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Table 1 Effects of tomato by-product meat in diet on performance of broilers

Level of tomato by-product (%)

Parameters

10

15

Body weight (g)

Day 21 823.50 + 92.5° 740.74 + 129.6° 758.0 + 94.27%°
Day 28 1202.5 £ 109.4 11455 + 241.8 14255 + 89.25
Day 36 1625.25 + 254.7° 1695.00 + 409.6" 1683.5 + 132.2%°
Day 42 1978.5 + 231.7° 1848.2 + 184.2° 1871.00 + 159.8°
Day 50 2498.00 + 321.9 2430.05 + 313.10 2325.75 £ 210.2

Average daily gain (g)

Day 21-28 54.14 + 22.1 57.82 + 2891 54.92 + 12.42
Day 28-36 110.86 + 37.19 785 + 14.47 104.06 + 20.65
Day 36-42 50.45 + 20.02° 21.88 + 9.08° 26.78 + 7.91°
Day 42-50 109.08 + 53.06° 72.73 + 46.92° 80.28 + 33.33"
Day 21-50 55.81 + 10.79 56.31 + 11.48 52.25 + 8.34
Feed intake (g)

Day 21-28 96.40 + 8.42 98.05 + 1.69 95.84 + 2.26

Day 28-36 101.57 + 2.77° 98.41 + 1.83° 96.55 + 1.81°
Day 36-42 121.17 + 7.44 115.44 + 6.02 114.97 + 4.26
Day 42-50 147.45 + 3.22° 127.61 + 5.39° 126.71 + 7.19°
Day 21-50 116.65 + 3.88° 109.88 + 0.78° 108.52 + 0.62°

Feed conversion ratio

Day 21-28 1.96 + 0.70 1.69 + 1.13 1.8 £ 0.37

Day 28-36 0.99 £ 0.03 1.27 £ 0.20 0.95 £ 0.17
Day 36-42 2.64 £ 0.17 5.21 + 2.37 453 +1.23
Day 42-50 1.35 £ 0.03 1.75 £ 0.037 1.57 £ 0.024
Day 21-50 213 +£0.34 2.00 £ 0.40 2.11+£0.32

2> Means with different letters in the same row differ significantly (p<0.05)

Source: Ferhoum and Benakmoum (2021)
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Table 2 Effect of different SDTP inclusion levels on body weight (BW) and body weight gain (BWG) of Indian River and Cobb broiler chickens at different weeks

Indian river Cobb P value
Parameters
Overall mean Overall mean
0 aq 6 0 il 6 B G B*G

Body weight (g/b)

Initial 52.89°+0.87 52.89°+0.29 54.67°+0.69 53.48" £0.44 47.89°+0.80 48.89°+0.29 48.00°+0.88 48.26%+£0.39 0.000 0.415 0.188

Day 7 182.897+1.95 178.22%°+2.06 176.90+3.87 179.34" +1.66 153.00°+20.06 163.44°°+3 85 162.56*°+5.13 159.67%+6.30  0.018 0.947 0.616

Day 14 455.11%+8.83 448.22*+12.69 451.43%+9.72 451.59 £5.37 398.677+36.05 434.00°+6.62 424.55°+10.87  419.07%+12.23  0.040 0.696 0.478

Day 21 819.63%+22.91 787.117+25.87  797.14°+12.06  801.29+11.61 755.33%£51.90 781.67°4£22.62  770.93°+29.78  769.31"+18.86  0.217 0.992 0.623

Day 28 1313.70°+40.89  1279.20°£1888  1279.10°x21.74  1290.70°:15.54  1329.00°+62.66  1307.00%+26.23  1250.30°+69.69  1295.40"°+30.44 0.899 0.470 0.804

Day 35 1613.50°£93.81  1652.40°£9.97  1676.60°+44.47  1647.50"+31.48  1750.10°t66.15  1709.60°+56.55  1748.00°+41.86  1735.90"+28.64 0.087 0.830 0.771

Day 42 1953.90°+85.61  2036.50°£46.46  2093.70°+65.90  2028.00°£39.55  2110.60°t115.25 2134.70°+25.48  2162.20°+80.76  2135.80"+41.95 0.106 0.470 0.841
Body weight gain (¢/b)

