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Effects of Dietary Supplemental Enviro® on Noxious Gas of
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ABSTRACT ! Two experiments were conducted to investigate the influence of dietary supplemental Enviro®

on
noxious gas of environmental controlled poultry house and performance of broiler chicks, Diets contained 21.5,
19.00 CP and 3,100, 3,200 kcal/kg ME, respectively for starting and finishing period. Enviro® were supplemented
with 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6 and 0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3% in Expt. 1 and 2, respectively. CO: and ammonia gas were periodically
detected for finsihing period in Expt. 1. Weight gain, feed intake and feed conversion(FC) were measured for five
weeks in Expt. 2. ND antibody titer were also measured after primary and booster vaccination at two and three
weeks old. Bloed cholesterol and nutrients digestibility were In Expt. 1, ammonia and COgz gas of chicks fed 0.2%
Enviro® showed 32.8ppm and 1,719 ppm in poultry house and significantly decrease compared to that of
control(P<0.05). CO; gas was 1,814ppm in 0.4% Enviro® treatments and also significantly lower than
control (P<0.05), but tended to be increased compared to that of 0.2% Envirc® treatments. In Expt. 2, weight gain of
chicks fed 0.1 and 0.2% Enviro® was significantly increased for starting period (P<0.05), but was not statistically
different for finishing period. Feed intake was no significantly different of all treatments. Chicks showed lower FC in
0.3% Enviro® treatment for starting period (P<0.05) than others, but was not for finishing period. ND AB titer of

chicks fed Enviro®

was prone to be higher than control, but was not significantly different. Total blood cholesterol
was not significantly different of all treatments, but tended to be high in 0.1 and 0.2% Enviro® treatments. HDL of
chicks fed those levels showed significantly higher than control(P<0.05), whereas L.DL was tended to be decreased
in those treatments. The digestibilites of crude protein and fiber were improved in 0.1 and 0.2% Enviro® treatments
relative to those of control, but was not statistically different. However, crude ash digestibility was significantly
improved in 0.1 and 0.2% Enviro® treatments (P<0.05). Chicks also showed AMEn in 0.1% 0.2% Envir® treat—
ments, but was no significance. The results of these experiments indicated that 0.19% Enviro® supplement would be
maximize the performance of brotler chicks,

(Key words : broiler chicks, noxious gas, weight gain, blood cholesterol, nutrients digestibility)
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Table 1. Basal diet composition

Ingredients Starter | Finisher
(0~3wks) {4~5wks)
____________ _ % ———
Corn 59.44 67.05
Soybean meal 26.59 18.77
Corn gluten 7.37 7.90
Tallow ' 3.00 3.00
TCP 175 1.28
Limestone (.95 1.13
NaCl 0.42 0.40
Lysine 0.18 0.24
Methionine 0.12 0.03
Vitamin! Q.10 0.10
Mineral® 0.10 0.10
Total 100.00 100.00
Chemical Composition
ME (kcal/ke) 3,100 3,200
CP(%) 21.50 19.00
Methionine (%) 0.50 0.38
Lysine (%) 1.10 1.00
Cal®) 1.00 0.90
P{%) 0.45 0.35

. Provided per kilogram of diet : vit A, 5,500 IU; vit Da,
1,100 ICU; vit E, 11 IU; vit By, 0.0066mg; riboflavin,
4.4mg: pantothenic acid, 11mg {Ca-—-pantothenate:
11.96mg): choline, 190.96mg (choline chioride 220mg);
menadione. 1.1mg{menadione sodium bisulfite complex
3.33mg): folic acid, 0.55mg; pyridoxine, 2.2mg (pyri—
doxine hydorchloride, 2,67mg); bictin, 0.11mg; thiamin,
2.2mg (thiamin mononitrate 2.40mg): ethoxyquin, 125mge.

, Provided the mg per Kilogram of diet : Mn, 120; Zn, 100;
Fe, 60; nCuy, 10: L, 0.46; Ca, min: 150 max: 180.

—



Ryu et al. : Effects of Dietary Supplemental Envire® on Broiler Chicks 51

Table 2. Influence dietary supplemental Enviro® on noxious gas of poulfry house
Treatments Ammonia (ppm} CQOz (ppm) Mortality

(%) AM 9:00 PM 4:00 Means AM $:00 PM 4:00 Means (%)
0 41,7 455 43.62 2,850 2,813 2,8322 27.8
0.2 31.6 34.0 32.8° 1,750 1.688 1,718° 15.0
0.4 42.4 36.0 39.2% 1,690 1,938 1,814° 1.9
0.6 33.5 49.5 44.1° 1,850 2,400 2,125% 3.7
Pooled SE 1.87 2.50 1.56 187.7 211.3 140.5 -

#b Means with the pdifferent superscripts within a column differ significantly (P<0.05).
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Table 3. Influence dietary supplemental Enviro® on performance of broiler chicks {(Expt. 2}

Treatments Weight gain(g) Feed intake (g) Feed conversion
(%) 0~3 4~5 Total 0~3 4~5 Total 0~3 4~5  Total
0 574.8° 10597  1630Q.1%® 943.0 1994.3  2937.3 1.643® 1892 1.803
0.1 b41.2* 1076.6 1717.8° 1010.6 18924  3003.0 1.575"  1.854 1.749
0.2 644.3* 10712 1711.2° 1019.5 2011.1 30306 1.582° 1.884 1.770
0.3 518.4¢ 1016.7 1533.1° 922.6 2012.1 2934.6 1.778* 1902 1.917
Pooled SE 8.41 11.68 18.55 18.81 28.06 36.93 0.03 0.03 0.03

2® Means with the different superscripts within a column differ significantly (P<0.05).
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Table 4. Influence dietary supplemental Enviro® on blood cholesteral, neutral fat and ND titer of broiler chicks.

Treatments Total HDL HDL LDL LDL Neutral ND
(%) cholesterol (me/de) (%) (mé/de> (%) fat (mé/de) AB Titer

0 127.76 59.74° 46.75 51.93 40.65 80.46 5.00

0.1 137.06 75.09° 54.79 45.00 32.83 84.85 5.80

0.2 131.32 78.322 59.64 37.19 28.32 75.09 578

0.3 110.86 56.67° 51.12 38.98 35.16 76.06 5.67

Pooled SE 3.77 2.70 - 3.44 — 4.75 0.22

ab Means with the different superscripts within a column differ significantly (F<0.05).

Table 5. Influence dietary supplemental Enviro® on Nutrients digestibility of broiler chicks

Treatments . i AMEn
(%) Protein(%) Crude fiber (%) Crude ash (%) (keal/ke)

0 67.7 354 27.3° 3,195

0.1 74.5 394 42.4* 3,220

0.2 73.5 35.0 42.1% 3,198

0.3 69.3 28.2 31.7 3,124

Pocled SE 0.92 1.76 2.12 16.47

ab Means with the different superscripts within a column differ significantly (P<0.05).
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