
(Royal Project black-bone chicken; RPBB) a1142 14
aneWugay 8 Aa Laaslungs metabolic cage WL



asrdsznaunalntuzuasnasnuldlsslandlpuasmnnaansasly

andtinlulndssauesuaglinszandlasanisuans

[A891NA 35 x 45 x 50 T, #n1msaefuyalsings
warilnnaugldennis nauglding viulylnfu
ueniilusesa Tscazinamaans 9 7u tngludag 7
Funan ¥ lAnnaaldFuamnafi s 18% CP uuLiu
‘17{Lﬁlfaslﬁﬂé“uﬁqﬁumﬂﬁmmwmqmemwmmﬁ@u
Gﬁ\iLﬂu?”ﬂ WTENNTaN (preliminary per|od) mﬂuu
mma@mmmﬂnwnmLﬂumm 24 d2lua el
dunnayasanliuum dleasy 24 $Tueuda utald
usiazugeanidu 2 491 doulsnaiuau 6 6o i
nsnseniArvaaLriesludasTnidmnanlisas
30 ¥ ANARTAALLAIANN Sibbald (1976) fail
ugaanlilienamsasy 24 $alug thlieanann
n99 metabolic cage Fadmingal andildTieds
Uhnlrdelienmagey dasenldainiamman
Lraaludnddnsuau 30 nfu tnlunaufusii

aza1ndndau 20 % viraszunn 6 N8, AQNLARN LI

i udathilmdudagn 7 Tneazlfanuan 10 Wn
mn&u'ffmﬁwLﬁmmmiwmammﬂr;huﬂwniﬂ'm@j
naana s blaanssinagiwn (crop) vafaazidin
auAsL 10 Wia innsantdnatnn die lawe
mmiwmmumzﬁmvm”ﬁn Tmﬂ%m”uaﬂ%mm
LUUNRIAFNTUIA 5ua. ‘wmmmm RRGIGE
nimfamm ¥nnsaain 2 A auasnniiaashl
ﬂ%lj‘V]ﬂ‘é‘u,Lqu‘Wﬂ Famenslianasaieulgesd
n99 metabolic cage WianAUNWiUnaaAnLuula
7R9LUNIATEFULA AN L‘ﬁmﬁua;ljmﬂu@@? 24
daluariudaudnsanamisniatniaiadu §1vsy
BliAinseasdilssnauniaaiisaly @il
WAean 2 fvnnisananasalian 24 dalug e

#1A1 endogenous loss MUFLATUIUATNAIIN T

sz leimilsaza (TME)
Tufindayatiuineruiedlffiunay
ﬁmﬁ’mﬂmmidnﬂﬁ’wﬁqmﬂmaﬂLﬂmuﬁmﬁﬁlm
Tudndiinasy 24 daluq sanmatiufindminygald
2 Fafienanssdan thyafiiuldan dusazsaun
auukslugauaniau (hot air oven) figningil 60 °C
Wt 2 fu vileaundnuied Tifimiminganiew
WATVAIDL mn‘&uumr:immmmmﬁﬁgmmmé’umu
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ARENANY 1 1N, insgusnetinsesuazyalnll
Ainszvien GE iilesuaniAn AME sisalneviallld
A9 ME uazfn TME Tmﬂ%@mﬁﬁ”ﬁﬁqmﬂ Cheva-
Isarakul et al. (2001) fvi

(GE,xF,) - (GE/xE;)

AME %38 ME (kcal/g DM) =
F.

(GE,xF,) - [(GEffo) - (GErXEr)]

TME (kcal/g DM) =
F.

