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Abstract

The purpose of this research was to study the effect of Herbal Mixture Tom Yum Accessories in the
diets on productive performance. The experiment was assigned in the completely randomized design (CRD).
480 birds about a day old were randomized to 6 groups, each group with 4 replications and each replication
with 20 birds. The dietary treatments were controlled diet (T1), control diet supplemented with 0.10%
chlortetracycline (T2) and control diet supplemented with 0.25, 0.50, 0.75 and 1.00% of herbal mixture tom
yum accessories (T3, T4, T5 and T6) respectively. The experiment was conducted for 16 weeks. All the birds
were rear in open house system, drinking water, and feed were unlimited. Data collection as average dairy
gain, Feed conversion ratio, Feed intake, Feed efficiency, Mortality percentage and Feed cost were recorded.
The Statistic was used ANOVA and compare mean with Duncan's New Multiple Range Test (DMRT).

The research was found that average dairy gain, feed conversion ratio, feed efficiency and mortality
percentage were expressed with no statistically significant difference (P>0.05). The feed intake of T3 was a
statistically significant difference from the other groups (P<0.05). Therefore, the supplementation of Herbal

Mixture Tom Yum Accessories did not negative affect to production performance.

Keywords: Herbal Mixture Tom Yum Accessories and Thai native crossbred chickens
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Proximate analysis (AOAC, 1999) (Table 1 - 3)

Alpiniagalanga Linn. (B), Cymbopogonnardus Linn.
(O) and Citrus hystrix (D)

Table 1 Proximate analysis of herbal mixture tom yum accessories

Dry Matter On dry basis

(%) Protein (%) Fat (%) Ash (%) Fiber (%) NFE (%)

Tom yum accessories 87.60 8.09 4.47 7.43 24.52 55.49

Table 2 Proximate analysis of experimental diet formula at duration 1-8 weeks
Treatment Dry Matter (%) On dry basis (%)

Protein Fat Ash Fiber NFE

T1 (Control) 88.51 2391 5.65 5.84 4.24 60.36

T2 (0.10% CTC) 88.65 24.17 5.50 5.85 4.55 59.93

T3 (0.25% Tom yum) 88.64 24.61 5.58 5.86 4.69 59.26

T4 (0.50% Tom yum) 88.64 24.56 5.54 594 4.49 59.47

T5 (0.75% Tom yum) 88.69 24.33 5.54 5.90 4.33 59.90

T6 (1.00% Tom yum) 88.72 24.03 5.81 5.90 4.20 58.06

CTC = Chlotetracycline
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Table 3 Proximate analysis of experimental diet formula at duration 9-16 weeks

Treatment Dry Matter (%) On dry basis (%)
Protein Fat Ash Fiber NFE
T1 (Control) 88.87 21.01 7.95 5.82 5.05 60.17
T2 (0.10% CTQ) 88.20 21.37 7.93 5.82 4.99 59.89
T3 (0.25% Tom yum) 88.10 21.06 8.01 5.96 4.99 59.98
T4 (0.50% Tom yum) 88.22 20.63 8.00 5.93 5.28 60.16
T5 (0.75% Tom yum) 88.24 20.71 8.03 6.04 5.22 60.01
T6 (1.00% Tom yum) 88.02 21.00 8.09 6.21 5.21 59.49

CTC = Chlotetracycline
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Table 4 Average dairy gain (ADG) of Thai native crossbred chicken supplemented with herbal mixture tom

yum accessories (gram/bird/day)

Period Treatment
(week) Tom yum (%)
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 Té6 P

Control CTC 0.25% 0.50% 0.75% 1.00% value
Initial wt.(g) 39.18 39.31 39.18 39.56 40.56 38.93 0.928
Final wt.(g) 2274.86 2152.64 2065.99 2135.72 2063.75 2110.00 0.344
1-4 12.7515.79 13.0016.31 12171531 12.0315.58 11.8815.28 11754521 0.999
5-8 20.9312.47 22.1916.13 20.4312.64 19.8616.30 21.25%3.04 19.58+4.12  0.963
9-12 23.30122.11 23.11%13.43 22.72+15.98 22.21+16.97 19.00%16.40 24711738 0998
13-16 22.65114.85 17.15%14.13 17.03%7.48 20.73%2.67 20.10%8.72 20.62%11.92 0972
1-16 19.91+12.99 18.86110.45 18.09149.28 18.7119.47 18.0619.52 19.16t8.46  0.996

