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Table 2. Diet formulation and nutrient composition

Feeding phases 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Duration
Days of age 1-21 21-42 42-56 56-73 73-87 87-102 102-129
Ingredient, kg
Corn 424 455 453 532 591 658.7 679
Soybean meal 465 450 460 391 336 267 244
Dicalcium phosphate, pulverized 24 23.5 24 23 18.5 17.5 15.2
Limestone 14 12 11 11.2 10 9 8.5
Fish meal 50 30 10 - - - -
Soy oil 10 17 32 33 35 37 44
Salt 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
L-Lys-HCl 2 1.5 - 1 - 1 0.5
DL-Met 3 2 2 1.5 1.2 1.5 1
Vitamin premix' 2 2 2 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Trace mineral premix’ 1 1 1 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Choline 2 2 1 1 2 2 1.5
Total 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Calculated nutrient content
ME, kcal/kg 2,841 2,909 3,004 3,075 3,151 3,220 3,292
CP, % 27.0 25.1 24.0 21.0 18.9 16.5 15.6
Lys, % 1.79 1.62 1.45 1.31 1.09 0.99 0.89
Met, % 0.75 0.62 0.59 0.49 0.44 0.43 0.37
Ca, % 1.46 1.29 1.19 1.11 0.94 0.86 0.78
Nonphytate P, % 0.72 0.65 0.61 0.55 0.46 0.43 0.39

! Vitamin premix provided the following ingredients: vitamin A,; vitamin D,,; vitamin E.; vitamin K,,; thiamine,; riboflavin,
;pantothenic acid,; niacin,; pyridoxine,; folic acid,; biotin,; cobalamin.

* Trace mineral premix provided the following ingredients: KIO,,; Na,SeO,,; CuSO, « 5H,0,; FeSO, * H,0,; ZnO,; MnSO, *
H,0,; CoCO,.
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Fig. 1. The body weights of meat-type female turkeys from 11 to 66 days of age (n = 8).
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Table 3. Effect of stocking density on growth performance of meat-type female turkeys from 68 to 129 days of age

Items Stocking density, kg/m’
17.3 21.6 254 29.7
Phase 4, 68 to 73 d of age
InitialBW', kg/bird 4921t 0.13 491% 0.08 477% 0.11 492+ 0.13
Final BW, kg/bird 5.59% 0.19 5.55% 0.09 544% 0.13 5.64% 0.16
ADFT’, g/bird/day 280.62 £ 23.34 275.00 £ 15.31 285.67% 9.54 297.22+ 1.07
ADG’, g/bird/day 133.04 £ 14.21 128.67 £ 16.37 13467+ 6.44 143.44 = 7.01
FCR*, g/g 2.11% 0.05 2.15% 0.18 2.12% 0.08 2.08% 0.09
Phase 5, 73 to 87 d of age
Initial BW, kg/bird 559+ 0.19 555+ 0.09 544% 0.13 5.64% 0.16
Final BW, kg/bird 726 0.21 7.22% 0.06 7.08 % 0.23 7.34% 0.14
ADFI, g/bird/day 302.79+ 2.13 304.21% 1.75 302.98 £ 14.54 319.76 £ 8.11
ADG, g/bird/day 119.07% 2.65 119.56 £ 4.08 117.10£ 8.09 12131+ 423
FCR, g/g 2.54% 0.04 255+ 0.08 259+ 0.05 2.64% 0.16
Phase 6, 87 to 102 d of age
Initial BW, kg/bird 726+ 0.21 722+ 0.06 7.08+ 0.23 7.34% 0.14
Final BW, kg/bird 8.61f 0.13 8.561t 0.23 8.34% 0.32 8.59% 0.09
ADFI, g/bird/day 287.62 £ 12.06 285.59 £16.09 282.81 £12.51 293.07 = 3.68
ADG, g/bird/day 90.07 7.16 89.22£10.92 83.81% 6.27 83.19% 3.50
FCR, g/g 320% 0.12 3.22% 0.27 3.38% 0.16 3.53% 0.13
Phase 7, 102 to 129 d of age
Initial BW, kg/bird 8.61+ 0.13 8.561 0.23 8.34% 0.32 8.59% 0.09
Final BW, kg/bird 10.56 = 0.49 10.56 = 0.38 10.33+ 0.29 1037+ 0.34
ADFI, g/bird/day 315.79 £ 16.65 298.09 £ 19.42 319.00 £ 14.44 311.01 £13.44
ADG, g/bird/day 72.22 £15.28 73.87% 5.81 73.70 £ 10.36 66.17 £ 14.45
FCR, g/g 447+ 0.67 404t 0.13 439+ 0.60 479+ 0.62
Experimental period, 68 to 129 d of age
InitialBW, kg/bird 492+ 0.13 491+ 0.08 477+ 0.11 492+ 0.13
Final BW, kg/bird 10.56 £ 0.49 10.56 £ 0.38 10.33 £ 0.29 10.37% 0.34
ADFI, g/bird/day 303.00 £ 10.04 294.53 + 14.08 303.69+ 8.05 307.48 £ 11.47
ADQG, g/bird/day 9235+ 8.3 92.62% 6.52 91.15% 4.83 89.34+ 7.20
FCR, g/g 3.29% 0.20 3.18% 0.09 334+ 0.13 3451 0.16