0-7d 130.00%£2.22 125.33°+£1.84 122.24°+3.25 125.86"+1.69 105.112+20.41 114.55%+3.57 114.56°£4.62 111.45+6.33 0.049 0.963 0.597

7-14d 272.222+7.75 270.00°+10.66 274.52°+6.54 272.25"+4.30 245.67%£16.00 270.56%+4.95 261.99%+5.97 259.40°%+6.30  0.052 0.462 0.385

14-21d 364.51%+22.69  338.89°+15.22 345.72°+8.67 349.717£9.12 356.677+22.90 347.67°+16.08  346.38°£19.12 350.24£9.92 0972 0.604 0.901

21-28d 494.117+51.11 492.12°+10.52  481.99°+16.79  489.41"+15.93 573.67°+12.01 525.33%+7.83 479.37°£39.92  526.12°+1831  0.138 0212 0.377

28-35d 299.80°+69.49  373.12%+28.78  397.45°13521  356.79%+28.11 421.05%+7.50 402.63®+31.22  497.70°+43.95  440.46"+21.42  0.027 0.131 0514

35-42d 340.37°£147.69  384.18°:55.71  417.08°:23.81  380.54°+47.40  360.50°+124.58  425.06°£69.22  414.17°+90.83  399.91%+49.80  0.807 0.768 0.974

C BWG 1901.00°£84.89  1983.70°+46.18  2039.00°+66.12  1974.60"+39.30  2062.70°t115.95  2085.80°+25.75 2114.20°+79.93  2087.50"+41.99 0.092 0.476 0.844

ADG 45.26°+2.02 47.23°£1.10 48.55°+1.57 47.01%+0.94 49.11°£2.76 49.66°+0.61 50.34%+1.90 49.70"+1.00 0.092 0476 0.844

SDTP (sun dried tomato pomace), B (breed), G (group of treatment), ADG (average daily gain), C BWG (Cumulative Body weight gain). Means carrying diferent superscripts *> within the

same row difer signifcantly at P<0.05 among diferent SDTP inclusion levels of Indian River and Cobb while carrying diferent superscripts “ Within the same row signifcantly (P<0.05) difer

among diferent treated breeds

Source: Lisa et al. (2021)



Table 3 Effect of different SDTP inclusion levels on feed intake (FI) and feed conversion rate (FCR) of Indian River and Cobb broiler chickens at different week

Indian river Cobb P value
Parameters
Overall mean Overall mean
0 4 6 0 4 6 B G B*G
Feed intake g/bird at different weeks
1*week 164.0°%+ 2.78 154.44°+3.07 156.67%+4.67 158.37" +2.31 128.44°+12.63 156.11°°+2.19 145.33%°+8 55 143308£6.00  0.019 0436  0.05
2"week 408.62°+7.00 421.78%°+1.35 445.10°+10.60  425.17%+6.48 355.73+19.05 420.78%°+7.89 409.60°+7.49 395.37%+11.81  0.004 0.002 0.075
3%yveek 706.89%°+15.64  710.13°+14.84  760.10°:11.10  725.71°%11.10  657.24°+26.90 706.18%°+1525  726.87°+17.23  696.77°+14.52 0066 0.014 0.443
4"week 1204.10°+60.22  1199.10%+12.70  1341.20%£68.93  1248.10°+3540  1012.70°¢61.54  1167.20°+13.32  1139.30°+39.87  1106.40°+32.06 0.004 0.055 0.187
5tyeek 764.54*°+20.16 ~ 801.70°°+76.98  883.94°+28.88  816.73"+30.14 683.70°+7.65 761.89%°+505  78520%%78.01  74359%+27.38  0.082 0054 0.817
6"week 795.00°°+8.66 820.007°+0.58 830.007+11.55 815.00"+6.67 774.00°49.24 837.00°+7.51 794.00°°+9.24  801.67"+10.26  0.079 0.001  0.024
CF 4043.20°+68.51  4107.10°+103.71  4417.00°+78.91 4189.10°+71.68 3611.80°¢126.44  4049.10°+8.90  4000.30°+87.36  3887.10°:82.23 0.001 0.003  0.09
Feed conversion rate at end of different weeks
1*week 1.26°+0.02 1.23°+0.03 1.28%+0.01 1.26"+0.01 1.28%+0.17 1.37°+0.06 1.27°+0.09 1.31%+0.06 0479 0942 0.670
2"week 1.50%°+0.05 1.57%+0.07 1.62°+0.04 1.56"+0.03 1.45P+0.02 1.56°°+0.00 1.56%°+0.03 1.52%+0.02 0223  0.035 0.825
3%yveek 1.96%°+0.16 2.10%+0.06 2.20°+0.06 2.09%+0.06 1.85P+0.09 2.04%+0.06 2.11%+0.08 2.00%+0.06 0265 0.05 0972
4"yeek 2.52°+0.41 2.44%°+0.08 2.78°+0.06 2.58"+0.13 1.76°+0.07 2.22%+0.06 2.42°°+0.26 2.13%+0.13 0.022 0.129 0.425
5tyweek 2.88%+0.74 2.20%+0.33 2.25%+0.16 2.44%+0.26 1.62°+0.01 1.92%4+0.17 1.58°+0.12 1.17%£0.08 0.024 0635 0.391
6"week 4.40°+2.58 2.26°+0.38 2.00°+0.09 2.88"+0.84 3.22°+1.58 2.07%£0.32 2.17°+0.57 2.49*+0.53 0.709 0341  0.86
C FCR 2.13%+0.06 2.07%+0.01 2.17°+0.07 2.12*+0.03 1.7640.13 1.94%°°+0.03 1.905°+0.08 1.87%£0.05 0.001 050 0.282

