navasnsiasuninaguluamsinlideussaniamnisnanuazauninly
(Effects of Grape Pomace Supplementation on Egg Production and Quality in
Laying Hens)
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Table 1 Effect of grape pomace on performance of laying hens.

Level of grape pomace (%) P-value
ltems 0 3 6 9 SEM L Q C
Body weight gain (g) 8371 89.60  84.07 8435 18.89 082 062 084
Egg Production (%) 85.67° 88.96® 91327 9145 173 0002 035 0.86
Fgg weight (%) 60.5° 63.53°  64.01%° 66.29°  0.83 <0.001 057 0.12

Egg mass (g/bird/day) 51.88° 56.49° 58.46% 60.62° 1.18 <0.001 0.16 0.58
Feed intake(g/bird/day)  120.14° 119.06®® 117.94° 118.99° 0.42 <0.001 0.09 0.21
Feed conversion 2.32° 2.11P 2.02°¢ 1.96° 0.04 <0.001 0.03 0.51

#“Means within row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05)
Source: Selim et al. (2023)

Table 2 Effect of grape pomace on performance of laying hens.

Level of grape pomace (%)

ltems 0 3 6 SEM Significant
Egg production (%) 82.3 82.6 85.7 1.40 ns

Ege weight (g) 68.5° 67.4° 67.6° 0.295 *x

Egg mass (g/bird/day) 56.4 55.6 57.8 1.01 ns
Feed intake (g¢/bird/day) 125.3° 122.3° 120.5° 0.971 ok
Feed conversion 2.18° 2.15% 2.07° 0.030 *

b Means within row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05)

Source: Romero et al. (2022)
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Table 3 Effect of grape Pomace on performance of laying hens.

Level of grape pomace (%)

[tems 0 a 6 SD P-value

Final body weight gain (g)  1505.45+2.27 1555.43+37.74 1535.57+50.53  186.15 0.74

Egg Production (%) 79.90+2.43  83.56+1.13 78.38+2.33 418 0.22
Egg wight (g/bird/day) 64.57+0.24°  66.38+0.23° 65.06+0.30° 0.96 <0.001
Feed intake (g/bird/day) 114.36+2.34  117.83+2.08  115.10+1.64 347 043
Feed conversion 2.0+0.08 2.12+0.05 2.28+0.15 0.07 0.13

5 Means within row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05)
Source: Kara et al. (2015)
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Table 4 Effect of grape pomace on egg quality of Laying hens.

Level of grape pomace (%) P-value
[tems 0 3 6 9 SEM L Q C
Yolk weight (o) 2331° 20.70° 21.42%° 1934° 0732 <0001 0.61 002
Yolk color score 5.99°  7.55° 7.59° 7.92° 0.204  <0.001 0.003 0.02
Yolk index (%) 65.66° 69.98% 69.96°  70.43° 0.384 <0.001 <0.001 0.002

Albumen weight (g)  58.26° 59.61° 59.38®®  60.28°  0.41 0001 0.45 0.06
Albumen index (%)  9.48° 10.98° 11.07°  11.84° 037  <0.000 0.19 0.10
Haugh units 80.36° 81.33® 81.87%® 86.62° 057  0.002 0.87 0.72
Shell thickness (mm)  18.62° 19.69% 19.20®° 20.11° 039  0.008 0.76 0.04

2> Means within row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05)
Source: Selim et al. (2023)

Table 5 Effect of grape pomace on egg quality of Laying hens.

Level of grape pomace (%)

ltems 0 3 6 SEM P-value
Yolk color score 7.34° 7.98° 8.28° 0.089 oHx
Haugh units 76.4° 80.6° 80.2° 1.02 ok
Shell thickness 363.0 368.0 365.1 3.98 ns

3¢ Means within row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05)

Source: Romero et al. (2022)



Table 6 Effect of grape pomace on egg quality of Laying hens.

Level of grape pomace (%)

ltems 0 a4 6 SD P-value
Yolk index (%) 41.41+0.38 40.34+0.38  40.73+0.42 0.79 0.62
Yolk color score 10.95+0.15 11.11£0.09  11.02+0.11 0.07 0.85
Albumen index (%) 8.45+0.33 9.72+1.42 9.29+0.33 1.20 0.30
Haugh units 82.71+1.35 82.70+1.12  85.87+1.11 2.87 0.41

Shell thickness (mm) 34.45+0.004  33.91+0.004 33.96+0.004 0.36 0.76

Source: Kara et al. (2015)
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