Mean + S.D., n=3.
' BW: body weight.

* ADFTI: average daily feed intake ADFI.
> ADG: average daily gain ADFI.

* FCR: feed conversion ratio.

4. (TR 68 % 129 HERHE ST BB R

Table 4. Effect of stocking density on footpad score and dressing percentage of meat-type female turkeys from 68 to 129

days of age
Items Stocking density, kg/m’
17.3 21.6 25.4 29.7
Footpad score' 2.95%£1.90 33112043 3.44+1.09 3.251£0.68
Dressing percentage’, % 84.70 £ 0.60 87.20%£0.78 86.13£3.43 87.1710.61

Mean = S.D., n=3.
' Scoring at 129 days of age.
* Sacrificed at 164 days of age.



THsE TR Ml AEE HES 262

FR87102 = 2.6821 + 0.0277 Treat

3.7 N
12
5 Rsg
Eeld ¥ | ohont
n
+ AdjRsq
o e --71 0.3490
Bei§
RMSE
0.1674
S 3.4
g +
- + :
3.37
n
]
] e
+
3.17 +
a 4 +
Bl T T T T T T T
16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

Treat

2. BRKEEERHEIRCR (y) BEEEHE (x) ZEERRR 87 2 102 Hif -
Fig. 2. Regression relation between the stocking density (x) and the feed conversion rate (y) in the feeding duration of meat-
type female turkeys from 87 to 102 days of age.
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Abstract

This study was to investigate the effect of stocking density on growth performance, foot pad score and dressing
percentage of meat-type female turkeys. A total of eighty B.U.T. 6 commercial female birds were purchased from a
commercial hatchery at 10 days of age. The turkeys were randomly allotted into 8 pens. After 68 days of age, 72 turkeys
were allotted into 4 treatments, i.e. 17.3, 21.6, 25.4 and 29.7 kg/m’ of stocking density. There were 3 pens per treatment and
each pen had 6 turkeys. Results showed that there was no significant effect of stocking density from 17.3 to 29.7 kg/m’ on
body weight, feed intake, body weight gain and feed conversion rate of female turkeys during the 68 to 129 days of age were
observed. Foot pad score and dressing percentage of female turkeys were also not affected by the stocking density. There was
a regression relation between the stocking density and the feed conversion rate in the feeding duration from 87 to 102 days of
age. The regression equation was y = 0.0277x + 2.6821, t = 2.63, P = 0.0253, R* = 0.41. The results suggested that increased
stocking density in range of 17.3 to 29.7 kg/m” diminished feed conversion rate of meat-type female turkeys from 87 to 102

days of age.

Key words: Female turkeys, Stocking density, Growth performance.
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