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R4H ) ~ FEBEETHE 85%RAT4H ke AL AR 85%REJAHEHLL 1.5 ~ 3.0 2 4.5 kg Z A fpiREEEEIL 5
TR B A - EoE a2 M E OB AR 2 275 R 18%H 2,650 keal/kg - 55BN » A
R (LA 2 S E R A BRGi RAV RIS B B E At 4 40 HE - TS ERBEETIE 85% R A4H ke ZE B 6
& 85%[REA4HEHLL 1.5 kg LMHIREE 2 AT (RS0 E B 2 A ERE 35% L BR)HEEZ Z KR
PR A 3 SHE (R HP B B AR R 85%0 R B 4H 2 S IR ML RIBE i AL B A e 85%
PREFGH HLEH 2L 3.0 kg A e R R S B RO AR (L A4 (48.3 vs. 39.7 81 32.5% ) - TEAGHNELBEET
& 85% PR f4H R B RE G 85%RENAHERLL 1.5 ] 4.5 kg Z A MIREE Y 22 EER(LE - 198
FL TR R (T A4 EFE (67.8 ~ 63.7 ~ 66.1 vs. 54.1% ) » FEBE A KR (T6A4H > FEfEHy & & - BEHE W
oAt 2 4HEE (1.14 vs. 0.85 > 0.93 ~ 0.99 J2 0.94 kg) - [ Hifl B HI BAE 7 85% PR &7 40 R A B 6l
85%PREMAHEHLL 1.5 kg ZAEBFIREFAHEEE (0.82 vs. 0.68 Jz 0.71 kg) » &5 LATal » B EORR R
HENYENLAYE B - EERMEHESE ] DL RE R &7 0 DU (e Sy 7 A ARG - fRTHE R 2
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HESIEREEAIEEE Y TEEE > (55 97 %Ll L - 1R 2009 FEES T FHET
BIBTER 459 B > EE 19 80 (G 2BEBCEMEE 1.35% ((THREEZEEST » 2009) -
Yeh and Wang (1999) f5HHEZEBEHARE T HBRAE 22 » DIEEERYE 10 AREFES
A HPA1 2 3 AREER - (KEFRIEEF 6 29 AM - §F% (1990) ZH5el BIBEINE
BItEAETEZ BN — 2 2 B IRRDR T oy R E B R I E B - BRI SR %R 2 s AV
& » DARACHE KefBl] > B H H HZE B 2 ikl Bl R I 5 Al s 10 /NEF 39 4388 (12 A 16 H
FI12H27H) B 13 /8538 7388 (6 H 18 HE 6 A 24 H) (FHRREGLSF » 2009) - —fRFEELE
REEI (10 AYEEFE S AK) 2 HHEH M (FIEIEE ) 73515 11 /N 56 7788 K 13 /NEf
31 opg8 - HopHEEFMHLL 12 H 16 HE 12 H 27 HEH -

BREEHAEMHE 2R E » EaEE BCETEEREY (Cowan, 1980 5 Wilson et al.,
1977) » HEEER Z AR HMERSE - Mattocks (1971) R AIEERA®RMA N2 » EF
B EA AT - HABEOEIRZELRY) - AARHIBFEEE - Hollister et al. (1984) W5t &S
HEBEHE (Embden) BiLLE 20% 5 2 LB 5 (Kentucky blue grass) KM /K E T} - HETRIRL
FRELHHIRAH 7 [ SRS 72 5 (EATRERR(RERRHA © 5940 » IRA DU IR N B 6] oK A DL
4 E e~ 7=0(Rosinski et al., 1996; Elminowska-Wenda et al., 1997 )- f&Efig i & E B 6 2 18%
EOE R 2 EEY - WS 14%E 0B E AR E S - ZAHABATERS (Landaise geese )
KA #E( Rhine geese ) 7 FEE MR Rll47 IR 2% K2 6%( Sauveur and Rousselot-Pailley, 1982 )-
TR EE M TS 14.1%E 88 R AHEE 8.79 M /ke » HERLIH A e > S ERIEN E
B T AER LR SRR R & A R 2 S B B R AR Ry fE (Sauveur et al,
1988 ) - 1 H AT & I6 & Z BRI A SR IBE L T » G NAE I DUCE - /D B ekt 2 (A > aF
] Ry REEDR A T A 2 — - [ERE B RESE R TN e 5 IR A A 2 At H ol DA e s 2
MR E  ARERRA A EIREES € - e TEEATE I A TR AR L EARTHY » AEEsE
Ak A RE - ARG R e fellE i DU SRR RE R BIRA IS A ERGEN A2 — -