|
Taei:
GE, = GE JeAmMAe LA ludRTIN (kcallg DM)
GE, = GE 10syalrisailiAmmaairiesludadin
(kcal/g DM)
GE = W@T\Nmmmmaﬂ@iﬁﬁqﬁ@mmmi (kcal/g DM)
F= Frnnumsvaaedudadtniinsentn (g DM)
E, = 1Bunnsyaln i A airesludmTin (g DM)
E, = ﬂ?mmg@iﬁﬁqﬁ@mmmi (g DM)
lunisifivdaatneyaln windiAwaung
a1l videdeutaniaansing 7 detufumatinaya
IAuAuvsetawdn o Anean daunsdldiduss
annsviteanlnfiiaunmdnann Tignunsnlddausn
videRuALeanld ¥nsdauendsuanaauimani
anasamaudaanningalenlfui tnmsuadas
ATNUASN (mortar) anntfuinlldeusnume LLﬂi\‘ﬂ?}lfl
imumﬁumummmq 3 Uy, memﬂmﬂmﬂ@u
28N YT 5- 10 794 mmumwmﬂmﬂ@wm
ld mmﬂumﬂuwLmﬂ”l,mmwmmmuuﬂ iiesinaen
mnmmﬂmn@mmvumau
nsNAaadd 2 A8n1sunufianuis
(Substitution method) 14 lnnmaaalunseda
e Hnmseafilya mﬂju”lmmmi LAl
LensefT A UnIMAaesd 1 uildlAdiuan

13
=1

W‘Hﬁ'ﬁ‘u

ANERUTAT 4 517 INUNUNTNARBIULL 4 x 4 Latin
square | ImﬂmmmmmﬂmﬂummﬂﬂLmummwﬂfm
fmm@wumu (Table 1) Tiszdusing A8 0,2, 4 UaY

8% memmmmmﬂuﬂu 449 7 8z 9 Fu 393
1IANARBINIAY 36 Fu Winrdasutiaaan il 2
srely AR TraIr 5 Juusn (preliminary period) el



M5A15NAT 40(1): 153 - 167 (2567)

Table 1. Ingredients and nutrient composition of basal diet

Ingredients (%) Calculated nutrient composition (% air dry basis)

Yellow corn 57.45 CP 18.00
Rice bran 14.00 GE (kcal/g) 3.89
Soybean meal 16.00 ME (kcal/g) 2.90
Fish meal (55% CP) 8.00 CF 4.10
Calcium carbonate 1.89 EE 4.77
Monocalcium phosphate (22% 0.85 Calcium 1.01
P)

L-Lysine 0.1 Available phosphorus 0.45
DL-Methionine 0.20 Lysine 1.03
Salt 0.5 Methionine 0.51
Premix’ 1.0 Methionine + Cysteine 0.91

Total 100.00

" mg/kg feed unless otherwise noted: Vitamin A 37.5 U, Vitamin D, 7.5 IU, Vitamin E 0.06 1U, Vitamin K, 0.01, Vitamin B, 0.01,

Vitamin B, 0.02, Vitamin B, 0.01, Vitamin B,, 0.06, Pantothenic acid 0.03, Nicotinic acid 0.09, Folic acid 0.003, Biotin 0.04

pg, Choline chloride 0.63, Cu 0.004, Manganese 0.15, Zinc 0.11, Iron 0.20, lodine 0.001 and Selenium 0.0004

GE = Gross energy; ME = Metabolizable energy; CP = Crude protein; CF = Crude fiber; EE = Ether extract

TndsusadAuanmmaseuazan T waaengs dau
4 fuvanduszaziiudeya (collection period) Iat
TufinuFunmenunsinu LL@&H@ﬁd’]ﬂ‘ﬂ@ﬂnﬂfTu
faan 9.00 1. arnduryalifiuldluusiazsy
anliudazildgewanafinld il Nugududed
Ui -4 C (v?fwum 4 99) dlaiafanimaaes
Tundazdag hyafifuldeanaangududelu/lsn
ﬂmugﬁﬁﬂuﬁlfaiﬁ@mw wdauinleylusted
grun) 65 C 1iluan 2 Jurideaundiuieh tuin
ﬁwﬁmﬂ@mﬁ”\mu uawazAgnAR WY vians-
qusinatemsuazyalBiAszimnAINAIWIN
iR WIniAn ME

