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Table 1. Composition of basal diets

Growing period Laying period
Ingredients 0-4 weeks 4-8 weeks 8-18 weeks 18 weeks-
%
Yellow corn 65.85 66.75 62.75 63.0
Soybean meals 21 15 10 19
Fish meal 5 3 2 5
Alfalfa meal 5 - - 1.5
Wheat bran - 12 22 -
Soybean oil - - - 1
Calcium phosphate 1.0 1.2 1.2 1.2
Limestone 1.3 1.2 1.2 6
Opyster shell - - - 2.5
Salt 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3
DL-methionine 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.1
Vitamin premix' 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Mineral premix’ 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Chlorine chloride-50% 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Calculated values
Crude protein, % 18.33 15.51 13.99 16.73
ME, kcal/kg 2,942 2,843 2,664 2,851
Calcium, % 1.02 0.95 0.90 3.82
Non-phytate phosphorus, % 0.44 0.43 0.42 0.46

! Supplied per kilogram of diet: Vitamin A, 20,000 IU; Vitamin D5, 4,000 IU; Vitamin E, 40 mg; Vitamin K, 6 mg; Vitamin
B,, 4 mg; Vitamin B,, 10 mg; Vitamin B, 6 mg; Vitamin B,,, 60 ug; Folic acid, 4 mg; Calcium pantothenate, 20 mg; Niacin,
60 mg; Biotin, 0.4 mg.

* Supplied per kilogram of diet: Iron, 80 mg; Copper, 15 mg; Manganese, 80 mg; Cobalt, 0.25 mg; Zinc, 50 mg; Iodine, 0.85
mg; Selenium, 0.1 mg.
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Table 2. Effects of different feeding types on growth performance and age at 5% egg production rate of native layer hens in
growing period

Feeding types
Caged group Free range Floor SEM
Average body weight, g
0wk 31.1 31.5 31.3 0.25
4 wk 259.2° 236.2° 305.4° 4.63
10 wk 925.4 919.4 939.9 11.95
16 wk 1,591 1,554 1,619 20.48
Feed/gain
0-4 wk 2.20 2.61 1.93
4-10 wk 3.11 2.88 3.49
10-16 wk 5.02 5.11 5.05
Age at 5% egg production rate, days 126 123 121
No. of coccidiosis oocysts
at 6 wks, oocysts/g feces 8,860° 60,022" 7,502°

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

3. AEgEEAMEN LR EERT (28 Mk ) HELE 2
Table 3. Effects of different feeding types on egg quality of native layer hens in the early laying period (28 weeks of age)

Feeding types
Caged group Free range Floor SEM
Average egg weight, g 41.7° 40.0° 42.4° 0.54
Egg gravity 1.081° 1.075° 1.079* 0.001
Egg shell strength, kg 2.618 2.512 2.447 0.11
Egg shell thickness, mm 0.349 0.343 0.359 0.003
Haugh unit 59.2 55.7 58.0 1.40

“® Means within the same row without common superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05).

F 4. AEEEEAEN L HEEER D] (50 8l ) BEnE 28
Table 4. Effects of different feeding types on egg quality of native layer hens in the late laying period (50 weeks of age)

Feeding types

Caged group Free range Floor SEM
Average egg weight, g 47.4° 47.9" 49.4* 0.60
Egg gravity 1.070° 1.079° 1.078° 0.013
Egg shell strength, kg 2.26 2.72¢ 2.76 0.13
Egg shell thickness, blunt, mm 0.280° 0.348° 0.340° 0.005
Egg shell thickness, middle, mm 0.276° 0.339° 0.336° 0.005
Egg shell thickness, tip, mm 0.299° 0.358° 0.351° 0.006
Haugh unit 52.5° 49.7" 45.0° 1.71
Egg shape coefficient (egg width/egg length) 0.75 0.76 0.75 0.006

" Means within the same row without common superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05).
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Fig. 1. Effects of different feeding types on hen day egg production rate of native layer hens in the early laying period.
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Fig. 2. Effects of different feeding types on hen day egg production rate of native layer hens in the middle laying period.
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Fig. 3 Effects of different feeding types on hen day egg production rate of native layer hens in the late laying period.
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Abstract

The purpose of this experiment was to investigate the effects of feeding types on the egg production performance of
native chicken. Three hundred day-old LRI Taishu female No. 12 chicks were used as experimental animals and divided into
three groups. Each group had 100 birds. The experiment was divided to growth stage and laying stage till 55 weeks of age.
Group 1 to 3 was the control (raised at floor and caged after 16 weeks of age), free range (raised at floor and free range after
6 weeks of age) and floor (whole term on floor), respectively. The birds were fed the same feed. Egg production performance,
parasite infection and brooding behavior were investigated. The average coccidial oocysts of fresh feces at 6 weeks of age
indicated that free range were the highest at 60,022 oocysts/g feces and the control and floor were 8,860 and 7,502 oocysts/
g feces, respectively, while Ascaris lumbricoides were not detectable. Coccidial oocysts and Ascaris lumbricoides were
not detectable at 16 weeks of age. Age at the 5% egg production rate for group 1 to 3 was 126, 123 and 121 days of age,
respectively. The egg quality in early laying period (28 weeks of age) showed that egg weight and gravity in free range group
were significantly lower than the other two groups (P < 0.05). There was no significant difference in egg shell thickness,
strength and Haugh unit among the groups. The egg quality in late laying period (50 weeks of age) showed that egg shell
thickness and strength in caged group were significantly lower than the other two groups (P < 0.05), but Haugh unit was the
highest (P < 0.05). There was no significant difference in gravity among the groups. For hen-day egg production rate of whole
term, the caged group was 45.7%; free range and floor group were 40.9% and 41.3%, respectively. Egg production of free
range and floor was 89.4% and 90.4% that of the cage group. For feed conversion ratio (feed/egg) during laying period (21 to
50 weeks of age), caged group was the best at 5.04, free range and floor group were 5.81 and 5.65, respectively. The brooding
rate for group 1 to 3 were 0, 13.70 and 13.58%, respectively during 21-30 weeks of age; 0, 4.00 and 4.41%, respectively
during 31-40 weeks and 0.76, 1.70 and 2.01%, respectively during 41-55 weeks of age. It indicated that brooding rate of free
range and floor group was higher in early laying period (21-30 weeks of age) and was decreased significantly after 30 weeks
of age. It shows that native chicken layers feeding with welfare type are feasible. Although brooding problem in early period
causes decrease in egg production, the late period can maintain better egg shell quality. The results can be the reference for

the alternative feeding types of conventional cage feeding system.
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