E P A AU RS DATR 66 5 =UE HAS &= 4.75 kg n[MIEERBEEESNEEZHER

(Bogenfiirst et al., 1998 ) - fEAGHA FE & IR ERE (U AE 2.76 MI/&/H Z falle » HAE B2 5 RER(T
B E S AAHEEBHAIR Z (Sellieretal., 1994) - Bogenfiirst % ABA 1998 F- 7145 i EE #1778 £ 1
M- GHESEEERE (EOEEAHEZE DRI 15.5%8 11.5 MJ /kg) 220 g 7 & BB T
FHA& (65.6vs. 72.78) -

A B T B A AR PR e Bl DU AR R R B » IR IR B R MR BRaT » TR ER
Y en BN < e MR AR B N R S S LA REE 2 2% -

M ERTT A

1. BB

BB E SRR RS SR Y S 3 AR A RSN  RNEEEA
FEfG® o AARBR o  BERTIRE S B 12,0 813.8 m o IR 45.6 m® (13.8257) £
PSR LA 1 (1~ KR 2 (B LUK |1 - Kt B~ BRRRERK % 3.8+ 0.8 % 0.3
m e AP 2 T 2t 2K TR R R » b KR M 2 B B BLE 53 By 8.2 8 3.8 mo A 31.2 m?
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(9.45 B » [ e R0 I 2 R BRI R 53 5 R 3.0 B 3.8 m > [ Ay 11.4 m® (3.45 BF) » WIsk Bt &
2 B DA R T AL ET R Ry 1.22 &/m® (4.03 &/3F) -

AREFHAEREEEEET (H 2008/10/01 F 2009/06/08 HAR ) #E1T » SAERMAIRIER H 20OLIE g
SEBEEEMR > IHEREHEUK -

. stBgacs

SUERER T 520 EFENE (120 KGR 400 E&HE) - RIEFIEHOICE 10 - S s2 € &
i 12 &0 40 EEHIE - 10 fHE & fk5e 23 i%3%aT (completely randomized design; CRD) 3T
P S TEERE pE AL - 5 TR EE o | R bR AR (L ATAH (IR ) - ELREETHE 85% R 740 R A b alfe
85%[REFEHEHLL 1.5 ~ 3.0 50 4.5 kg ZAEMIREE - ABEERE Z HE ERAHHESED L 18%
B 2,650 keal/kg > HAHR R at EEYINR 1 - slUBRIHE LIS E & i (EERE 35%) oy 5LEh -
HHEER D K 2 (HIEE: - R R EEEEESE  BEESEZEEESFE - SUEREHRAT 21
R Py BMES - (LB AL (1 6] AR B G KR > A A 7 A IR 5 2.0 kg (6.92 g DM/EE/H ) > ZH FESY]
GiRI% o MASATE AR B AR S EE RABERE R AR AR E B 85%
5 > AFREEAE AT > NEH B 9 RrEHE - W VAN ERE L (BT
EHNEERGE T ZREERRTE -

. HEHEB
(1) REME

BENREBE EESE (EERE 35%) RRBEHE (BEERER 5%) a5l
TREREE -

(ii) FEBREENE R A A R R R

B E BRI ~ B g el BRas oy TR AS B0 - TR & TR e A B A Ka
B M EBEN SR AR R - 3 HEURRE —X - SRWEE R EH
BEIIEE 3 HFTR:  WEREREIERIA B EMY ZEECHE8 R 3 A2 EE > BE
H B s - DU H BRI e S - U E - DU RIS 2 R0
FER o HEZ B E 6-13 1 - et BEAR GRS RE > R YERZ -

