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Effect of Assam tea (Camellia sinensis L.) supplementation on production

performance and carcass quality of broilers
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ABSTRACT: The objective of this study was to determine the effect of Assam tea (Camellia sinensis
L.) supplementation on production performance and carcass quality of broilers. This experiment divided
into 3 treatments: treatment 1 commercial feed (control), treatment 2 and 3 supplementing with Assam
tea leaves 3% and 6% respectively. Using commercial broiler breeds Arbor Acer mixed sex and raised 35
day. The result found that feed conversion ratio (P=0.008), average weight, average daily gain and feed
intake were significant (P<0.001) the lowest in supplementing with Assam tea leaves 6%. No significant
treatment effect between control and supplementing with Assam tea leaves 3%. Carcass quality in
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terms of live weight hot carcass weight, cold carcass weight and dressing percentage in control group
and supplementing with Assam tea leaves 3% were significantly (P<0.001) higher than supplementing
with Assam tea leaves 6%. No significant treatment effect between control and supplementing with
Assam tea leaves 3%. Shank percentage was significant the highest in supplementing with Assam tea
leaves 6% (P=0.041). The results of this study concluded that supplementing broiler diet with 3% of
Assam tea leaves enhancing the growth performance and carcass quality.

Keywords: Assam tea leaves, broiler, carcass quality

UNU

nlfendmusluszuunisndndndiin
Tnaianizgnanvnessnunisuanlniile \iie
Tnnilse mm"lumammﬂi ANTNINNITHAR
numumimmmu‘ﬂm Ylasiunarinuisn nay
mmqmmwmmmm@wminﬂmwmwu
AN TETINg mmm@mmimnmﬂu
ranSuieln L‘]Jummmmnmmqvmmam
Mﬂﬂmwwﬂ (Schwartzkopf-Genswein et al.,2012)
NIENTIUNBATUAZANNTOS . (2561) 15e0n
dsznadianldendTousiiesnisasniuin
waziniuatuAunsdenUiouretnansenin
WaantloyedfTausanAslundnsioeidng
ayulnafunadenuile  dhanldieduans
msghmmsﬁm Lumf«mmuu”l,wmm@@@ﬂ
qw%wmm@m%qﬁ@m@uumLLmr]mqﬂufafaﬂvLﬂ
\iu eanqnalunnssiideauuAn e N1sane1nis
SNAL NMIAAANNLATHA LATTReANLIT=ANEN N
nslfdsrlamiaineatms  dealiidndiigunam
mmu@mmmmmwi@@mmmimmmf&mLum
sn\‘iLﬂuwmuuiwsmﬂaﬂﬂumn'lumm‘wuﬂ Inel
LﬂLLWMNﬂWTV]umﬂun@uiwwlu@@ Gaifhy
AR STTNTR LL@uN’&ii‘WQMLﬂuﬁ’li
weuReanduaud  viseatsfinueyyadasy lag
WNZANTANNTY LazdTinuiiy Tnaianman
Tauaes 130104 60-70 wefidus seefzunn
Fluearan ansamduinannlulum o
&ATY IAun Epigallocatechin-3-gallate (EGCG)
nnndaiingu) dezunod 40 wedifusd 1e9ans
ANNTUAIUNA (RANTRI, 2559) %mwmm%u
Hluansfinuenyadasy anpalaimasea LWL
nslindanu induanlladiuludninaaes an
nageanlauluald  asnisiasuuilaaes
wad iy ann1rdzanveslatuniinfieuay

LﬁN@N??DﬂWWﬂ’WL@?QJLaUTM (Y591, 2557)
anAnantRfInanAsiazans naun
tlfgugluewnednd  iNendnnueidnin
daansudwingiizing safumsdnenlunsell
ARdnnsracd enEuazasnsiyly
Luwﬂuluiymummwnum@mmmumﬁimm
Fuln uazamnmgnzasiiile