SDTP (sun dried tomato pomace), B (breed), G (group of treatment), C FI (Cumulative feed intake), C FCR (Cumulative feed conversion rate). Means carrying different superscripts a-b-c within

the same row differ significantly at P<0.05 among different SDTP inclusion levels of Indian River and Cobb while carrying different superscripts A-B Within the same row significantly (P<0.05)

differ among different treated breeds

Source: Lisa et al. (2021)



Table 4 Effect of dried tomato waste meal on growth performance of Cobb 500 broiler chicks

Level of tomato waste meal (%)

Parameters P value
0 3 6 9 12
Starter phase
TFI (¢/b) 865.8+7.5 887.3+11.7 916.9+10.4 910.6+6.9 858.2+8.4 0.5493
DFI (g/b/d) 41.2+0.9 42.2+1.2 43.7+1.0 43.4+0.6 40.9+0.9 0.5493
Finisher phase
TFI (g/b) 3445.6+16.9%  3500.8+20.2°  3723.4+256°  3521.9+12.7°  3311.0+14.4°  0.0037
DFI (g/b/d) 143.6+2.6™ 145.9+1.0° 155.2+3.4° 146.7+1.3 138.0+0.6° 0.0037
Entire phase
TFI (g/b) 4311.5432.7%  4388.1+25.8°  4640.3+43.0°  44325+29.6™  4170.1+21.8°  0.0150
DFI (g/b/d) 95.8+1.9% 97.5+1.2 103.1+2.5% 98.5+1.3% 92.7+0.8° 0.0150
Starter phase
Initial BW (g/b) 55.8+0.51 56.4+0.54 55.8+0.52 56.5+0.52 56.5+0.52 0.7395
Final BW (g/b) 742.4+0.41° 743.2+0.52° 771.0+0.37° 753.1+0.23° 736.8+0.52°  0.0001
ADG (g/b/d) 32.70+0.03° 32.70+0.01° 34.07+0.01° 33.17+0.03" 32.39+0.01  0.0010
DFI (g/b/d) 41.2+0.9 42.2+1.2 43.7+1.0 43.4+0.6 40.9+0.9 0.5493
FCR 1.3+0.05 1.3+0.04 1.0+0.04 1.2+0.04 1.5+0.03 0.8664
Finisher phase
Initial BW (g/b) 742.4+0.41° 743.2+0.52° 771.0+0.37° 753.1+0.23° 736.8+0.52°  0.0001
Final BW (g/b) 1759.4+0.40°  1875.3+0.63¢ 1995.6+0.70°  1944.5+0.62°  1553.9+0.54°  0.0001
ADG (g/b/d) 42.4+0.03" 47.2+0.05° 51.0+0.02° 49.6+0.03 34.1+0.01°  0.0001
DFI (g/b/d) 143.6+2.6™ 145.9+1.0° 155.2+3.4° 146.7+1.3 138.0+0.6° 0.0027
FCR 3.4+0.06° 3.1+0.02° 2.9+0.03° 3.0+0.07° 4.0+0.02° 0.0001
Entire phase
Final BW (g/b) 1759.4+0.40°  1875.3+0.63¢ 1995.6+0.70°  1944.5+0.62°  1553.9+0.54°  0.0001
ADG (g/b/d) 37.8+0.01¢ 40.4+0.03¢ 43.1+0.01° 41.9+0.01° 33.2+0.01°  0.0001
DFI (g/b/d) 95.8+1.95 97.5+1.2% 103.1+2.5° 98.5+1.3% 92.7+0.8° 0.0150
FCR 2.5+0.05° 2.4+0.03" 2.3+0.03° 2.3+0.06° 2.8+0.01° 0.0001