(i) EEE () KREER (%)

MREESME > LSS H Y ZEE UHEREER - BEERZARELANX  BEE
EBE (%) =FHEHEER/RBIEEHE<100 - FHEERSELKEGEEHR  BHEBEA
18°C A P AT - AT 2 EDL 2 Ry | HETOEITIABIESE -

(iv) FEEZZHER (%) KIFEER (%)

ARERILUCER 17 #EEE - BT R R LR HE - ANFEERE 16,679 5 - 7
WHACHASE 7 RAEITEREE » HINIR B RZHEE - ZER (%) Z5tEAR  MEZHEER (%)
=(AEH-EEE)/ AEHX100 - LR (%) ZatEAN - EEREE (%) =B
INEHX100 5 ZAFEMLE (%) = BB/ 2K EH*100 -

(v) BEMR

BENEESE (EERE 35%) Rl R (EERER 5%) & SHERRA
BHE% 2 & HIEHERMR  GEEREE - ZNEERE - HEE - fiiE - FiE -
WE - ME - HFE - L EUKEEES -
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1. SBRTENG 2 ZL B G R AH

Table 1. The components of basal diet for White Roman geese

Ingredients %
Yellow corn 56.95
Soybean meal 25.5
Alfalfa meal 3.0
Fish meal, 65% 2.50
Oyster shell 3.50
Molasses 3.00
Salt 0.30
Dicalcium phosphate 1.60
Limestone, pulverized 3.10
Choline chloride, 50 % 0.10
DL-Methionine 0.15
Vitamin premix' 0.20
Mineral premix” 0.10
Total 100
Calculated values, %

Crude protein 18
ME, kcal/kg 2,650
Calcium 2.97
Phosphorus 0.67

:Vitamin premix: Each kg containing vitamins A 10,000,000 IU, D3 2,000,000 IU, E 20,000 mg, B; 1
g, B,4.8g,Bs3 g, By, 0.01 g, Biotin 0.2 g, K5 1.5 g, D-calcium pantothenate 10 g, Folic acid 0.5 g,
Nicotinic acid 25 g.

%: Mineral premix: Each kg containing Cu 15.0 g, Fe 80 g, Zn 50 g, Mn 80 g, Co 0.25 g, 1 0.85 g.

V. &iator i

SR ERHRAET 77T 2248 (SAS, 2004) HELTHEET 74T » (EH — AR MEBURE 7 ( General linear
model procedure, GLM ) #7857 » B LU/ N FH{E % (Least square means, LSMEANS )
SRS E I PR AR -

B BRI DU NS T BT R B RS AR S DA Ryl B LA -

Yij = p + Ti +¢g;

Yy r RoRE R 5 M EUANE -

n RN BUAME RIS ME -

Ti @ RN | EEEEE A EERE > i=1,2, -, 5

e+ M Ryl BR AL 2 st -
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FESR B A

- HigERESL g

FRig G fta A MR E 2 B VM REE NN 25.4-47.1 g/&/H (3 2) MEEZIHE
& e AREREEE (HRE) NollRaEEESE (FEER 35%) ZARERNHEE
k5289 g/&/H > HEESKEZEEEGS R (EERBRR 5%) AR 258 g/&/H » SUSERIN AL
BitE M AR E Ry 281 o/®/H - M HE A 4 4 BEHIALRR R PRI FE R /0 240-243 g//H - i
GAEMREENEIE 21 RIEFGETH - L TEAREE 85%Re1E - Sl 1.5 3.0 2
45 kg ARUREEZ BRINBEAMRESN FNEERFERH 254443 1 47.1 g- WIREZ
I5% > EERBAG EEE g 2 RV E B EE R M AL o IS AL 85% RET4E
HEGLL 45 kg AR E VRV ENME > BEEAAEERE 85%Re140ES (36.9 vs. 35.2 kg
DM/goose ) » SEE T IR 7 FE R o 2 A BR A R 2 SRRV BB ME R > BRE it 4 & % HEE
SHEZ B R RN B M R A EH S -