UAIAINNINITNAR29ATY 9 Tuludasuen
ua Wasuemmaael1flddmay lnaady
frlnauusazia ldiueamsnsLIa 4 gas AuuLL
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N9NARBIULIL 4 x 4 Latin square a1NHWiIA1 ME
w03gnsa e nnnaalasuluusazdadannis-
aAneeLTILdY (Linear regression equation) Vil ®
ANAAZILAT ME 189tAmuaniAses ludndiniaiion

4 I 4
N1TUNUNBIMIIRUTIUN 100 %

wanani lN1IAaeen 2 (N3 LlLAH9an

d‘ o o= dl dﬁl o

e ludnddnunune nisiugiy 4 szdy)
FIATN1TNANUIUNNAT ME 2R9LAELUADLATEI L1
&ndiniezduniu o 1idae 39dr98lilag Cheva-
Isarakul and Tangtaweewipat (1990) Wialdiduan
wWiaua iy 2 35n19dnesuls Tnafgnslunis+
AU Aa

AME %38 ME of POW (kcal/g DM)

ME of Mix diet - (% Basal diet x ME of Basal diet)

% POW
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NN5IASISUTDNAN AR
dayanisilfauiiausendneaasanaiug
(PDHD vs. RPBB) ﬁiﬁ@’m single force - feeding
method AATziiian eadinaan T-test faaitldann
substitution method 1HUNUNITNARBILLL 4 x 4
Latin square design LAZILFLAELAMNUANTZAGNS
ﬂi\iuﬁfm Duncan’s new multiple range test (Steel

et al., 1997) Ine/ldltsunsngi3agL SPSS version 21.
NANISANHILAZIANTOL

qmﬁhwmimmmﬂmmumﬁaLﬂ%:'aﬂuﬁ’m’?]n
QmmmﬂmmmwmLﬂmuﬁmﬂ?"m
Tudndtiniilesinunis autoclave AiRau AU 30 psi
g 134 C luaan 3 Wil (Table 2) HU31ngan
i CP, EE, CF, uway ash 11y 66.57, 23.35, 1.01
LAY 4.90% DM & GE 6.520 kcal/g DM LA LUAS
wwaasludndtinluntsdineiasedl 2A1 CP gendn
ﬁiw\‘muirﬂﬂ McNaughton et al. (1976); Feedipedia
(2012) wsitiaeinan Rocker et al. (2021) TUATUNANY
wudn A0 GE gendnfisnaeuldlng Rocker et al
(2021); Feedipedia (2012) yaNANTINLI HAnuA
nalnaunisiaaianizAn CP uay EE gandnilantlu
(fish meal: FM 61 % CP) finaa 1 lulsvmalnedas
drufunsaerilufisnfuresaminie
wiesludadin (Tavle 2) faumlsladiu gandd
Psunuiiseauwldlag McNaughton et al. (1976);
Feedipedia (2012); Rocker et al. (2021) mu%@ﬂ“\iﬁ
QEGLEIICE Lﬂumwﬁm?{qmdwﬂmﬂu Tngianie
ATaazaiu A0Tu wazanau WiuladiAuae
w3esludndtinddnanmiin g iluumasllsiy
naunulantulugasasdadiine

[

sulddsslagilaaaAtnantnsasty

3.

N

oy

UN

BC

MSNARRIN 1: Single force-feeding method
AN AME %32 ME wazA1 TME 289LA%LAAD
wizasludadiinluliszgunean (PDHD) WAz Iinge-
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anAnTATaNIIUA29 (RPBB) Nanulaedaiiaduliln