2b¢ Means within a row with the different superscript letters are significantly different: (***P<0.001);
TFl= Total feed intake, DFI= Daily feed intake, BW= Body weight, ADG= Average daily gain, FCR= Feed

conversion ratio

Source: Seid et al. (2021)
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Table 5 Effects of tomato by product incorporation on the carcass performance of broilers

Carcass Level of tomato by-product (%)

characteristics (%) 0 10 15
Thigh 23.21+1.21 22.77+1.14 22.13+1.57
Breast 26.34+2.02 26.07+2.30 26.95+1.95
Liver 2.24+0.32 2.52+0.32 2.26+0.17
Gizzard 1.58+0.36 1.86+0.24 1.62+0.33
Heart 0.52+0.06 0.49+0.08 0.50+0.07
Abdominal fat 0.93+0.22 1.02+0.40 0.87+0.32

®Means with different superscripts in the same row are significantly different (P<0.05)

Source: Ferhoum and Benakmoum (2021)



Table 6 Carcass characteristics of broilers chicks fed diet containing different levels of tomato pomace

Carcass Level of tomato waste meal (%)

P value
Parameters 0 3 6 9 12
Slaughter weight (g) 1604.4+85° 1673.6+5.9° 1989.8+3.2% 1858.9+9.5%°  1548.9+2.7° 0.0059
Dressed weight (g) 1050.246.4° 1114.7+55% 1434.3+3.8° 1289.0+6.0®  1044.6+2.6° 0.0033
Dressing percentage 65.4+0.3 66.7+1.5 72.0+0.9 69.3+0.7 67.4+1.2 0.3828
Breast weight () 330.6+0.8°  416.7+2.3%  519.6+1.7°  484.1+3.0% 359.6+4.9° 0.0050
Breast percentage 21.3+0.3° 24.8+0.7% 26.3+0.8° 26.0+0.7% 22.2+1.8° 0.0213
Drumstick-thigh wt. 272.2+3.0°  318.2+4.6™ 377.3+2.6 352.6+4.4%° 294.6+3.9° 0.0079
Drumstick-thigh (%) 17.5+0.4 18.5+0.6 19.1+0.3 18.9+0.4 18.4+0.3 0.2716
Abdominal fat weight (g) ~ 30.5+1.0° 25.8+0.7° 23.4+0.5° 18.7£0.9° 16.1+0.8° 0.0001
Abdominal fat (%) 1.9+0.05° 1.5+0.07° 1.2+0.04° 1.0+0.01°¢ 1.0+0.06° 0.0001

abcIMeans within a row with different superscript letters are significantly different (*P<0.05;**P<0.01

and ***P<0.001).

Source: Seid et al. (2021)

Table 7 Carcass characteristics of broilers chicks fed diet containing different levels of tomato pomace

Dried tomato pomace (%)

Carcass parameters SEM Sig
0 8 16

Dressing (%) 73.2 73.7 72.2 0.9 NS

Abdominal fat (%) 2.3° 2.4° 2.4° 0.07 *

Giblets (%) 5.4° 5.5° 5.7° 0.11 *

“PWithin a row, values with different superscripts are significantly different, NS, non-significant.*P<0.05

Source: Maha et al. (2018)
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