* 2. NS AR R AR B H G RN R

Table 2. Consumptions of green grass and feed during laying period by White Roman geese

Dietary treatment
85% 85% Basal 85% Basal 85% Basal

ftem Ba.sal Basal ration+1.5  ration+3.0 kg ration+4.5 kg SEM!
ration ration kg grass grass grass
Feed consumption, g air dry matter/day/goose
From ST to PEP 289 252 251 251 254 2.11
From PEP to END 258 219 213 215 213 3.66
From ST to END 281 243 240 241 241 2.33
Green grass consumption, g air dry matter/day/goose
From ST to PEP 0 0 24.2 42.1 52.2 1.18
From PEP to END 0 0 26.8 47.1 36.4 13.0
From ST to END 0 0 25.4 443 47.1 5.05
Total feed consumption, kg dry matter (feed + green grass consumption)/goose
From ST to PEP 40.3° 35.2¢ 35.7" 36.2% 36.9° 0.34
From PEP to END 21.1° 17.9° 17.9° 18.4° 18.1° 0.24
From ST to END 61.5° 53.1° 53.6™ 54.6™ 54.9° 0.48

ST: At the time when the geese started egg production. PEP: At the time when the geese were at the peak
of egg production. END: At the time when the geese ended the egg production.

ISEM: Standard error of means for treatment.

Guy etal.(1996) 53 119 Hiit 2 #5€ (Polish WD1 ) #55 » FREREIIE R G5 Fal % EH 800 g -
B (1991) SHEREEREUR - 6-9 BIRIEE 2 FHBHIRE RN 150 g i - f§ SR BRI -
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HEEERHRERRVMARERY > RERIEE (6-13 Hl) BN BB E ik - %I
PHEEEZBENEREER 22.2kg (BHEEL 396 g) - 3F (2004) 3 0 E SIS 54%
AfPREE 2 fRET > WHENMER 4 BikBESRARSANREE 26 HEK > 52 34 8
e R SIEERE S S0% AR Z 6k - HEkUARETECR S A RER Z AR > HH
CHWMER 4 BiREEAEER > HHERSCRAREZEY © 6-13 Bk EMRE S 50% LR
FREAEREE - HEHNE R ERRECR S AR E 2 a4 - mHERD R E ROk
aEREEZ ERED - KRB IEERaEE 3 HAT > RO HER I T AR
L7 T > HUE TE S AT DL R B R A B0 Sl T A IR E 55 2.0 kg (6.92 g DMVER/H ) 2 53
g o M ERBHR EEE S - DISEREEE 85% ReTAH S Ll A R B 2 = f % » 308
CREE SR 2 B NS E R B IR R R R (R 3) - SRBinEEE S
HEEEHHLL 1.5~ 3.0 )2 4.5 kg AfREE ZEHRAET NI R 24.2 > 42.1 ) 52.2 g (R 2) - HEERET
FHEEEREFE 2B EEEEYRE - QetDiERERE s BHEESE
BREE B IR AR (R 3) IR ZIEEN SRS R ER M 4 HEEH (£3)- 16
EnolinEEESEZBERLNT 0.65-1.19 kg MEHEESEEEESKEAILE
0.45-0.51 kg - 13 Hif¢ % 8 il (128 SHEENET & 10.9% LS EEFS 17 2% EfRE R Z Gig - H
8 Ml He L EREPR S EH AR (MF > 2007) - 5F (2004) DUESHREFIRSERZ A -
ERET R 206 - RIS EME S 30% AR E 2 aElR - K 8 Bk EREER M ERERE
ZEREHE - B (2001) DUSE[E EaRAeD 5 28 S It A DGR - RS IREUR » 16 MR
EoBURENER  FTERBREINAER > MF (2007) RETER LFETIHEERNE -
NRRISETRERL > T (2004) J7ERIR S R A - Al il e A IRERE Z 10.6 (1.5
kg)~ 18.4 (3.0 kg) K2 19.5% (4.5 kg) #ife » HAEESEREEHEMERS LHFNEEAFRE 2B
£ (P=0.0502) » Hrr - $IRAHIEE L oABREE R 2 S E B A 4 HHE -