a
a

N (Table 3) TP ME winriu 4.1 99 WAz 4.252 kcal/g
DM @93 TME JA11n1u 4.360 was 4.370 keallg
DM lulnanawug PDHD waz RPBB auasu Tae
At la lal umnsine a1 iiiTe dn Aty (P>0.05)
Aniadnanniuma 2 AN8WUg WUI1 ME waz TME
Wi 4.226 uaz 4.365 keallg DM wisawiniy 4.038
WAy 4.171 kcal/g air dry ATNANAL %w‘i’md'}mmu
2189 Dale et al. (1993) AiszydnilAviniy 5.032
kcal/g DM viail @WﬁfmLw;l,ﬁmmmmﬁmuﬁﬂ
s ludR Al lunsAn e Assiii Funos EE
PN (23.35 vs. 35.00 % DM) UAHAANNNSANEAT
{ANgIN91783 Nunes et al. (2006); Eyng et al. (2010)
fisne91udn TAN AME LY U 3.026 uaz 3.219
kcal/g DM wagf@An TME 117y 3.211 Way 4.112
kcal/g DM mummu mmmummmnmemwh
AnEn109ia 2 1eaudnaduiiAn EE #1ndn (17.49
LA 16.02 % DM Anuand) TuaniziArainnsinen
ﬁlﬂﬁLﬁﬁdﬁ'ﬂ?ﬂﬂ\iﬁum@\‘l D’ Agostini et al. (2004)
fisz1ydn  ME iy 4.750 kealig DM Tneian EE
Wi 20.55 % DM aslndifesusmesnaildluass
i wardu Aafiuldan fr AME side TME flaanuifuuls
N0y EE visetuiudiutlsenetsediAmiae
isaaludndtinfivhun 9@

nsNAaaLR 2: Substitution method

AN ME visa AME Rlgannnsanenlnelsiln
szgunean (PDHD) uazlinszanan (RPBB) s
mmi‘ﬁ'ﬁmummmmwmﬁmmﬁlﬂﬂuzﬁvmﬁmmu
wmmiwuﬁma‘vmumw y mmmumawmmmu
4 x 4 Latin square (Table 4) Lummuwmmiwuﬁm
mmLﬂm‘wmme‘luﬁmﬂﬂiummmuwz\;wu e
yinlsfAn ME Aidnmn ik 2 aneviugifinduns
syAuTRLATMAeLAseeludndTinetinediedn Ay
N19407 (P<0.05) Tmﬂmjmﬁié’ﬁﬂmzﬁu 8% HNAN
ME mﬁmmmmé’qm%ﬁ”u 4% Ua% 2% ANNANAL
aeinglsAA nulednAty (P >0.05) lunsiFauiiay
Aeasiieliudazsia (4 ) TdFueimiia 4 463
delduaiduiaaiu Taidn 4 lnanesiug PDHD vide
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Table 2. Chemical composition, essential amino acids and ME content of poultry offal waste in this study

compared with other references and fish meal

POW M (61% CP)
Ingredient Present McNaughton Rocker et al. Feedipedia NRC
study ' et al. (1976) (2021) (2012) (1994)
Chemical composition (% DM):
CP 66.57 60.07 70.32 60.20 65.76
EE 23.35 28.06 13.00 27.90 10.22
CF 1.01 5.21 n.a n.a. 0.76
ash 4.90 6.54 16.86 10.60 n.a.
NFE 4.16 n.a. 5.14 n.a. n.a.
GE (kcal/g DM) 6.52 n.a. 5.40 5.83 n.a.
Essential amino acids (% DM):
Methionine 1.53 0.84 1.14 1.40 1.77
Lysine 3.30 2.38 3.77 4.40 4.90
Phenylalanine 2.46 2.74 2.39 3.90 2.40
Threonine 2.33 2.68 2.73 3.90 2.67
Tryptophan 0.35 n.a. n.a. 0.70 0.53
Arginine 3.73 3.75 3.70 6.60 4.00
Histidine 1.30 0.63 n.a. 1.80 1.54
Isoleucine 2.62 2.56 2.23 3.90 2.48
Leucine 4.60 4.53 4.44 7.00 4.52
Valine 3.26 3.69 2.85 5.40 3.01

' Chemical compositions and essential amino acids analyzed at Feed Laboratory, Department of Animal and Aquatic Sciences

and Central Laboratory, Faculty of Agriculture, Chiang Mai University, respectively.