a
A8N19ANEN

gnlnilenaziaaneiugnianisi
Arbor Acres 1) 1 91 41w 180 Fa Ulnng
nanauilu 3 nqu7 ax 5 9417 ax 12 Fa 15U
awnsdndagdinilawniing  203A Tulsaiuld
fiaandn 21% luszazusniiniieeng 3 dav
Lmvmmimma‘ﬂimu@mm‘ﬂm 204A Tdsiu
Litleandn 18% mm‘uvl,ﬂmﬂ 3 -5 ddandt lu
Luﬂqmmmiﬂumimmm%uLmﬂummu@u
%81 (hot air oven) mmmu 55 ANANLTA LTSI
fusyezian 4 mIm ﬂfnmuﬂiymm 14%
mnuummuml‘wmmm (RCRTEEEGHETIN
‘lummﬂnmmgﬂm 2 szaznadme ng
vinnigulninndndinngunimaaasliflfiu
8113 Al ngunImMeaadi 1 nguAuAn (1
mwhmm ﬂaumimmmw 2 uay 3 ”Lmumi
me‘lmumm”mu 3% WAL 6% mmmmuimua
lunimaans AelulsaBoussundla 155
BENANA ad libitum maBANNINAREY LAgd
sraizina1uNnImARed 35 Ju innnstiuiindeya
anssanINNNINER 1w thwiiniade (average
weight) @m’]mimmmuimm@ﬂ (average
daily gain: ADG) Lﬁmmmmimﬂu”l,mm@ﬂ
(feed intake: FI) LL@%‘]J?Z?@V]ﬁﬂWWﬂW?L:JJ@EI‘LA
211117 (feed conversion ratio: FCR) wAZLaATL
FZAUTNINAREY  TUNUTNUAINIINARRY NI



KHON KAEN AGR. J. 47 SUPPL.2 : (2019).

ﬁﬂm@ﬂwmvmﬂ uumﬂmuuﬂﬂ@mmmmm
Lw'auummuuﬂwwqm mﬁuﬂsmﬂfau Wgnn
mﬂuwamum 4 oC \flunan 24 me 171N
Tninannidu mﬂuummimml,m\ﬁmmrmﬁum
afalitd , (2550) Lﬁm"mmmwsmﬂ Tagin13am
tuninumingudousine] 1w an azinn deg
Un  udis Juarlassinunudedidudon  uay
Wefdufudiudaude  wafiliannnimmaans
TNIAEIANLLU (Analysis  of
variance)  ANNUEUNIINAABILLLENANYINT
Complete Randomized Design uaziBeuiiey
AMUANANIzrdneAnede Taedd Duncan's
new multiple range test Tmmmuuum\‘mamm\m
(%‘m 2534) ﬂfmummummmﬂﬂummmmu
 P<0.05

NANITANHILAZIANSTE

mmmmﬂuLummmmmmwmi
HARWLGY AN Table 1 wuiiniaded 35 u
@mmmimml,mu‘llmﬂmﬂ Brnaemsinulé
wde luszeznmaaesds dunudn dnnns
Lﬂ@ﬂummﬂﬂuumunLfmmmiﬂiuﬂ@w
sailuidoslusssu 3% fAntlasngmatinedit
d1Anyvnneana (P=0.008) ﬁwﬁnﬁamaﬂ 8RN
ﬂ’wmmmu‘imaﬂ Lﬁmmmmmﬂummﬂm
VLmummaulumm 6% Heintiasngaatinediiit
AATYEaN9ans (P<0.001) LLmiuwummLLm
AN NATATENINNGUAILANLALNGNNHNIS
Lmﬂumm 3%  tanaiiasunannsiily
LNENN'&’]? Epigallocatechin-3-gallate (EGCG)
Fafluansdinuonyadas:  denalilAfilEs
\Wewilganniangn (B, 2559) danndes
ALNNINARDITDY 25@ail (2554) ﬁﬁm?ﬁﬂmm@
naLdNlsainseanssnuznIuanTedliiie
1MUY L:Jfﬂﬂmﬂ 3, 4 uay 5 dulavi 1riife
ﬂ@wimummwmmamvmu 6% U3untuns
ﬂummiuﬂﬂmﬂﬂLu@ﬂ@uwimummmm
WHenmsin 4% ummnLuamﬂmumm@ﬂuam
fmmiﬂ?mmmﬂﬁuumu@lu Aaudn uaz
Lﬂ@lﬂ’lumm?mmumm@wﬂmmﬂumma‘
Ttlonas soudesamanauanludiosdanase