3. RE R SR RS E R L o

Table 3. Effect of feed restriction and feeding green grass on body weight of breeder geese

Dietary treatment
85% 85% Basal 85% Basal 85% Basal

ftem Ba.sal Basal ration+ 1.5 ration+3.0 kg ration+4.5 kg SEM'
ration ration kg grass grass grass

Body weight, kg/goose
ST 5.14 5.14 5.08 5.04 5.01 0.05
PEP 6.33 5.79 5.87 5.84 5.68 0.11
END 582" 526" 5.22° 5.39 5.22° 0.09

Body weight change, kg/goose
From ST to PEP 1.19 0.65 0.78 0.80 0.67 0.14
From PEP to END -0.51 -0.53 -0.64 -0.45 -0.45 0.12
From ST to END 0.68 0.12 0.14 0.35 0.22 0.12

ST: At the time when the geese started egg production. PEP: At the time when the geese were at the peak
of egg production. END: At the time when the geese ended the egg production.

'SEM: Standard error of means for treatment.
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o. HisEEHEER 22

PEAESIE T EEREIIRER » NN 195.5-227.0 K (£ 4) - GE LIV E ST &4/
TR > Ry /TN 41.5-49.8 1 - BHIEREHARE A Ay 23.2-25.3% » Z4HE AR  EIERISET®
TNEEES > TR 4.09-8.54% - BRAT AR ETIE 85% R 67 4H B AL BR ENE 85% P A 4H FLo DAL 4L 1.5
kg ZTEHE > AUHH (ESPL) HVMHESZAE R » B RO IRAH - AAREaaiE 85% R fa4H H o DLA B4
3.0 & 4.5 kg EE (79.8 and 78.3 vs. 67.2, 64.0 and 65.4% ) (3 5) - TENEELER LA TR 85%REA4H
ZHEEN LR BRI 85% R 40 H i DA B4R 3.0 kg B IR 4E & (48.3 vs.39.7 and
32.5%) o SSTEFGEReR LR AR AR 85% R EA4H H ¥ DA SE N E 3.0 kg Z T ETHER - BRI IR
f (39.7vs.32.5% ) - TEASER A ELBEEARE 85% RAI4H - FLBRETIE 85% R Aa4H H i LA SE40E 1.5 kg
K 4.5 kg HZ ZEEM LR - BEEREIRAEE (67.8,63.7 and 66.1 vs. 54.1% ) °

4. [RED R e AR p R IS A E VIR s

Table 4. Effect of feed restriction and feeding green grass on laying egg characteristics of breeder geese

Dietary treatment

Item Basal 85% 85% Basal 85% Basal 85% Basal SEM!

Basal ration+ 1.5 kg ration+3.0 kg ration+4.5 kg

ration .
ration grass grass grass

Laying period, day

ESP1 97.0 82.5 88.0 116.5 83.0 11.3
ESP2 56.0 44.5 68.5 36.0 57.5 15.5
ESP3 55.5 67.0 49.0 74.5 55.0 9.79
Whole period 208.5 194.0 205.5 227.0 195.5 8.11
Egg production, egg/per goose
ESP1 13.6 13.0 11.3 13.8 11.9 1.32
ESP2 22.6 15.5 27.8 13.9 21.8 6.30
ESP3 12.1 13.2 10.7 13.9 9.5 1.26
Whole period 48.3 41.7 49.8 41.5 432 4.62
Egg production, %
ESP1 14.0 15.6 12.8 12.1 14.3 0.80
ESP2 39.9 349 40.6 36.5 37.9 1.47
ESP3 21.9 19.7 21.8 19.1 17.5 1.44
Whole period 25.3 234 25.1 22.6 232 0.99
Mortality, %
ESP1 0 1.25 0 2.50 0 1.25
ESP2 2.71 0 1.35 0 2.70 0.60
ESP3 2.78 2.70 7.19 4.13 1.39 1.15
Whole period 5.48 3.95 8.54 6.63 4.09 2.36