POW = poultry offal waste; FM = fish meal; n.a. = no data available; GE = gross energy; CP = crude protein; CF = crude fiber;

EE = ether extract; NFE = nitrogen free extract

RPBB fimu TaailAnszndng 3.077 - 3.083 keallg
DM (Table 4) wandlfiiuan JLITIOPY PPN FarEan
ME lulrine 2 aneviug WiiAwidesaneiuglaily
Tne leia ldunnsnafiu
mﬂmuﬁ'mm?ﬁugmﬁwmemﬁmm‘#m
Tudnddnszau 2 - 8% waavnldenunsuaniszay
N AR e AR TN T AN ST AN
w@“Nﬂua;mdﬁmm@ﬁuim‘ﬂmﬁﬂ"w GE /infiu 6.52
kcal/lg DM #32 6.06 kcallg air dry L1ig Uiy 3.89
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kcal/g air dry %mammﬁ”@qﬁu Cheva-lsarakul and
Tangtaweewipat (1990) wvl,mmﬂmm ME 289LNARA
muquumﬂmﬂmLmuwmmiwuﬁmmuﬂu WL
AN UATSUEaAn GE mmwmmiwuﬁm (6.20
Weuiu 3. 70 keal/g air dry) a1y ME 18997973
mmuummmum@mﬂunu ME mmmma‘wuﬁm
dviuiaduduslnusaziaeia 2 ane-
g delaimundadndnydu Tnafldn ME dgannln
uAazfa lnaLAearii (3.075 - 3.083 keal/g DM luln
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Table 3. Appearance metabolizable energy (AME) and true metabolizable energy (TME) of poultry offal

waste from single force-feeding method comparing between 2 breeds of chicken (Experiment 1)

Poultry type PDHD RPBB Average P-value
AME (kcal/g DM)’ 4.199 + 0.019 4.252 £ 0.190 4.226 £ 0.079 0.520
TME (kcal/g DM)? 4.360 + 0.020 4.370 £ 0177 4.365 £ 0.083 0.898
(GExF,) - (GExEy) (GE;xF)) - [(GExEy) - (GE xE)) ]
'AME= " ?*TME=

No significant difference was found between breeds of chicken. The value indicates as Mean + SD
POW = poultry offal waste; PDHD = Pradu Hang Dam chicken; RPBB = Royal Project black bone chicken; AME = apparent

metabolizable energy; TME = true metabolizable energy

Table 4. Metabolizable energy of 4 experimental diets and 4 birds from substitution method using 2 breeds

of chicken (Experiment 2)

Level of POW in diet

) 0 (Basal diet) 2 4 8 Average' Pvalue
PDHD (kcal/g DM)
Bird No.
1 3.051 3.060 3.086 3.135 3.083+£0.038
2 3.042 3.059 3.082 3.124 3.077+0.036
3 3.039 3.065 3.090 3.130 3.081+0.039
4 3.046 3.062 3.079 3.121 3.077+0.032
Average 3.045+0.005° 3.062+0.003° 3.084+0.005° 3.128 +0.006° <0.01
RPBB (kcal/g DM)
Bird No.
1 3.047 3.067 3.090 3.126 3.083+£0.034
2 3.045 3.057 3.084 3.127 3.078+0.036
3 3.051 3.064 3.087 3.123 3.081+£0.032
4 3.040 3.062 3.080 3.128 3.078+0.037
Average 3.046+0.005° 3.063+0.004° 3.085+0.004° 3.126+0.002° <0.01

#4Values within a row with no common superscripts are significantly different (P<0.05)
'No significant difference was found among birds of each breed

POW = poultry offal waste; PDHD = Pradu Hang Dam chicken; RPBB = Royal Project black bone chicken
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\‘1 2 ZQ’]EIWHﬁ LL'&@\?GL‘ML‘VI‘LAENW] ME ‘V]VLWQ’mLLﬂLL[ﬂ@“’

=

AallAanudsdsaudes @ eﬂ\iﬂ’]ﬁ“ﬂ’]ﬁ’] ME Iﬂﬂﬂ]ﬁu

o 1

=~ .o A o 2= o
QG]']'HJF’V]'UJLLNHE'T@J\?Lﬁququuqiﬂlsﬂﬂﬂﬂqﬂu

o

qmmmu‘wmmm

q

Tnel Tangtaweewipat et al. (1988);

