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Performance and Carcass Ratio of Large-type Female Broiler at Different Stocking Densities
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ABSTRACT This work was carried out to investigate performance and carcass yield of large-type broilers at different stocking
densities. Treatments were T1 (9.1 birds/m?), T2 (10.3 birds/m?) and T3 (11.5 birds/m?) by the stocking density. Four hundred
eight 1-day-old Arbor Acre broiler chicks were used for six weeks (starter, 0~1 wks; earlier, 1~3 wks; finisher, 3~6 wks)
and divided into 3 treatments (4 replications/treatment, 30, 34 or 38 birds/replication). Research indexes were rearing viability
ratio, body weight, body weight gain, feed intake, feed conversion ratio, production efficiency factor and carcass ratio. Rearing
viability ratio (%) was 89% or more for all treatments and there was no significant difference on weekly rearing viability
ratio (%). Body weight of T2 was the greatest and that of T3 was the lowest at 1 weeks old (P<0.05). Body weight gain
of T2 was the greatest and that of T3 was the lowest at 0~1 weeks old (P<0.05). However, body weight gain of T3 was the
greatest and that of T1 was the lowest at 1~2 weeks old (P<0.05). Body weight gain of T2 was the greatest as 3,031 g
among treatments at 0~6 weeks old (P<0.05). Feed intakes of T1, T2 and T3 were 1,417 g, 1,265 g and 1,355 g, respectively,
and that of T1 was the greatest among treatments (P<0.05). There was no significant difference on body weight, body weight
gain and feed intake. Feed conversion ratio of T1 was the greatest among treatments at 1~2 wks, 3~4 wks and 0~6 wks
old (P<0.05). Production efficiency factors of T1, T2 and T3 were 363.5, 388.3 and 358.3, respectively, and there was no
significant difference among treatments. Wing meat ratio of T1 was the higher compared to other treatments at the age of
4 wk (P<0.05). There was no significant difference on carcass ratio and partial meat ratio among treatments. Neck meat ratio
of T2 was the lowest among treatments (P<0.05). This result may provide the standard data of different stocking densities
for large-type broiler and the further research is needed.

SUEE £ kg7 4500, E8 4 SAe dAnT

(Key words : large-type broiler, performance, carcass ratio)
M B (Webster, 1990), @A B Ua}Edlb e 5% 849} geis)
of AbgRlze] ek Hu 3]-821E Z3Fsl 3 tH Al-Homidan,
SA AelM A Bl S7ke =F Y, A B Adr] et 2001). frgellA 3188 Hd ASUEE 33 kgm’o|th 1
T v 8-S ARA7 e AHSEE A otk 1 2t A A AFEC] AIA U NH; 8 COy9l B, 2%,
U A SE =} SolxH ZA 2 AlE AH e g 5 9 HALS T 2L FUHAQ VES 4 A 1A}
3

o, N
A=)
2
o

Aol - AE T (Puron et al.,
1995; Feddes et al., 2002; Dozier et al., 2005, 2006; Estevez,
2007). ATPE, 7S 2L BES QNS 2 AR
o] ol&] AAHtHDozier et al., 2006).
AFSL S FolA W £Ae] Bx) Abdle] etd gk ]
o S BT e AEEEd 9L W) uEo]

" To whom correspondence should be addressed : drhong@rda.go.kr

w27 gsty] i), gl vle) & F3hs 2
tiaz AZE S TE Puron et al.(1995)°] &JshH, o]<]
ToZ FAHAZF 2.7 kg GAHGANF 2.2 kg)oll gt A
FE e 242b 179m* S 1999/ mPolth