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

ISEM: Standard error of means for treatment.
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5. PRET R R AT A4 S AR G Y R ER 2 A R R I LR Z s
Table 5. Effect of feed restriction and feeding green grass on fertility and hatchability of eggs from

breeder geese

Dietary treatment

Item 85% Basal 85% Basal 85% Basal SEM!
o,
Basal ration 85% Basal ration+ 1.5 kg ration+3.0 kg ration+4.5 kg
ration grass grass grass

Fertility, %

ESPI 67.2° 79.8° 78.3° 64.0° 65.4° 1.64
ESP2 71.1 78.4 72.1 73.3 77.0 3.37
ESP3 33.5 38.1 36.9 44.5 36.5 7.55
Whole period 59.9 65.1 66.6 59.3 60.6 2.35
Hatchability, %
ESP1 372 62.5 51.0 51.8 53.3 4.78
ESP2 23 61.1 53.4 57.9 54.2 5.40
ESP3 12.6 19.7 14.8 17.2 12.1 4.53
Whole period 32.5° 48.3° 43 5% 39.7° 42.1%® 1.90
Hatchability of fertilized egg, %
ESP1 58.6 77.9 63.5 73.6 81.0 4.20
ESP2 59.0 77.6 73.0 77.8 70.2 4.84
ESP3 39.2 46.7 50.4 36.3 38.2 6.65
Whole period 54.1° 67.8" 63.7 61.2% 66.1* 2.02

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

ISEM: Standard error of means for treatment.

TG 2 2 20%p1 ERET SR EF 68 (700 keal ME/day/goose ) » HoAd 25 52 22 W] d (- 65 4H 2 7
10-15% » HESERIE TN E 4 E8IER (Sellier et al., 1994) - fEGEEHE H'E & & 18.6%H
FERETE 2700 keal/g 7 GAKEHY 90% (6 & - HiEEZE R B2 E (71 vs. 52% )( Sauveur
et al., 1988) - fEfg*E E AT HEE 220 ¢ tiiE (EOEEE 15.5%E R AAHEEE 11.5
Ml/kg) » HEEHELELHE (72.7 vs. 65.6 #7) (Bogenfiirst, 1998) - G AEEIM - & H
AR CHBE(E S 2.76 MI/kg 2 (i » HAEE R (LA E S - AHEEHAIZZ (Sellier et
al., 1994) - fEfgEENE TR (EOESE 14.1%HEE 8.79 MI/kg) HEFLURT L
BE > BEREZEEY - EEZERRMLE - HR e R S 2 S5 0 E AR EHEE
F{E (Sauveur et al., 1988) - FEEEHAZE EIAM R AT S 18%E H'E 2 ik - HEETIREE S 14%
EOE ke H DR S - AR BHMERS (Landaise geese) KHEPHHE (Rhine geese) 7 fEZE
ZHER A7 B 2% K 6% ( Sauveur and Rousselot-Pailley, 1982) o
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AEABREERBUR - TEASAR T LT IE 85%REIMHBLIAREATNE 85%RAmAH H LA SR 1.5
kg HEEZEEZFBREMHER > EHBEREEBA AR ol (R AT T 7RIS
S A RE R A E  ASUBRTEISAS G AR (EEOESE 18% AR 2,750 kealkg) > DL
ETEEARE 85%[R e 2 aReA % » SIS IR AT AT &R 2 2R R bR > mTRE IR IR By it R G
G EHEE RS TR PE o EEEE 85%REIMH Z AEE - N imEi DA A EL B SR
THEE{El e B TEE WL -