Cheva-lsarakul and Tangtaweewipat (1990) 16 l%

ARG TENITUNUNBIMNTNUTUNANETTAL
Lﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁm’mmmmmﬁu’fmqﬁummﬂmunnmﬁm
wazanusarinSatadeilianunsanauanldlus
fanAuenug g nadinausiliauga ufdrazses
vinnimeasaiunatuuwasiangeanlunis-
wisendmgALRAIN

ANdayarT ME 2848 M1 INANKAALITAL
711#a1n3% Substitution method (Table 4) & 1 @1
LN dNNTDAneETILAL (Linear regression equation)
{0 AN ME Teairmivaeiasasludndtinlaesinune
miLmuﬁmmiﬁugmﬁizﬁu@;mm (100%) WU
A1 ME Tl PDHD winfu 4.083 keallg DM %38
Wauwindu 3.819 keallg air dry Ingaun1sidumnss
fidnunndld Ae

Y = 3.043 + 0.0104X
(R- square = 0.99; n = 4)
dgalulA RPBB 1ilednaunsidumss Wi
ME LYiNfTU 4.046 kcal/g DM

VeI 3.784 keal/g air dry Tneaunnsidunsadi
Al Ae

= o

NezAugagaian

Y =3.042 + .0102X
(R-square = 0.99; n = 4)

WA Y = A1 ME U84LAMUADLATeS bERT

Hn(kcal/ig DM)

X = szsunisldiAmuaaLnsas ludndin

4 &
WNUNBIMNINUTIN (%)
° o ~ °

n = auoudeyanldlunisAiuan

R-square = mmmﬂi”mwmmmmimmﬂﬂ

AN 2 aunntedu A dusLAnE uans
n3sndula (R- square) §909 99 % Fudannny
WHUENUBIANNNT BEN9lIAMNIH AU ANAINANY -
uﬁ*ﬂ‘umﬁmm'ﬁmimﬂuiﬁlﬂﬂmmmmwmfﬂum
W9 WUdn DA ME Ris1ndn anaiiteganniiu
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a o a a A Aﬂl 9 o=
837N TRYRITAN AU THALATUAeIATR UdRdTn
Tne Sibbald (1979) Falugsausmnmatiauazdsnig
gudumamasnuldlseloadldandngauanmng

o

&ndtnatnsing 1 I Aanind nslidndinnu

o

qmqmm‘wmmummm (single |ngred|ent assay 1%‘161
NEAUdRnALUNSTHAWINGY Tmmmmmuuumw
TnruzlnapeaiuAufeIn1sresdndnvirei
BINNTATHETTNTIADE LAY Lwizi’mi*ufmqﬁuﬁﬁ
Tnausiilianga liinfu S liRudunanfiadeiy
wanedu a1adanaldusaganinaesdninnaeg
AadnesuacllvnzaniudngAuuisata Tuane
ﬁﬁ%m:rl,muﬁfmmiﬁuﬂmaxﬁuﬁifm i daringn
NAMLeMNTHAN luuAaz sz A LN ANN LA WA T
widnduatigeannuazldinanlunimagauunm
wignuTnTanAINLl sl TasA TN AT g
dselomildnasdngau (Miller, 1974) n19A13aD4
ssanT1A99TngAn MmN zAuaEnn9uAn ME
aaflueadn Aty Tangtaweewipat et al. (1988) 14
AnEAN13MNAN ME anndnal@enusuasdauzuay
‘]_Imiﬂ?‘ﬁ%LLVI"LA‘?]Iﬁﬁuﬂ@d’aﬁﬂﬁi‘ﬁuﬁ’]%%@ﬁﬂﬁﬂ%lﬂu
anvsiAga ludadiin wudn draldeniian ME #l4
AN 8 ANNTIAUATIAN NG AN TEAN
Fnalilluingauiesiaies uina ME ludaug
waziulduanseiudnu TagasldAniigendnaals
fagpuLietiaifatetienn wiilesannlud
ALY trypsin inhibitor Wa& chymotrypsin inhibitor
(Tangtaweewipat and Elliott, 1989) ﬁﬁﬂﬁmﬂ%’
UselamfldannTsiuanas denaliilaldials
TnAuiieTiiaiion ME 3aansas