Values are expressed as mean + standard deviation

Table 5 Feed conversion ratio (FCR) of Thai native crossbred chicken supplemented with tom yum accessories

Period Treatment
(week) Tom yum (%)
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 P value
Control CTC 0.25% 0.50% 0.75% 1.00%
1-4 1.7130.09 1.6810.05 1.7610.08 1.8310.05 1.7610.08 1.7810.12 0.268
5-8 2.62%0.44 2.5610.67 2.6510.43 2.98%1.04 2.0610.42 2.73%1.06 0.941
9-12 2.4610.62 2.71%0.15 2.8010.65 2.6710.63 3.02%0.62 2.9710.92 0.901
13-16 3.3811.03 4481168 5.08%1.36 4.2910.52 4261152 4.16+161 o.rrr
1-16 2.4910.80 2.7511.26 2.9511.38 2.8711.08 2.77%1.15 2.821+1.24 0.938

Values are expressed as mean + standard deviation

Table 6 Feed intake (FI) of Thai native crossbred chicken supplemented with tom yum accessories (gram/bird/day)

Period Treatment
(week) Tom yum (%)
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 P value
Control CTC 0.25% 0.50% 0.75% 1.00%
1-4 21.93110.40 21.6619.87 21.6019.97 22.15110.36 21.0319.79 21.0919.57 1.000
5-8 54.80%7.10 54.86110.05 54.18%10.62 54.8418.48 52.09%9.07 50.72%8.07 0.976
9-12 81.29%3.73 82.3814.96 84.00%3.92 80.61%4.54 80.9713.94 78.6915.04 0.661

13-16 92.3010.00° 94.40+0.65° 96.00£0.00° 92.1240.16° 92.3010.00° 91.08+0.50° 0.000
1-16 77.42%14.80 78.50%15.95 79.541+16.82 77.04+14.88 76.581+16.08 74.801+16.02 0.973

Values are expressed as meantstandard deviation, % Mean within a row with different letter differ significantly (P<0.05)
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Table 7 Feed efficiency (FE) of Thai native crossbred chicken supplemented with tom yum accessories

Period Treatment
(week) Tom yum (%)
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 Té P value
Control CTC 0.25% 0.50% 0.75% 1.00%
1-4 74.45%13.29 74.05%13.98 75.93113.93 78.32%12.34 74.20%£12.06 76.00£13.50 0.997
5-8 51.27%7.71 50.67%4.98 52.6014.82 54.8416.72 49.97%5.77 50.41%6.36 0.875
9-12 38.8314.55 39.04%4.00 41.3614.03 40.5113.94 41.46%3.67 41.13%4.39 0.892
13-16 31.3713.46 33.1411.91 35.2312.23 33.6113.16 34.0613.17 32.6213.36 0.569
1-16 54.77%22.30 55.07%21.69 57.11%£21.55 57.69122.94 55.98120.59 56.18121.35 0.999

Values are expressed as mean + standard deviation

Table 8 Mortality percentage of Thai native crossbred chicken supplemented with tom yum accessories

Period Treatment
(week) Tom yum (%)
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 P value
Control CTC 0.25% 0.50% 0.75% 1.00%
1-4 0.00 3.75 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.107
5-8 2.50 1.30 3.85 2.50 2.50 1.25 0.916
9-12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
13-16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
1-16 2.50 5.00 6.25 2.50 2.50 1.25 0.623

Values are expressed as mean =+ standard deviation

Table 9 Feed cost of Thai native crossbred chicken supplemented with tom yum accessories (Baht/kilogram feed)

Period Treatment
(week) Tom yum (%)
T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 Té6 P value
Control CTC 0.25% 0.50% 0.75% 1.00%
1-4 19.25%3.56 19.3213.92 18.9013.53 18.2313.09 19.25%3.22 18.7613.52 0.998
5-8 27.72%3.90 27.82%2.62 26.77%2.29 25.83%3.14 28.3113.25 27.9613.47 0.880
9-12 31.2313.64 30.93%3.13 29.22%2.87 29.82%2.94 29.10%2.54 29.40%3.12 0.872
13-16 38.5813.97 36.2712.15 34.1412.19 35.9113.34 35.4313.12 37.0513.59 0.492
1-16 29.19%7.93 28.5826.90 27.2536.20 27.44%7.19 28.02%6.55 28.1316.89 0.974

