answavasvunlysauszaninmnisineanvaslinuiiissana Gallus

Effect of Egg Size on Hatchability Performance in Native Chicken Breeds of Gallus Species

5UINT NSEUUA
Thanakorn Neeramon

AMAVFNIAANT AUTNEATAIENT UNINE1REQUATIYENT

uNAnEe
nsuangnlnliiiqanimuazasiaue Sududesliaudidyiuns dausnvuialidin aruau
anmuwandeulugiln orfiu gamgll arududuiu tesnundnsnisgydetminldliaugatuai
Aosnseendiaunasnislindsnuanliunsveiiseu sgelsiny Sllanulinuueuveswnluiings

Usvaninmnisiinesn deluduuuaduiiiiingussasiiefnwinanuiynnsiineivesiudnsnaves
yualysayszansninnisiinesnvedlinuiliesana Gallus lagsiusiudeyadnauidenmun 3 aty

Tann udslulnwme lnereasuvadlng wazlnnudiaaniausema serined) w.e. 2564 - 2567 $43inS

2
[ [

Janguluiinanutminlugg 38-60 n3u WensIvdeumTind Ay oA dns1lutive engiln §nsns
MEYDIFIERU 8R5INTTTHNBEN karAMAIMANLALIALAA KAN1TANEYY WU YWRlYlinaag19TmAuse
Usgansnnnisiin lagldawinnans (51-55 n3u) I8nsnsitnesngs uwayldvwnnansddadiununiine
Usunasiined lagdeuniunnlvawiesuwiaiulumiiouldvunadnuazlddnfiuinliunnitulua
antregluannyaudnviloulivwialvg Tnunirangluneslinvunsay felvgnlnsumelameden
AsausnliazannouaziatziUdensenu agdlean msdadenlafinauianans (51-55 nfu) 1Wusuad
A o Y A = v 1 a & Y &
winnzaudewiguivuuindu desnliaugageanludunisuaniUdsuuia n15snwiaudu s

muauaungiingluledly uazUsvaniamnisldemsanliwasiionsiuivessiigeu danalidl

) 5 a a s & &
@Gﬁ?ﬂ'ﬁﬁﬂEJI@NG]']V]?!G‘ILLaSNLﬂ@iLsﬁu@ﬂ’]iﬁﬂ@@ﬂgﬂ

o o w

Adndgy : vwnly lndiwiles nsiinesn



unin

¥
[ 1

lriﬁw,ﬁaqLLaUIﬂaﬂmamwmwmmuamam Tnsamgluituiisuunvessemalng iesanndu

o

uwaslsAugaamALasTidnuagmaiugnssuviuf i iuanmuadedldfidon amevusidaiulan

aa v a

wiukagihaulalutagiu leun lnredeu (Naked Neck) %uﬁuaﬂmammaﬂwmswmw aUsaAa hiTlvy

[

GU’JEJIMﬂ']i'i”U’WFJﬂ’JW@JiE]uLLa”NﬂaWNLuaWuqaﬂVliﬁﬁU QRN %QLUUIF]WUL@JEN‘U@ UQ QMﬂWWLuaLUu

q
[

v ¢ d ! LY a 1 1 IS a a . . . P
Lonanwal aluL YU LagTavIAveNuy Lag IAfudesduiiy (Indigenous Indian Chicken) &s7u
FoaruauLd s Iassasnslug wavauaiuisalunismunuselsa vuduulugelrusudndiu
anmemaseulannisiinlilagldgiinuuiladeniestesiulsednsamnisiineanuateysenisiuln

| o caa ] Y & aa ) ' a Y] P '
uwiazaneugndanuuaneeiy $IuMIsn1sdnnslufinuisusenisiidnaiu lneamsdeyaveslaiin
U awn Yndn Maiusnen nmsgadeuindnvesledlyszninanisiln waznsnduly (U uas
Usznai, 2563) unidnvadlailniduladenislunisilnesn esnaunimaedefindarudAgiu
gnamnssunswangnliiile dwalnensseUszansamlunisiinesn wazduiusiunmuningnlafdin
ganun wardninisiineenvesgnlnlnglafingnudseendungu awmdn (Small), vuianata (Medium)
1 ~ = a a a ;e’ 1 1 1 < A %’ o a °
way Yualng (Large) WiatUssuiisunaiiindulunsazdisvesnisin luilnvuaidndidimidnisuing,

]
[ aa

nsnsgadeuminliseninanisilngenin WesniuiisieUsunsgs daaliiinnis

o

78 wazsnd

q

JEEURIUININNIT Vg lUvuIAnasas ualrginisagideunludnsmvanzauuInnd wagnis

aydethwiinwedlutufntuiuantendalnngle Tnenisfiushwle eamgl anudiu waznsaem

91M1el damasionsiianisagdsiiainnesly sudwmasenisiasyvesiisauniglunesdy sseziiainis