A1 ME m@mmmmm‘lmmmmmmmiu
f&”mﬂﬂLmummm@wumuummimu uaa lfannig
nanaalsziluAn ME m@qmmmmmfaﬂummﬂn
sLuvl,ﬂm 2 mﬂ‘wuﬁ (Table 5) A1 ME L‘wmumm‘vmu
Lﬂmm@me‘luamﬂﬂmmuwmm?wumu (2, 4
LAY 8%) T9qanAaeiL Miler (1974) wimnmqiﬂ
udadnadu InantsldiAmvaniaiesludadiinunuy
luazsu 8% flein ME gean uazilenIndideaiy ME
spqiAvAaLATeludndinfivinunalng 1daunis



asrdsznaunalntuzuasnasnuldlsslandlpuasmnnaansasly

andtinlulndssauesuaglinszandlasanisuans

Table 5. Metabolizable energy of POW calculated from single level of substitution method compared with

the predicted from regression equation, as well as from single force-feeding method

Methods Average from two
PDHD RPBB
breeds

ME of POW from each single level of substitution’

2% POW 3.973 3.785 3.879

4% POW 4.059 3.981 4.020

8% POW 4.101 4.017 4.059

Average 4.044+0.065 3.928+0.125
ME of POW being predicted from regression equation 4.083 4.062 4.073+0.015
ME of POW from single force-feeding method 4.199+0.018 4.252+0.019 4.226+0.079

ME of Mix diet - (% basal diet x ME of basal diet)

' ME of POW at each substitution level =

% POW

POW = poultry offal waste; PDHD = Pradu Hang Dam chicken; RPBB = Royal Project black bone chicken; ME = metabolizable energy

nAnag (4.101 way 4.017 kcal/g DM vs. 4.083 LLay
4.062 kcal/g DM luln PDHD uay RPBB A1Na1swl)
LA A UININNARINITUN ME 289LAEUARLATAY
TudndtnaaenisunuiszfuRen ArnaenlEnssay
8% ArHAINHNLNUEINNTINIEALDY HANIANHIAT ME
lunfafldanAaeeiuse11aee Tangtaweewipat
et al. (1988); Cheva-lsarakul and Tangtaweewipat
(1990) 1316971491 ME 2894RQALAMNITNNTUNUTA
armsiugunsziulaszAuniiainaanadesiy
AN ME N1ARNNNI3N U A ANNNTDADDE LHAAY
IndtAgeiuszaulatusasiuediusssna1fans
TanAutiady aeelsfiann A1 ME 2991AIMAD
dl 9/ ada o o a o a = a
wisedludndtnannasiaAulilniudngAu e s tin
- o A | aa Al & !
Wen geilA1gandndsununeinisiugiu tne'ln
PDHD fANLInTu 4.199 keal/lg DM dau'ln RPBB
HANYINAY 4.252 keallg DM wanaliidfiugn dngau
a A = o omi ol 9 A °
TALAUABLATR ARTTN N E AN AT Mntin
A1 ME D laannnistiesulilifuidmuasiaseslu
9 o=y a a Y o o =)
dndinatananllldAuanlugnsarunsdndin
Faouiluldlandmndas lasunasanulddss Tomils
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ATUE9U 1a9ann 19AN ME 1e9LAtuaeLped ludmnd
tngaiuaauiuaselunisaiuan
WHanIN17Leat AN ME 989LATUASLATE 1Y
&ndinlulnivivaesanewug wuda nasldannis
anneudAILRALYINAY 4.073 + 0.015 keallg DM
yiraieLwingy 3.791 keallg air dry BellAInalAe
e A A e o d - 4
AuAedeLla LAY NAeLATa I UERTT NN
BMNINUFIUNITAL 8% (4.059 keal/g DM; Table 5)
Py = A P N
uanlaannnisanen lumasetiiatinll
wWraumeuiudayaunasdu o wudn 1A ME v3e
AME finN419189114989 D’ Agostini et al. (2004)
371891U4A1 ME RAWYINTAL 4.750 keallg DM dauflu
wiwnaetrzed ludaddnillsiuuaz lasiuganin
(71.92 8% 20.55% % DM M1NATAL) LLﬁiﬁﬁ’}@jQﬂ'jﬂ
Udedibie et al. (1988); Nunes et al. (2006); Eyng
et al. (2010) TI31819711310 AN 3.180, 3.062 LAY
3.219 kcal/lg DM mNa1su da1usueA TME flaann
= Y X4y ad o o a A
n3anen luasall d9lsanndsuesulilnfuAwmae
4 e e o~ 4 Lz
wzaaludmndinaiamen Inaanannling 2 ane
Wug AR 4.226 keal/g DM 11 wugn SAN60
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n41 Dale et al. (1993) wsigandn Nunes et al. (2006)
ARUdann B989ulddnTAsindy 5.032 uaz
3.211 kcal/g DM muansu Tuauidan Indlaseiu
Eyng et al. (2010) N312197%431 {A1 4.112 keal/g DM