. HEEEREER 2

F 6 FREIENAE E S (FEERE 35%) Kl R (BEERER 5%) ZEBRER - #iR
MH TEfERLE I EAS S > B AR AT LR ATNE 85% R AAl4H BLELREATNE 85% R AT4H B DU R E
B 1.5kg & 4.5kg HE (6.71vs.5.53,5.71 and 5.91 kg ; 4.80 vs. 4.05, 4.12 and 4.23 kg ) - ¥} IZ4HfE
52 BT B EE A e LA 4 4H % 55 2 2% > FLRR R B8 R B i ELAth 4 4H 5 #6( 1.14 vs. 0.85, 0.93, 0.99 and
0.94 kg )- $f TR 4H > f 6 i 25 B i L A S A 8 5% PR G 4H B EL B G HE 85% R ARl 4H il DL A= fif i 5
1.5 kg #E (0.82vs. 0.68 and 0.71 kg) ; SSTEFENEE S G MBE - BRI R IFEEK (0.67
vs.0.82 kg ) - FLBEANE 85%FRea4H H B AR SRR 4.5 kg 2 TRV H B > B AR G AL B 6THE 85%
FREJAHEEE (0.17 vs. 0.13 kg) s STEIENEE S G2 E BEHERH IS R EE (0.14 vs. 0.17
kg) o FEmNZERGE - BRE - W ESGERET LS ER - BN EES G S HE
HZERSE vt - BEEFEE A RIE T (23.3vs.20.7% ) » 281 » SN EE S 2 R E RALS
BE(EZERSE H I o AIBEZ R eR s R (12.2 vs 14.4% ;2.62 vs. 2.94% )

Puchajda et al. (1997) $5H#5 & 8RR [FF IR - HH g5 B RS E T % K BRI
EFAE R - §F (2004) S EENE S S0%FTERER 2 6lE - EESERRIgNE > IR
ERERREESR ZMIHEESR - Guyetal. (1996) 55 119 H# 2 Polish WD &6 SR AR F 5 L
H R Z R E ST R Ry 405 g J 392 g i H /A BARHEE 7 g P EE R 43 71 By 436 g 2 362 g #REE (2007 )
AR SR EE T 13 AR E > MR ARERERREFHER > EEEET IR
S B 0 (HE B SRl A5 22 A8 B B 4 - RISLAR G AR e R E B H M 2R -
LRGSR BN - HIRA B EERE - fHE - ME LIS E > 9FE R AR 85%R A
HEE > BURTEARERAENEE - BRE - BBERWEE 28I HE X EE MR
25 o

4 ERmat - AsEr 2 FEIEAEE A E S E 18%HHIEE 2,750 keal/kg 2 FLBEEEHE » M DIELHE
BANE 85%[REE 2 68 704 A am R AT A flh DA SRR > AR TS E AT HA 2 R R
B (EEE 2 EEMRERETHEER R - APNEER=ElE Y EE S 8 EEEgEET
DA el B 6] 7 e DU e iy 7 e A S - R TR S R EA LR -
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Table 6. Effect of feed restriction and feeding green grass on carcass characteristics of breeder geese