(e} yuj

e AgAEE §79 P Walan) S A7

>~
Ho

Hi

¢



2 7=
A 1049 =

q

306 WA 5 oheke AR Dol Ao AT £
I EA]= 33t s&e] £ AREE) 143~16.75/m 2) AE, SAZ, AR MFE A
ola}QlA] opdAlel] &8 Stk AMSHEEIF UF =5 A Al 717t 5 A AR AR EE vl 2
ALHE AR B2 tjatdo] AAL Well EAE Zlo]H, o] gtk Atm A FE AlR IS St Alsgol
= g 2Ef 2R olojd F itk Althh & AU EE oA Aste] AXRSIAT. ALE 8&-2 AH HollA] SAIZ
AHo g 5 o] BAE 7]'Z4i13](80rensen et al., 2000; < Yo Ailslit.
Hall, 2001). A $3& =& AMSE A 4l v]a] <
3+ t}2] 2 74l B TkSorensen et al., 2000). 773 S 3) AHARX|S=
L Aguto] Ao Bd] A YAV Ay e A7He B JAEX]SX(PEF, Production Efficiency Factor)= Arbor Acres
ATH Weeks et al., 2000). AFSFE =7t 2718 o, $A= & broiler management guide(2009)2] HHO = T}-g-2] 248 o]
A1, Brp 2 A2 S g2olw, A THo| HAHTHES- fol At=sksith
tevez, 2007). =2 AMSEZAA E44E &5 54 ool
ofgoll A ASAES AAJlA s 7S A AA S =
o]g}al F5%FcKSorensen et al., 2000) {[(BE=E(%) x YA T(kg)/ LT x AHR 27-8] x 100}
EARS A SAE Al 7 TE AR EAIA ARY
Aoz fE SAS 93 AQ AFSUES 2Alela 4) =ATEn 25 H|E
S TS UE A 2710 AT EA4|go] n]x= B AR 4, 5, 6577l A2l whek 45773} 5570l
dkS taly] 9 $aE ok 27} 554, 678 ol 2442t 674 EAISt =AlF& 3
5 Hl&= ;A}o} SAFES v, W, E5S AlA
M= 2 Sta, 17lek WE ERD THE x@ﬂ]za&o; e @e
= shlth s HEE =AY edes N, 5 & b
1. ZAIES U A A = 283 gele] sEEoE ol —rﬂ]—e‘ S5t A
ZAAE 199 Arbor Acre® $7] 57 40852 e ool W WIES AESSI
o SAZ70~1F), A71(1~3F) £ FV3~6HZ YT
o] & 67 T AFPAAL AT AFAAE A o PN o U
wol we} Al A2 T2 Wrm, A2l 7 43E o] ¢ AATH
Ade] wiAlsidet. & Aol AlsdEdd wE AuTe
Table 19] UERHITE A& Abze Al As((@dFe] T2 F HlE%)=
wsigjohE Als A7 E FHEste] Folsksith TSN, & 5 7K ve) )
A E )
2. EAFE=E
) xS 3. SAIHez|
NEEC AERZ 3 mo|id] thatel o 2o A} B Ao Aozl 2E A= SAS(2008)2] GLM(Gene-
g maazeo] v S-S AFsle] MES T HAGHIT) ral Linear Model) Program= ©]|-8-3le] 4351910, 2t A
2]+ 7te] %S Duncan(Duncan, 1955)2] th% A4S o]
Table 1. The experimental design on the stocking density B3t 95% Aol AT
Index Treatments 721 J_'—l‘ al it
T1 T2 T3
St(zgiigigm“y 9.1 10.3 115 1. 4EE
ARl o] &8 AT SA9 LSS Table 2
Birds/3.3m’ 30 34 38 BRI}




Table 2. Rearing viability ratio (%) of large-type broilers on

stocking density
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Treatments'
Weeks
Tl T2 T3
0~1 100.0 + 0.00 100.0 +0.00 100.0 +0.00
0~2 98.4+0.95 99.3+£0.73 98.7+1.32
0~3 96.7+1.93 98.6+0.84 98.0+1.98
0~4 96.7+1.93 97.8+£1.41 98.0+1.98
0~5 942 +2.84 95.6+191 97.4+1.86
0~6 90.9+3.15 90.4+1.41 89.4+4.46
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Table 4. Body weight gain, feed intake, and feed conversion
ratio of large-type broilers on stocking density

'See the Table 1.
*Means + SD (n=4).
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Table 3. Average body weight (g) of large-type broilers on

stocking density

=etow T3]+

Treatments
Weeks

T1 T2 T3

X

PR .

