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Table 1 Effect of propolis on growth performance in boiler.

Propolis level (g/kg)

Growth performance

0 1 2 3
Body weight (g)
Week 1 197.13+4.62 205.09+2.74 201.08+6.19 202.39+4.16
Week 2 474.13+11.88 465.34+10.44 476.83+10.45 465.61+15.70
Week 3 918.05+22.83" 1009.34+12.86° 1015.53+19.29? 1058.79+16.40°
Week 4 1362.63+35.60° 1516.84+21.62% 1478.03+29.89° 1500.87+21.81°
Week 5 1760.13+53.36° 1908.09+46.38% 1918.95+57.80° 1933.14+48.99°
Week 6 2131.80+64.40° 2329.09+73.88% 2347.58+89.397 2338.81+35.83°

Weight gain (g)

Week 1 145.33+3.22 153.92+1.77 149.58+5.29 149.58+3.08
Week 2 277.00£11.11 260.25+10.05 275.75+10.40 263.25+12.24
Week 3 443.92+12.98°  544.00+29.84°® 538.70+25.79%°  593.18+17.70°
Week 4 444.58+23.06 507.50+11.26 462.50+11.57 442.08+20.86
Week 5 397.50+21.69 391.25+29.33 440.92+9.78 432.27+28.86
Week 6 371.67+16.61 421.00+3.21 428.63+27.90 405.67+4.77
Feed conversion ratio

Week 1 1.31 1.32 1.32 1.31
Week 2 1.80 1.49 1.62 1.75
Week 3 1.88 1.74 1.82 1.59
Week 4 2.20 1.52 1.57 1.69
Week 5 2.71 2.15 1.80 1.80
Week 6 2.80 2.11 2.10 2.00

25 Means within the same row with different superscripts are significantly different (P<0.05)

Source: Hassan et al., (2018)



Table 2 Effect of propolis on growth performance in boiler at 6 weeks of age.

Growth Propolis level (mg/ke)
performance 0 125 250 500 significance
Body weight (g)  2650+28.87° 2866+17.64° 2683+33.33" 2676+53.64° wox
Weight gain (g)  2609+29.16° 2825+18.02° 2642+33.83" 2635+53.64° **
FCR 1.79+0.01°  1.62+0.01°  1.7+0.03*  1.72+0.05%° *

25 Means of each row followed by the different letter are significantly different.
* =indicate P<0.05
Source: Abou-Zeid et al., (2015)

** —indicate P<0.01

*** =indicate P<0.001

Table 3 Effect of propolis on growth performance in boiler.

Treatments
Growth _
performance control group propolis Propolis groups
/ bee pollen
0 0.25 / 20 (g/kg) 0.5 (g/kg) 1 (g/kg)
Body weight (¢)
Week 1 125.95+18.39° 129.79+17.05%° 131.95+14.61% 135.59+15.17°
Week 2 303.89+62.97° 307.13+43.84° 324.50+47.09% 341.23+39.74°
Week 3 607.67+112.42°  655.51+93.47° 670.33+95.86° 719.90+84.90°
Week 4 1018.03+173.25° 1077.10+138.90%° 1106.30+154.14%° 1140.51+103.76°
Week 5 1526.03+250.78°  1581.15+191.95%  1599.95+251.52%®  1665.33+152.78°
Week 6 1961.67+289.95° 1985.97+214.49®  1999.65+291.48°°  2083.59+185.28°
Weight gain (g)
Week 1 84.74+17.20° 88.54+16.01% 90.65+13.26% 94.26+13.66°
Week 2 177.19+55.68° 177.33+45.83° 192.55+50.26° 205.64+40.55°
Week 3 304.53+106.41°  348.38+97.72° 345.83+93.27° 378.67+88.04°
Week 4 410.36+66.18° 421.59+57.09% 435.98+75.02° 420.62+36.25°
Week 5 508.00+87.17° 504.05+83.40° 493.65+117.53°  524.82+68.36°
Week 6 435.64+64.88 404.82+75.78 399.70+74.85 418.26+68.27

*“Means within rows without common superscripts differ significantly (P<0.05)

Source: lvana et al,, (2018)
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Table 4 Effect of propolis on hematological parameters in boiler at 6 weeks of age.

Propolis level (mg/kg)

[tem
0 125 250 500
Hb (g/pl) 16.95+0.45°  18.92+0.34°  18.27+0.51°  18.27+0.35°
MCV (fl) 88.83+1.98 87.0+0.89 89.25+0.77 88.92+1.12
MCH (pg) 44.00+0.76  43.33+0.40  98.92+60.02  36.83+0.65
MCHC (%) 40.17+0.60°  43.50+1.12%°  42.92+0.97®®  44.17+1.62°

35 Means of each row followed by the same letter are not significantly different (P<0.05).
Hb= Hemoglobin MCV= Mean cell volume MCH= Mean corpuscular hemoglobin
MCHC= Mean corpuscular hemoglobin concentration

Source: Abou-Zeid et al., (2015)

Table 5 Effect of propolis on hematological parameters in boiler at 6 weeks of age.

Treatments
ltem Propolis
Control group Propolis groups
/ bee pollen
0 (g/kg) 0.25 / 20 (g/kg) 0.5 (g/keg) 1 (g/ke)

the 21" day

Hb (g/L) 107.70+6.31 105.10+5.47 110.90+8.36 107.90+5.36
MCV (fL) 119.46™+4.08  119.92°+1.17 121.23%°+2.26 124.38°+2.93
MCH (pg) 47.01+1.67 47.56+1.14 47.77+1.02 47.15+1.27
MCHC (%) 393.70°+9.17 396.40°+8.24 394.20°+6.51 379.10°+5.17
the 42" day

Hb (g/L) 100.40+3.78 101.00+6.57 109.30+13.43 104.90+12.79
MCV (fL) 120.18+3.94 121.19+4.95 118.04+4.66 119.44+4.56
MCH (pg) 44.99+1.26 44.64+0.92 44.63+0.89 44.52+1.12
MCHC (%) 375.90+13.75 368.90+10.37 378.50+10.86 373.30+7.90

25 Means within rows without common superscripts differ significantly (P<0.05).
Hb= Hemoglobin MCV= Mean cell volume MCH= Mean corpuscular hemoglobin
MCHC= Mean corpuscular hemoglobin concentration

Source: lvana et al,, (2018)



Table 6 Effect of propolis on hematological parameters in boiler at 6 weeks of age.

Propolis level (g/kg)

ltem
0 1 2 3
Hb (g/dl) 7.80+£0.53 6.65+0.20 7.55+£0.74 6.95+0.78
MCV (fl) 71.10+£0.59 67.35+£0.72 70.30+1.57 68.6+5.54
MCH (pg) 16.95+0.26 16.05+0.38 17.33+£0.57 15.85+1.47
MCHC (%) 34.43+0.09 34.25+0.03 34.30+0.12 34.3+0.17
Hb= Hemoglobin MCV= Mean cell volume MCH= Mean corpuscular hemoglobin

MCHC= Mean corpuscular hemoglobin concentration

Source: Hassan et al., (2018)
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