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Table 1. The composition of experimental diets

Ttems Resting stage Laying stage

Ingredients, %

Yellow corn 51.6 56.65
Soybean meal 13.3 25.5
Alfalfa meal 6.0 3.0
Wheat bran 10.0 -
Fish meal - 2.50
Opyster shell - 3.50
Molasses 3.00 3.00
Salt 0.30 0.30
Dicalcium Phosphate 1.80 1.60
Limestone, pulverize 1.30 3.10
Choline Chloride, 50 % 0.10 0.10
DL-Methionine 0.10 0.15
Rice bran 12.0 -
Vitamin premix' 0.30 0.40
Mineral premix’ 0.20 0.20
Total 100 100

Calculated values

Crude protein, % 13 18

ME, kcal/kg 2,350 2,650
Calcium, % 1.00 2.97
Phosphorus, % 0.68 0.67

(i) F 8l R W R~
RIS 18 (8 0 ST SRRV R DA D 4.576 0 AT
[ EFTT SR AL R SR (%) VRS AR (%) =
ﬁr%‘r- SRR X100 < TR (%) =HET T EHOX100 - SREERE R (%)

—v—v
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Table 2. Effect of age at the first egg and molting on growth performance of breeding geese

Age at the first egg 12 month 10 month
SEM Age M AxM
Molting Yes Nil Yes Nil
Body weight, kg/bird
ST, kg 3.55 3.83 3.27 3.56 0.1104 1 1 NS
L6CW, kg 3.71 3.86 3.59 3.77 0.1003 NS NS NS
PEP, kg 4.82 4.78 498 5.01 0.0414 ** NS NS
EEP, kg 4.61 4.72 5.11 4.95 0.2162 NS NS NS
Body weight gain, kg/bird
From ST to L6CW 0.155 0.023 0.319 0.208 0.0420 * * NS
From L6CW to PEP 1.10 0.913 1.43 1.22 0.1353 NS + NS
From PEP to EEP -0.123 -0.049 0.067 -0.055 0.1679 NS NS NS
From ST to EEP 1.07 0.866 1.87 1.36 0.2432 NS + NS

ST: At the time when the ganders were placed in the environmentally controlled house. L6CW : At the time when the ganders were
under 7L : 17D for 6 wks. PEP : At the time when the geese were at the peak of egg production. EEP : At the time when the geese
ended laying.

SEM: Standard error of means.
NS: Not significant. 1: P <0.1.*: P<0.05. **: P<0.01. ***: P<0.001.
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Table 3. Effect of age at the first egg and molting on laying egg characteristics of breeding geese

L By

Age at the first egg 12 month 10 month
SEM Age M AXM
Molting Yes Nil Yes Nil
Egg period, day
ESP1 10.5" 57.5° 6.50"  10.0° 2.487 Hohok Hokk ok
ESP2 115 127 120 119 5.356 NS NS NS
ESP3 47.0 49.0 53.5 475 4.861 NS NS NS
Whole-stage 173" 233° 180° 176° 2.761 ok ok ok
Egg production, %
ESPI 23.9° 7.2° 22.8° 22.0° 2.522 * i *
ESP2 42.9 39.6 45.8 42.2 3.468 NS NS NS
ESP3 15.5 13.1 17.0 12.7 1.654 NS NS NS
Whole-stage 343 26.5 36.4 34.6 1.688 * * NS
Abnormal egg, %
ESP1 0.040 0.005 0.035 0.010 0.009 NS NS NS
ESP2 0.010 0.005 0.010 0.005 0.004 NS NS NS
ESP3 0 0.005 0 0.005 0.003 NS NS NS
Whole-stage 0.010 0.005 0.010 0.005 0.004 NS NS NS
Egg production per goose, egg
ESP1 2.40 4.24 1.48 2.20 1.103 NS NS NS
ESP2 49.3 49.5 54.7 49.9 2.574 NS NS NS
ESP3 7.28 6.69 9.10 6.02 1.418 NS NS NS
Whole-stage 59.2 61.8 65.2 60.8 4.175 NS NS NS

Whole stage: egg production from the beginning to the end; ESP1: stage of egg production from 0 to 35%;
ESP2: stage of egg production from >35 to <35 %; ESP3: stage of egg production from 35 % down to nil.

