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(Effect of Yeast Supplementation on Production and Egg Quality in Layer)
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Table 1 Effect of yeast supplementation 0.2-0.6% diet on productive performance and egg

quality.*

Yeast level (%) Control 0.2 0.4 0.6
Feed consumption (g/hen/day) 131.34+10.54 129.15+9.75° 129.12+10.52° 126.62+9.96°
Feed conversion ratio (¢ feed/g egg)  2.069+0.10 2.063+0.11  2.061+0.12 2.048 +0.11
Egg production (No.) 44.0+0.54 44.0+0.61 45.0+0.42 46.0+0.38
Egg weight (g) 61.75+0.42  61.80+0.39 62.12+0.41  62.34+0.33
Fggshell weight (g) 5.76+0.11°  575+0.14° 5.82+0.10°  6.00+0.10°
Eggshell thickness (mm) 0.332+0.02°  0.334+0.03° 0.339+0.01° 0.344+0.02°
Fggshell strength (Kg/cm?) 3.54+0.09° 3.58+0.11°  3.56+0.08°  3.75+0.09°

*Values are expressed as means + standard error of the mean. ¢ Means with different
superscripts, within row, are significantly differ (P<0.05).

Source : El-Kaiaty et al. (2019)
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WA 0.2% (Table 3) uazaonndosiu Rohban et al. (2019) MiaSudad 0, 0.10, 0.15, uag 0.20% i

Tnarauszansnnlunisilasuavnsiutiivinla (Table 2) Fawanaliiuiinisasudantianunse



iliUszansamnisldomishivunsdl eradudvgulainnisasuemslunandalulionaiinig

a

asraueiiseniiuselevdlualddalauseulunisifiusnenansemsnanin

Table 2 Effect of yeast supplementation 0.1-0.2%diet on productive performance and egg

quality.*
Yeast level (%) Control 0.10 0.15 0.20
Feed intake (g/hen/day) 79.72 797 783 +£9.06 8227 +6.7  83.61 +5.3
Egg yield (henday basis (%) 83.20+7.94°  83.9+6.9° 87.1+6.8° 88.6+6.9
Fgg size/weight (g) 59.85+0.67 59.40+0.45  59.41+0.4 59.7+0.6
Egg mass (g/hen/d)** 49.80+0.68° 49.88+0.6° 51.79+0.58%  52.9+0.6°
Feed efficiency 1.60£0.04  1.57+0.10  1.59+0.08  1.58+0.05
Shell thickness(mm) 0.59+0.10%  0.48+0.04°  0.43+0.03°  0.4+0.04°
Yolk weight (g) 15.43+0.64° 15.53+0.30° 16.34+0.67° 16.46+0.24°
Albumen weight (g) 32.27+1.30° 33.57+1.44° 34.08+1.33° 35.58+1.20°
Haugh unit 79.86+0.30° 79.71+0.31° 80.49+0.37a°® 81.1+0.29°

*Values are expressed as means + standard error of the mean. ® ® ¢ Means with different
superscripts, within row, are significantly differ (P<0.05). **Egg mass= (egg production x egg
weight)/100.

Source : Rohban et al. (2019)
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Table 3 Effect of yeast supplementation 0.05-0.2% diet on productive performance and egg

quality.”
Yeast level (%) Control 0.05 0.1 0.2
Initial body weight (g) 1757+19.12  1740+18.20  1758+14.34 1761+8.53
Final body weight (¢) 1720+17.86  1707+16.90  1750+19.36  1756+21.23
Egg production/hen/day (%) 90.30+0.60 90.93+0.52 91.54+0.53 91.35+0.43
Feed intake (g/day per hen)  106.43+1.17° 105.23+0.85% 104.82+1.05% 101.96+1.15°
Feed conversion ratio 2.03+£0.03 1.99+0.03 1.97+0.02 1.94+0.07
Egg weight (g) 60.07+0.69  58.85+0.66 59.66+0.73 59.78+0.63
Shape index (%) 78.46+0.58  77.28+0.43 77.81+£0.36 78.02+0.59
Shell weight (¢) 5.94+0.09 5.81+0.13 6.05+0.11 6.08+0.09
Albumen weight (g) 39.72+0.62  38.79+0.61 39.18+0.67 37.62+1.12
Yolk weight (¢) 14.41+0.17 14.25+0.24 14.44+0.21 16.08+1.04
Shell weight percentage 9.90+0.13 9.87+0.19 10.14+0.16 10.19+0.18
Albumen weight percentage 66.04+0.36 65.85+0.49 65.58+0.45 62.91+1.69
Yolk weight percentage 24.06+0.35  24.28+0.44 24.28+0.41 26.90+1.67
Yolk diameter (mm) 39.23+0.31%  38.86+0.43°  38.08+0.41°  40.01+0.43°
Yolk height (mm) 21.49+0.28  21.31+0.28 21.25+0.26 21.48+0.35
Haugh unit 79.86+0.30°  79.71+0.31°  80.49+0.37%  81.18+0.29°

*Values are expressed as means + standard error of the mean. ®® ¢ Means with different
superscripts, within row, are significantly differ (P<0.05).

Source : Bilent et al. (2018)
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