Values are expressed as mean =+ standard deviation
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Uszansamnsidsuemsifuilelinuaing
WANFNIVSARRATS 4 F29588N"5LAEA (Table 5) naon
nadssnguiasayulnsinfusugialuda 277 -
295 AlndAsanquAtuANLazNaNETNANTU) T
AABLANTITEAAUTITAT 2.49 uaT 2.75 AuaISU Fena
neaessenaniinuaenndesmniioiouiisusu
51891189 Namkhun et al. (2001) las1891u
Uszaninmnisiasuemsiluiovesliuiiesd
91y 4, 8 war 12 dUamidiawiiiu 2.45 2.56 uaz
2.80 MNAIRULAZEDAARDNAU Sompen et al. (2005)
Anwnsesuayulns i iudmeaislas vesuin
wazvioude) fieududy 1.0, 2.0 waz 3.0 fadndu
fotn 1 ans waze1UfTurAaemnIIdeATUAINY
Wudy 1.0 fladndusienh 1 ansnwuinussavsnmnnsly
D1MITUALENIITEATIA LUNUAIIUUANAIINIED R
Us¥ansammsldenms (Table 7) naeanisiassves
ngunnansil 3-6 TAntsToray 55.98-57.07 Fafien
wnnnInguAUeN wagnguaiuansUTeitenoua
5477 ua 55.07 auddiu Feenaiinainayulns
fr3ududinsnaiunsadaeiiuindeslaiva uas

Wialudldiandugloftuvesiiile weldninu

e

=~

1ML ANTY danalrilnlduseleviaine misunniu

v
o

wonanild arlad warluugngalaiuassnaududs

a

Wievansieuuaiise warduauludldsdmaise
szuumniue mstisadnanisiesaivianiy
(Kaewdirek, 2005; Chaichanthipyuth et al., 1981)
dusuiovazniinie (Table 8) maﬂldﬁmﬁaaqﬂmau
VIN1IANNNNGUNITNAG naean1siaedlainuaay
uAnA1IN19aRa Tnengunaasil 3-6 flddiedesay
0.07-0.39 FdlndiAssiungunuauiiiesas 0.15 uaz
nauiEsuasUTurifesay 0.31 mudduuandlifli

Wiwdnsiaesnsell Ialaveaesdifigunimudanss wag

120 MTAINYAITNISIT

Usgdaninmmsidemsiesaznisniy Aunue1omg
Tagsgnsnsasgivlaasian 18.06-19.91 nsusie

A903U (Table 4) WuIHAIEININTI89IUTD

Choprakarn et al. (2000) fiseaudldfiuiiomann

a v

Msiasunl8daTeuINYeeTEULEUIAUIALAZIANIS

Wsuia vilvisesay nsanevewnnguiliamNtasuin

[% '

WaEAUNUA1D1MNINN (Table 9) NGUANINAGDY AaBA

v
d

A5a89lUNUANULANAIINIETH Imﬂﬂfjwmaaaﬁ 3-

£%

6 TAUNUAIBIMTVI 27.25-28.13 UW/Alansue1vig

q

o ' '

FernnguauANi 29.19 um/AlaniueIms uax
nauaTuaIsU ¥uen 28.58  um/Alaniue1ns
auddusansliiuinsasuayulnsdsusugmn

o

sauiinaansuuAteImslawalinuAUNEaR

A3UNan1539Y

o [

nsiasuayulnsinsududseauesas 0.25 Tu
93 finavihlsiIunuomsiauldlutiszeznns
el 13-16  dUandh unndingunnaesdununin
upnAseEsltEdAYI9EtA (P<0.05) uazluninsiu
Y0313 Tuan R AIuIN nMsiasuayulnsisudug
NNIEAU MlinansENuReaNsInnINNISHENTIAITE

o a sl A, a & 1
YYNYNFINNITIU Lm@i@uLW@aﬁLaimIﬁUﬂqﬂa ﬂﬂlﬂm@‘lﬂ
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