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Figure S1. Broiler chicken body weight PCA analysis. Samples clustered into two distinct cohorts. Each
point represents an individual chicken which is labelled by their corresponding study ID. Further analysis
revealed that animals in cohort 1 displayed higher body weights and were designated treatment
responders (RS). Cohort 2 were designated treatment non-responders (NRS) which contained animals
from the Control group. PCA plot was generated using EZInfo software from Waters™.



Table S1. RNA sample description and mapping statistics to reference genome.

Tag | Treatment? | Concentration RIN 28S/18S Number of Number of reads | Mapping | Non-specific
name (ng/nL) reads in pair in pair (Q Rate (%) | mapping of
(raw) trimmed) mapped (%6)
Liver
LT1 T 320 8.6 1.9 26,343,666 24,990,680 86.4 3.4
LT2 T 2,664 9.4 2.1 37,647,864 35,569,752 86.7 3.6
LT3 T 4,328 9.2 1.9 9,188,235 8,510,958 85.0 3.3
LT4 T 848 9.2 1.9 90,545,141 84,666,914 68.9 3.4
LC1 C 3,576 9.2 2.1 27,499,176 25,823,234 88.2 3.5
LC2 C 3,216 9.1 2.0 14,620,336 13,514,440 86.4 3.5
LC3 Cc 4,760 9.1 2.1 36,029,297 34,089,068 85.8 4.1
LC4 C 4,912 9.3 2.2 134,362,985 128,352,800 64.8 3.8
lleum
IT1 T 2,088 9.5 2.0 14,406,611 13,461,675 82.8 4.18
IT2 T 3,424 9.6 2.2 14,867,215 14,004,769 83.4 4.0
IT3 T 2,320 9.4 2.0 20,300,211 18,961,626 84.1 4.3
IT4 T 1,460 8.9 2.0 29,154,179 27,535,357 82.6 5.5
IC1 C 2,068 9.0 1.8 18,346,963 17,380,507 83.7 7.9
IC2 C 1,524 9.3 1.9 162,762,428 155,661,706 61.2 4.0
IC3 Cc 1,476 8.6 1.8 35,944,368 33,371,893 82.8 4.6
IC4 Cc 320 8.9 1.8 13,162,436 12,258,294 82.2 4.0

T stands for treatment; C stands for control.




