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Effect of dill powder supplementation on production efficiency and carcass quality of

broilers
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Table 1. Effect of dill seed powder levels and period time on growth performance in

broiler chickens

Parameters FI(7-21) FI(21-42) FI(7-62) WG(7-21) WG(21-42) WG(7-42) FCR(7-21) FCR(21-42) FCR(7-42)

T1 072 35 4.22° 063  1.42% 205"  1.68 2.46 2.05
T2 075  3.44° 419" 067 147 207" 1.60 2.45 2.02
T3 0.69 359"  4.28° 061 143" 204" 1.68 2.51 2.09
T4 0.77 347" 424" 065 136 201  1.68 2.55 2.1

T5 076 356 432" 066 1517 2177 1.62 2.53 1.99
T6 0.73 3.65 438"  0.63 1.62° 2.25° 1.70 2.64 1.94
T7 074 3390 413 066 138" 204" 1.06 2.45 2.02
T8 071 338 490" 063 135" 1.98°  1.64 2.50 2.06
T9 069 349" 398 066  1.32° 1.98°  1.57 2.96 2.12
T10 072 3.49° 421”066  1.32° 198" 157 2.96 2.12
SEM 0.01 0.8 0.08 001  0.04 0.04 0.04 0.1 0.07

*Means in each column followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 0.05.

*FI= Feed In Take , *FCR= Feed conversion rate *Water dispersible granules

i Bahadori et al,, (2013)

Table 2. The effect of using Dill seeds on broilers chicks performance

Treatments Fi(g/d) BW(g/d) FCR
Control 98.2" 48.0° 1.96°
200 g per ton Dl 99.8° 49.1° 1.94%
seeds

400 g per ton Dill  100.2° 49.4° 1.92%
seeds

600 ¢ per ton Dill  101.6° 50.4° 1.90"
seeds

SEM 2.52 1.41 0.093

*Means in each column followed by the same letters are not significantly different (P<0.05)

*FI= Feed In Take, *BW= Body Weight Gain, and *FCR= Feed conversion rate

ﬁuﬂ: Rahimian et al., (2017)



Table 3. Effect of diets containing different levels of dill powder on the live body weight

(gram), weight gain (gram) and feed intake (gram) of broilers during 5-week experimental.

Treatments live body weight (g) weight gain (g) feed intake (g)
Age (wk) Age(wk) Age(wk)
5 0-5 0-5
Control 2199.6 2154.0 3266.1
0.1% dill leaves powder 2287.3 2241.7 3275.2
0.2% dill leaves powder 2196.1 2150.5 3151.4
0.3% dill leaves powder 2259.5 22139 3265.1
P Value 0.25 0.25 0.17

Means in each column followed by the same letters are not significantly different (P<0.05)

f11: (Hammod et al., 2020)



Table 4. Effect of diets containing different levels of dill powder on the feed conversion ratio

and mortality % of broilers during 5-weeks experimental.

Feed conversion ratio
Mortality %

Treatments Age (wk)
0-5
Control 1.513 0.00
0.1% dill leaves powder 1‘46b 0.00
0.2% dill leaves powder 1.47ab 0.33
0.3% dill leaves powder 1.47ab 0.330
P Value 0.11 0.59

Means in each column followed by the same letters are not significantly different and

different each treatment used label * (P<0.05)

fan: (Hammod et al., 2020)
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Table 5. Effect of different level of dill seed powder supplemented in diet on some internal

organs percentage during 42 days of experimental.

Treatments Intestine (%) Liver (%) Gizzard (%) Abdominal fat (%)
Control 5.56 2.29 1.79 .41
0.2% dill seed powder 5.50 2.40 1.64 g
0.4% dill seed powder 5.10 2.16 1.53 991
0.6% dill seed powder 5.07 2.04 1.55 o4
SEM 0.31 0.21 0.096 0.42

Means in each column followed by the same letters are not significantly different (P<0.05)

fan: (Rahimian et al,, 2017)



Table 6. Effect of different level of dill seed powder in diets during 0-42 days of experimental.

Percentage (%) of carcass weight

Treatment % Carcass Breast Wing Pancreas Gizzard
1. Control 69.37 35.823 11.15 6.6 1.93
2. (0-21d) 0, (21-42d) 1% 71.12 31‘36b 11.28 6.3 1.91
3. (0-21d) 0, (21-42d) 3% 71.45 3185 11.28 5.2 2.05
4. (0-21d) 0, (21-42d) 6% 69.89 32.093b 11.41 5.1 1.96
5. (0-21d) 1%, (21-42d) 1% 70.70 32.33ab 11.12 5.4 1.88
6. (0-21d) 1%, (21-42d) 3% 70.05 32.853b 11.08 6.2 1.84
7. (0-21d) 1%, (21-42d) 6% 70.55 33.90 11.56 5.6 1.91
8. (0-21d) 3%, (21-42d) 3% 69.90 32.81” 11.73 5.8 1.90
9. (0-21d) 3%, (21-42d) 6% 69.86 33.33ab 11.08 6.4 1.87
10. (0-21d) 6%, (21-42d) 6% 68.11 33.O7ab 11.4 5.4 1.88
SEM 0.6 1.2 0.3 0.3 0.07

*Means in each column followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 0.05.

fian: (Bahadori et al.,, 2013)
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