nannsAneE luAfaiuana iuIN A Yae

dl o o=y dl R z d’j a 1

e ludnddnnldAnwnaiai AA1 ME gendn
Trgavdszimilsaunionldlugnsannsdndinly

v Uantlu (61% CP) waznIndamane a9l ME

BEl7 3.065 WAL 2.478 keal/lg DM maNansu (NRC,

1994) Aa4e7aLdudeAd 1 USUN17AaN 1T LAYLNAD
A o o=y A = ° , X
wraaludndtniidwAmuasainlsednunazlniile
TununnAwile el wmasdndtnauimanly
Viesnuize luguausing o Ineldnaunudngauumas

TsRunfianldlulaqii

G

s vaaiasasludndtn (Poultry offal
waste) AlgannTsearudiunazluiuiisanda
Favlval wazdrnu Tedsznaudasnszinazin
nsvmnzase anldidn 1dAe anldlug) Audeu uax
lasfuvieuedenslugesias el autoclave
finanudu 30 psi gaangl 134 C iluiean 3 uail
A taruriisuidufesacaesdngui
(% DM) ol CP, EE, CF, ash lay NFE winfiu 66.57,
23.35, 1.01, 4.90 A< 4.16 ANa ey Iaadl GE
WINAL 6.520 kcal/g DM

dlasammvdaiateludndtinlynisn
wasuwldilselaad aoedsnistedulinuingsu
WA LAEn Lmﬁ'%miLmuﬁmmiﬁud@mLuﬁim
32 Arnuuldnisvaunadaagaunisannae’li
il esaesanaug (Idszguiedniiauiy
linszgnan) uatsingdn lilasnunnsnaiu
FENTINNAIWUG dedleuszninddanis Andeenn

Tz laadaaqiAwivaaiazasludndininlea

aal o o va o a = a a 1
a1nasn1sAU IR UTR AU TiaLR 949N
1w taeldaunisnanealantian (4.226 +
0.079 vs. 4.073 £ 0.015 kcal/g DM) atin<lsfiA 38017

e lnglFaun1snnnauNaN AN BNUENNINNGY
d‘l a v o k%
Wasanielnalassiunisldilssnaugnsanng
434 (R square = 0.99) asuuzin lilddayanaaanu
sz lemianadmaniazas ludndtnivngy 4.073
+0.015 kcal/g DM v32 3.810 + 0.014 kcal/g air dry
ImﬂLﬂumﬂmmmﬂmﬁﬂmmuquiwuﬁm
sl ArADLATee UARTTINIL AL 8% (4.059 kcallg
4 . < . N o
DM) #4812 1NUBNDNT2AUNNT I LA UADLATEA LY

o

AnTtinAwnnzanluanunsdndiinle

nnmAngsNUssniA

21822LAMUNIAITIENIANGRT LA T AR TUN

o

ADIZINBATANARNT NuNAneAaTe T ﬁﬂuumu
VWA WAZIRTRUAT ANAANT WALHEIR HAANIs
il drifnenndesing Ui wnalnsineas
fqmmumauﬁﬁm ID YT NE PRt GO T AT
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