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Fig. 1. The laying rate of White Roman geese in wet-pad goose house.
J The long photoperiod was started in October.

v Non-breeding diet was given on 22 October.
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Fig. 2. The fertility of White Roman geese in the control and the relative humidity auto-control group.
EC-fertility: control group, the relative humidity in incubator was controlled by traditional operation method.
HRC-fertility: relative humidity auto-control group, the relative humidity in incubator was controlled
by humidity control machine.
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Fig. 3. The dead embryos rate of the control (EC) and the relative humidity auto-control (HRC) groups in
White Roman goose eggs.
EC-dead: control group, the relative humidity in incubator was controlled by traditional operation method.
HRC-dead: relative humidity auto-control group, the relative humidity in incubator was controlled by
humidity control machine.
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Table 1. The hatching performance of White Roman goose eggs with different humidity control methods

Humidity Fertility The dead Hatchability of Hatchability of
control method embryos rate total egg fertile egg

%
EC 84.10 = 2.73 7.78 £ 3.62 69.51 £ 5.78° 82.54 + 4.41°
HRC 84.88 + 2.40 6.54 + 3.23 71.92 & 4.36 84.67 £ 2.94°

The data are given as mean + SD.

% Means within the same column with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).

EC: control group, the relative humidity in incubator was controlled by traditional operation method.

HRC: relative humidity auto-control group, the relative humidity in incubator was controlled by humidity
control machine.
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Fig. 4. The hatchability of total egg of the control (EC) and the relative humidity auto-control (HRC) groups
in White Roman goose eggs.
EC-Hatchability-T, control group, the relative humidity in incubator was controlled by traditional
operation method.
HRC- Hatchability-T , relative humidity auto-control group, the relative humidity in incubator was
controlled by humidity control machine.
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Fig. 5. The hatchability of fertile egg of the control (EC) and the relative humidity auto-control (HRC) groups
in White Roman goose eggs.
EC- Hatchability-F: control group, the relative humidity in incubator was controlled by traditional
operation method.
HRC- Hatchability-F: relative humidity auto-control group, the relative humidity in incubator was
controlled by humidity control machine.
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effects of different humidity control methods in incubator
on the hatchability of goose eggs. A total of 821 white Roman geese were reared in wet-pad goose house
and, 8 batches of eggs were collected when the laying reached peak and 21806 eggs were randomly allocated
into control and relative humidity auto-control group. The relative humidity in incubator in control group
was controlled by traditional operation with water plate. In experimental group, the relative humidity was
controlled by humidity auto-control machine. The relative humidities of 4 stages were 65, 70, 75, 80%,
respectively. The results showed that the hatchability of relative humidity auto-control group (71.92 = 4.36%)
was higher than the control group (69.51 & 5.78%; P < 0.05). The hatchability of fertile eggs of relative
humidity auto-control group was higher than control group (P < 0.05).

Key words: Egg, Relative humidity, Hatchability, Geese.
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