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Effects Of Flock Density On Growth Performance And Carcass Characteristics Of Broiler
Chickens
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Table 1 Effect of density on growth performance of broilers

Stocking density (birds/m?)

ltem

12 15 20
Initial weight (g) 42.25+0.0 42.25+0.0 42.25 +0.0
Feed intake (g) 3063.24 £51.9° 3117.19+11.4° 2823.05+18.3"
Body weight (g) 1891+34.2% 1954+1.73° 1818+30°
Body weight gain (g) 1848.75+34.2*°  1911.75+1.73° 1775.75+30°
Feed Conversion ratio 1.65+0.0 1.63+0.0 1.59+0.03
Mortality % 5+1.7 4.7+1.78 7.2+0.9

SEM=standard error mean.
@b Different Letter within the row means significantly differ at (p<0.05).
Source: Ahmed et al. (2018)

Table 2 Effect of density on growth performance of broilers

Stocking density (birds/m?)

ltem SEM P value
12 18

1-25 day

Body Weight gain (¢) 1299.70 1269.90 11.610 0.0801

Feed intake (g) 1884.40 1867.20 13.600 0.3790

Feed Conversion ratio 1.45° 1.47° 0.005 0.0203

25-42 day

Body Weight gain (g) 1552.1° 1273.7° 26.740  0.0001

Feed intake (g) 3082.80° 2760.00° 33.010 0.0001

Feed Conversion ratio 1.99° 2.17° 0.036 0.0001

1-42 day

Body Weight gain (¢) 2851.9° 2543.6° 23.930  0.0001

Feed intake (g) 4967.20° 4627.20° 37.650 0.0001

Feed Conversion ratio 1.74° 1.81° 0.018  0.0135

SEM=standard error mean.
2 Means within row with different superscripts letters differ significantly.
Source: Astaneh et al. (2018)



Table 3 Effect of density on growth performance of broilers 1-42 days

e Stocking density (birds/m?) SEM P value
14 18 20
Arbor acres breed
Initial body weight (g) 48.43 48.50 48.25 0.690  0.980
Final body weight (g) 1951.07° 1903.61° 1381.50° 40.240 0.000
Average daily gain (g/d) 45.30° a4.17° 31.74° 0.960  0.000
Feed intake (g) 3050.00°  2950.92°  2300.40°  91.510 0.000
FCR 1.56 1.55° 1.66° 0.010  0.000
Ross 308 breed
Initial body weight (g) 41.36 42.22 41.45 0.620  0.830
Final body weight (g) 2109.07*  2099.11° 1859.05°  25.350 0.000
Average daily gain (g/d) 49.23° 48.97° 43.28° 0.610  0.000
Feed intake (g) 3200.36°  3185.38°  2850.2° 43.340 0.000
FCR 1.52 1.52 1.53 0.002  0.060

SEM=standard error mean.
25 Means within the same row with different superscripts differ significantly.
Source: Nasr et al. (2021)
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Table 4 Effect of density on carcass and internal organ quality of broilers

Stocking density (birds/m?)

Item

12 15 20
Live wt (g) 1905+21.3° 1954+1.37° 1818+30.02°
Dressing wt (g) 1426.7+14.1° 1498.3+7.21° 1375.3+17.03°
Dressing (%) 75.0+1.58° 76.7+0.3° 75.7+0.31°
Liver wt (g) 48.9+0.4° 48.1+1.09° 44.1+0.98°
Gizzard wt (g) 46.7+0.75° 44.3 +1.09° 38.6 +0.0°
Spleen wt (g) 3.4+0.23° 2+0.0° 1.6+0.11°
Heart wt (g) 9.7+0.28° 9+0.11° 7.1+0.28
Bursa wt (g) 2+0.23° 1.2+0.15° 1+0.0°

SEM=standard error mean.
b< Different Letter within the row means significantly differ at (p<0.05) between the groups.
Source: Ahmed et al. (2018)

Table 5 Effect of density on carcasses and internal organ quality of broilers

Stocking density (birds/m?)

ltem SEM P value
12 18

Spleen (%) 0.13 0.12 0.0056 0.544

Bursa (%) 0.06 0.05 0.0049 0.673

Abdominal Fat (%) 1.08 1.15 0.0590 0.389

Thigh (%) 19.00 19.30 0.1500 0.062

Breast (%) 26.50 25.90 0.3400 0.228

SEM=standard error mean
Source: Astaneh et al. (2018)



Table 6 Effect of density on carcasses and internal organ quality of broilers

Stocking density (birds/m?)

Item SEM P value
14 18 20
Arbor acres breed
Carcass weight (g)  1525° 1470° 873° 45.050 0.000
Dressing (%) 78.02° 77.20° 63.07° 1.020 0.000
Breast (%) 62.14° 61.11° 58.75° 0.230 0.000
Thigh (%) 37.86° 38.89° 41.25° 0.230 0.000
Liver (%) 2.69° 2.76° 5.51° 0.200 0.000
Heart (%) 0.50° 0.53° 0.89° 0.030 0.000
Spleen (%) 0.13° 0.15° 0.36° 0.010 0.000
Gizzard (%) 1.79° 1.82° 3.17° 0.100 0.000
Ross 308 breed
Carcass weight (g)  1663.00° 1658.83° 1411.60° 25.410 0.000
Dressing (%) 78.77° 78.95° 75.83° 0.330 0.000
Breast (%) 62.78° 62.76° 61.76° 0.190 0.030
Thigh (%) 38.23° 38.24° 37.24° 0.190 0.030
Liver (%) 2.29° 2.37° 4.05° 0.130 0.000
Heart (%) 0.32° 0.33° 0.39° 0.008 0.001
Spleen (%) 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.005 0.250
Gizzard (%) 1.71° 1.75° 2.25° 0.050 0.000

SEM=standard error mean.
2 Means within row with different superscripts letters differ significantly.
Source: Nasr et al. (2021)
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