Dietary treatment

85% 85% 85%
Traits 85% Basal Basal Basal SEM! T B® TxB
Basal Basal  ration+ ration+ ration+
raion  ion 1.5kg  3.0kg  45kg
grass grass grass
kg/goose
Body weight 6.71° 5.53 5.71° 6.15°  591° 024 ¥ NS NS
FDBW* 6.35" 5.16° 5.30 574% 554> 023 ** NS NS
Carcass weight 4.80° 4.05° 4.12° 4.40% 423> 0.19 * NS
Head and neck weight 0.57 0.52 0.52 0.55 0.52 0.003 NS NS NS
Breast weight 1.14° 0.85° 0.93° 0.99° 094> 0.005 ** NS NS
Wing weight 0.66 0.57 0.63 0.65 0.67 0.003 NS NS NS
Back weight 1.43 1.18 1.19 1.20 1.18 0.007 ¥+ NS NS
Leg weight 0.82° 0.68° 0.71°¢ 078  0.74™  0.004 * owkx NS
Paw weight 0.20 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.001 NS NS NS
Gizzard weight 0.15®  0.13° 0.15®  0.16®  0.17°  0.0001  *  kwr #
Abdominal fat pad weight 0.19 0.12 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.002 NS NS NS
Liver weight 0.12 0.087 0.093 0.096 0.094 00008 f NS NS
—— % of FDBW —
Abdominal fat pad weight 3.01 2.29 2.65 2.23 2.52 0380 NS NS NS
Liver weight 1.93 1.76 1.77 1.68 1.69 0.156 NS NS NS
Head and neck weight 9.05 9.99 9.78 9.67 9.32 0.353 NS NS NS
Breast weight 17.9 16.4 17.5 17.2 17.0 0.623 NS NS NS
Wing weight 10.4 11.1 12.0 11.3 12.1 0.441 ¥ NS NS
Back weight 223 233 22.5 20.7 21.2 1.020 NS  ** NS
Leg weight 12.9 132 134 13.7 13.3 0.443 NS ** NS
Paw weight 3.20 3.46 3.66 3.23 3.51 0.176 NS NS NS
Gizzard weight 2.48 2.78 2.88 2.72 3.06 0.154 T * NS
'SEM: Standard error of means for treatment.
*T: The significance between dietary treatments.
3B: The significance between the peak of egg production and ended egg production.
*FDBW: Eighteen-hours feed-deprived body weight (kg/goose).
2 ® Means without the same superscripts within the same row under treatment differ significantly

(P<0.05).
NS: Not significant. }:

P<0.1. ¥: P<0.05. **: P<0.01. ***: P<0.001.
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Abstract

This study was to investigate the effects of feed restriction and green napiergrass supplementation
at laying period of White Roman goose in a traditional geese house. According to a completely
randomized design, geese were randomly assigned to five treatments, treatments including of basal
ration ad libitum (Control), 85% of basal ration feed restriction, 85% of basal ration feed restriction plus
1.5, 3.0 or 4.5 kg of green napiergrass Taishigrass No. 2. Five hundred and twenty geese of the third lay
were randomly allotted into five dietary treatments, each including 2 pens and each pen with 12 males
and 40 females. The diets for laying period contain 18% CP and 2,650 kcal ME/kg. The results showed
that the geese feeding basal ration ad libitum had heavier body weight than the other 4 treatments at the
time when the geese were ended egg production. Geese feeding 85% of basal ration feed restriction and
85% of basal ration feed restriction plus 1.5 kg of grass had higher fertility than feeding basal ration ad
libitum and 85% of basal ration feed restriction plus 3 and 4.5 kg of grass at ESP1 (79.8, 78.3 vs. 67.2,
64.0 and 65.4%). Geese feeding 85% of ad libitum had higher hatchability than feeding ad libitum and
85% of ad libitum plus 3 kg and ad libitum of grass (48.3 vs. 39.7 and 32.5%). Geese feeding 85% of
basal ration feed restriction and 85% of basal ration feed restriction plus 1.5 and 4.5 kg of grass had
higher hatchability of fertilize egg than feeding basal ration ad libitum (67.8, 63.7, 66.1 vs. 54.1%). The
geese feeding basal ration ad libitum had heavier breast weight than those feeding 85% of basal ration
feed restriction, 85% of basal ration feed restriction plus 1.5, 3.0 or 4.5 kg of grass (1.14 vs. 0.85, 0.93,
0.99 and 0.94 kg/bird) and heavier leg weight than those feeding 85% of basal ration feed restriction and
85% of basal ration feed restriction plus 1.5 kg of grass (0.82 vs. 0.68 and 0.71 kg). Therefore,
considering the economic benefits and animal welfare, feed restriction and green grass feeding is a good

way to promote fertility and hatchability of geese.
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