OS2 U

----------- Body weight gain (g) -----------

0~1 168.3£4.02  1747+£391°  1604+3.79°
1~2 273.6+928°  292.6+4.68°  297.5+625°
2~3 522.3+931 523.9+203 514.0+9.29
3~4 708.2 +30.3 787.9 £26.2 759.1£22.9
4~5 595.3 +44.7 631.3+226 576.2+24.1
5~6 612.0+54.5 620.8 +26.2 618.6+42.1
0~6 2,880+£259°  3031+434°  2,926+47.8"

----------- Feed intake (g) -----------
0~1 2068335  2123+327  207.3+4.04
1~2 439.9+13.2 450.7+10.8  434.1+839
2~3 816.2 +40.3 7939+18.6  784.1+20.1
3~4 1,417 £60.7° 1,265+£9.91°  1,355+25.1%
4~5 1,347+89.8 1,261 +19.3 12114279
5~6 1,081 +87.5 1,185+33.9 1,164+ 12.7

Treatments' 0~6 5,308 + 86.1 5,167 £63.5 5,154+59.6
Weeks
T1 T2 ™ e Feed conversion ratio -----------

0 43.2 +0.00° 43.2+0.00 43.2+0.00 0~1 1.23+0.03° 1.22+0.03 129+ 1.46
1 211.5£4.02%  217.9+391° 203.6£3.79° 1~2 1.61 +0.02* 1.54+0.03 1.46+0.01°
2 4851+ 11.1 510.6 +7.58 501.1+9.96 2~3 1.57+0.08 1.52+0.03 1.53+0.02
3 1,007 £ 159 1,035 +20.7 1,015£18.1 3~4 2.01+0.08 1.61+0.05° 1.79 +0.04°
4 1,716 +22.8 1,822+332 1,774 £40.9 4~5 1.83+0.54 2.01+0.09 2.11+0.07
5 2,311 +30.6 2,454 +382 2,350+ 56.2 5~6 1.79+0.16 1.91+0.05 1.90£0.12
6 2,923 +25.9° 3,074 434" 2,969 + 47.8® 0~6 1.85+0.03 1.71+0.01° 1.76 +0.02°

'See the Table 1.
*Means = SD (n=4).

**Means with different superscripts in the same row differ signifi-

cantly (P<0.05).

'See the Table 1.

*Means £ SD (n=4).

**Means with different superscripts in the same row differ signifi-
cantly (P<0.05).
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Table 5. Production efficiency factor of large-type broilers on
stocking density

Treatments'
Items
T1 T2 T3
PEF? 363.5+21.43 388.3+8.59 358.3+14.2

'See the Table 1.
*PEF, production efficiency factor
*Means + SD (n=4).
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Table 6. Carcass and partial meat ratio of large-type broilers on
stocking density

Treatments'
Items
Tl T2 T3
----------- 4 weeks ----------—-
Carcass ratio (%) 699+0.85 70.1+1.06 705+1.21
Partial meat ratio
Wing (%) 121£019*° 11.7£0.15® 11.3+032°
Leg (%) 28.0+£0.62 284+044 287+029
Breast (%) 326084 332+061 332+0.73
Back (%) 213+£051  209+022  20.9=+0.69
Neck (%) 6.02+0.25 584+034 5.84+0.29
——————————— 5 weeks -----------
Carcass ratio (%) 76.0+£0.79  748+1.19 7571042
Partial meat ratio
Wing (%) 10.8+£031  10.5+£033  10.8+£0.16
Leg (%) 273+£042 279+057 27.9+047
Breast (%) 356+032  355+091  36.0+0.37
Back (%) 21.1+£047 212+044  20.6+029
Neck (%) 526+031 494+034 4.68+0.12
----------- 6 weeks -------—---
Carcass ratio (%)  76.6+£0.68  77.6+0.41  74.8+221
Partial meat ratio
Wing (%) 104+023 10.0+£028 10.7+033
Leg (%) 277059 274+£038 272+026
Breast (%) 362+044 37.6+044  369+0.51
Back (%) 209+051  209+034 20.2+0.51
Neck (%) 475+0.18" 4.10+0.15> 4.98+0.28"

'See the Table 1.

*Means + SD (n=4).

**Means with different superscripts in the same row differ signifi-
cantly (P<0.05).
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