SEM: Standard error of means.

" Means without the same superscripts within the same row differ significantly (P<0.05).

NS: Not significant. :

P<0.1. *: P<0.05. **: P<0.01. ***: P < 0.001.
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Table 4. Effect of age at the first egg and molting on fertility and hatchability of breeding eggs
Age at the first egg 10 month 12 month SEM Age M AxM
Molting Yes Nil Yes Nil
Fertility, %
ESPI 58.9 53.9 48.2 13.5 14.07 NS NS NS
ESP2 73.5 66.0 64.4 69.6 5.859 NS NS NS
ESP3 53.8 343 32.7 21.2 13.20 NS NS NS
Whole-stage 66.3 55.3 53.0 43.0 6.957 NS NS NS
Hatchability, %
ESPI 443 389 29.1 4.53 5.702 * T NS
ESP2 48.8 45.8 46.4 51.5 4.680 NS NS NS
ESP3 35.2 23.0 12.2 14.2 11.34 NS NS NS
Whole-stage 443 38.2 342 30.0 5.730 NS NS NS
Hatchability of fertilized egg, %
ESP1 76.5 80.5 48.0 21.5 11.97 + NS NS
ESP2 65.0 69.0 70.6 73.6 2.385 + NS NS
ESP3 53.1 67.2 35.0 66.1 10.77 NS NS NS
Whole-stage 63.1 69.5 58.9 64.4 3.728 NS NS NS

Whole stage: egg production from the beginning to the end; ESP1: stage of egg production from 0 to 35%; ESP2: stage of egg

production from >35 to <35 %; ESP3: stage of egg production from 35 % down to nil.

SEM: Standard error of means.
NS: Not significant. ¥: P <0.1. *: P<0.05. **: P < 0.01. ***: P < 0.001.
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Abstract

The purpose of study was to investigate the effects of two age at the first egg, i.e. age of 10 month and 12
month for laying period, and two molting, i.e. with molt and without molt on the body weight gain and reproduction
characteristics of White Roman geese kept in an environment-controlled house. Geese were randomly assigned to
four treatments (2 ages at the first egg treatments x 2 molting treatments). Each treatment was replicated 2 times
in an experimental unit. The results showed that the geese under age of 10 month in comparison with those under
age of 12 month had no significant improvement in body weight gain at the time when the geese were placed in the
environment-controlled house. The geese under age of 10 month comparing to those under age of 12 month have
heavier body weight at the time when the geese were at the peak of egg production (4.99 vs. 4.80 kg, P <0.05).
The geese under age of 10 month comparing to those under age of 12 month have heavier body weight gain at the
time when the geese were under 7 L : 17 D for 6 wks (0.264 vs. 0.09 kg, P <0.05), the geese under with molting
comparing to those under without molting have heavier body weight gain (0.4 vs. 0.2 kg, P <0.05) at the same
period. The geese under age at the first egg and molting treatments had no significant in fertility, hatchability, and
hatchability of fertilized egg cross laying period. The geese under age of 12 month and without molting have longer
laying period than other treatments. In conclusion, the geese under age of 10 month results in higher laying rate of
all period and hatchability at ESP1 (stage of egg production from 0 to 35%). The geese under age of 12 month were
molted, to improve its laying rate of all period and hatchability at ESP1.

Key Words: Age at the first egg, Molting, Reproduction performance, White Roman geese.

(1) Contribution No. 1685 from Livestock Research Institute, Council of Agriculture, Executive Yuan.
(2) Changhua Animal Propagation Station, COA-LRI. Beidou, Changhua 521, Taiwan, R. O. C.

(3) Department of Animal Science, National Chung Hsing University. Taichung 402, Taiwan, R. O. C.
(4) COA-LRI, 112 Farm Road, Hsinhua, Tainan 712, Taiwan, R. O. C.

(5) Corresponding author, E-mail: ykfan@dragon.nchu.edu.tw