337

ANAENNNLENIAAAIABAAREITL  $1ENTU
989 Ueda et al. (2002) wuanlAnauaunsugw
faegnTUfuanngn vi3e quinine sulfate IuUNA
0.5 UAZ 1% WU 12 . AxHHARANIIAUEINNT
W 4 gu. duiu Weasdlifliideniuenns
semieevsln® - enunsinanAaganlfiuan
N1 98 quinine sulfate 217/ 0.5 WAL1% WU
12 g, wodineluy 4 au. liaglifuemsi
NaNFaE quinine sulfate lnTeuRazfiuams
']JﬂﬁLmzmmqﬁmamﬁiﬂﬁumnmmmdﬁ Cllal
HANINARBITINGNINT  LiasanTiisaTAny
fedenasetBuiewnsinuld  wenannd
1ENUTRY Kaneko et al. (2001) HnN9LdTNT
daaluenms  wudnliinuemsanfaeeT
e 1, 2.5 uaz 5% (eeng 3-10 dlavi wudn
\eang 10 dilansd dwindenieazananiu
Bnnmesdadluawniiaay iy
1lsAnanImnnaiLagueng hmsmmmﬁ
wanAnaiun9ans - Inawudingaiiainludie
6% HANINNEA a‘mmmmﬂ@ummﬂumm
3% war nguALANAntiasgn Taadaily
1.91, 1.87 way 1.75 ANNANAL (p—O'.OOS)
aanpfeeiy dsdall (2554) eudnlnnlézy
mmmmmuﬁwummq 2% N UseAnsnannis
Lﬂzwu@wmmmm@w”lmummmmmL:um
wiinuileseais 4 uaz 6% aeelititdAtymns
anp Lummm‘vmmfaqmfa‘lﬂummiwmu
Heevainiludnansaauaiunsalunisdesls
uwarnegadaintussing Wl lomd Aeinli
Lu@uﬂ’mwm‘”muLummiﬂiummiwﬂu
']Jimwﬁmwmnﬂ@ﬁummnﬂumuunm@my
dmiunanimaaesdrugnnIngInzesiiiie
wudwtind@an  dwingingu  wuingn
Wiu wazilefifusnreenguatuANuazngNil
nawinludiies 3% denunndinguinliiunig
whnlufes 6%  adefldadAnydomneaia
(P<0.001)  wstlinuANUANFNNATRTEUIN
NANATLANUAL ﬂ@mm’mmﬂumm 3%
mmmmnﬂnlmmmmu Lmvmummﬂu
el 3% mmmmm@mmuimmmmﬁ Wuiln
fafuNNgn Lmmﬂmmmwim?umﬂmﬂu
LlEN 6% @anARaiL Qiﬁ@ﬂ (2554) 718411491



338 WANERT 47 aUUNAE 2 : (2562)

Table 1 Effect Assam tea (Camellia sinensis L.) supplementation on production performance of

broilers (0-35 Day)

Dry Assam tea leaves (%)

Criteria

0 3 6 SEM P-value
Number of animal 60 60 60 -
Initial weight (g) 43.06 43.02 42.93 0.21 0.969
Average body weight (g/bird) ~ 2261.42" 2289.53" 1934.78° 4552 <0.001
Average daily gain (g/bird/d) 64.61" 65.41" 55.28° 1.30 <0.001
Feed intake (g/bird/d) 91.48" 92.88" 84.26° 1.12 <0.001
Feed conversion ratio (0-35) 1.87° 1.75° 1.91" 0.02 0.008

~BCMeans within the same row with different superscripts differ significantly (p<0.05)

Table 2 Effect Assam tea (Camellia sinensis L.) supplementation on carcass quality of broilers

Dry Assam tea leaves (%)

Criteria

0 3 6 SEM P-value
Number of animal 60 60 60 -
Live weight (g) 2220.27" 2229.40" 1854.93° 52.11 <0.05
Hot carcass weight (g) 1812.20" 1823.46" 1511.27° 43.23 <0.001
Cold carcass weight (g) 1600.81" 1607.40" 1281.76° 43.67 <0.001
Dressing percentage (%) 72.10" 71.40" 69.10° 0.41 0.008
Retail cut percentage (%)’
Breast 32.74 33.55 32.46 0.33 0.405
Thigh 14.46 14.01 14.43 0.19 0.576
Drumstick 12.9 13.03 12.97 0.15 0.951
Wing 9.77 9.87 10.33 0.11 0.878
Shank 4.10° 4.11° 4.42" 0.06 0.041
Skeleton bone 26.02 25.43 25.04 0.29 0.402

ABCMeans within the same row with different superscripts differ significantly (p<0.05)

' % of cold carcass weight
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