£
a =

#inoen uazgnlnfiauysel (Reis et al, 1997) laglusgnitemsiin msgaydeuivdnnesliAiiaiy
S¥RINUTEUN 10-15% LAINARRBDRTINITHABDNLATNAIUINITVDIRI80Y (Buhr, 1995) §9911
5189489 Smit et al. (2005) wu Tusenineamisiinly Weslddnsgadeuminuionisgayidei
Aunmvadliranas luvuzidgitunisldeandiauiidigeuldazaunaduusuiunisanlase
s 2 gj le’ a 1 = a 1 1 1 o 1

Asusulaeanlyn MaNUINUSUNUIIY LA US NN AHNARBAIINEINNSO NS MY LY WAIUDIA DB
ldpganiiorannnisuineendian nMsiiivTinugsluresluviliauauisalunisduniuveseandiay
' A v | v & | | v | H a =

H1ugerurlasliuaznisldusglovdanlyunsanas dewalignlifieonnisuludy wazuSununsgayde

uwilnlvargaserinitgisaivinzaavdmalagnsssianiuaunsalunisilnean

1y} gy s A = =

ununlfiingUsrasAiiieAnvinavesvuinlusednsliilive dns1nsiinesn uazdnsNsgade

<

wwiinvealaslaluln Fazludeyanugrulunisusudgnssuiunsnangnlnlvifiuszansning

2



navasutnwaslusaasidualuiiie

NUNARBIYDY LNAITIN WazANY (2568) Anwnavesruianedldiifeitesiudnliiliyeuas
gnsn1siineenvedlniuns lngaaununisveasswuuduanysalluufion (RCBD) wusldidnilnidu 3 nqu

audvtneslude lvuaan (40-45 n51), lavuinnans (46-50 n3u) way lavualng (51-55 n3u)

[y

AIUAU WU naudl 3 (51-55 n3w) esidudlafiiedsan uanm1a anngud 1 uas 2 egediduddy
(P = 0.01) (Table 1) lumenssdnuivUNAaIvEd Kumar et al. (2024) Anwinansenuvaazuinlisie
wisdwesanuauisalunsilnlunuanaeiu waraunimvesgnlnleewiseendu 3 nau liud 1a

YN (38-44 n3w), luvwinnans (45-52 n3u) uaz ldvualng (53-59 n3u) mwua1du wuin ngule

[
1 o w

gwananuazliawindn Sesidudlufiegenitngulivuialvg egredfideddey (P = 0.01) (Table2)

(%
Y

PNNANSNARBITINITeT 2 atu nu Sililaonndesiununnases s uazAns (2564) Anw
SvwadiAsdestuneslifidmmaresniinsnauinuaznisiinesnveslinedeulaglign uuseeniiu 3
nau loun G1 (45-50 n3%), G2 (51-55 N3W) wag G3 (56-60 NTU) AUAINU 1A8INUNUNITVARDILUY
guauysalluuden (Randomized Complete Block Design; RCBD) wudn laifiaanuunnsinanisadf
(Table 3) 910 2 Tu 3 MW LRSI wazAtE (2568) way Kumar et al. (2024) wuin vwalafinlad

nareLlasidudlididelaensaiiosnin Mufausiintud Infundibulum neudildunsaziiunsluazey

[
=

9917 (Albumen) Tuaau Magnum wagasradenlaludiu Uterusldazvesinevsaian iWunaiiiniu
[ a ao « v v saga ' ) v o 1 P4
AMendansufausdnsalundl uagenguazanenusniinarevuiavedly dsiu aualdluiinassluiie

(% 1l 49{" r-:’f( (Y o A | ¥
@@3'116011L“ZJEJ?JUEJE;JJﬂUf]ﬁ]ﬁ]EJEJUﬁ?ZJWJEJ

wavasiminvaslisaesifudlvidfomeiiongiin7iu

IUNAABIVOI LNFITIA WazAM (2568) Anwnavesuualadliifsatesfusaslefidonazdns
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Table 1. Effect of egg weight on fertilization and infertility

Egg weight (g)

ltem Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 P-value
Fertile eggs at 7 days of 94.91° 94.16° 97.06° 0.01
incubation (%)
Early embryonic 6.88 7.73 5.56 0.74
mortality at 7 days (%)
Late embryonic mortality 519 348 4.82 0.64
at 18 days (%)
Hatchability (%) (based 74.12 75.04 75.47 0.90
on total incubated eggs)
Hatchability (%) (based 88.54 89.47 89.27 0.41

on fertile eggs)

Different letters (®29€) in the same column indicate a statistically significant difference (P< 0.05).
Group 1 (40-45 g) = Small Group 2 (46-50 g) = Medium Group 3 (51-55 @) = Large

Source: LNFITIU LhagAtuy 2568
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NUd1 QY G1 uag G3 ﬁLU@%L%umﬂlde%anﬁmqﬂﬂ 18 Jugeiign Weiisuiiungy G2 uansng agnedl
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v (53-59 n§u) awdwiu wuin nauldvuanatsuagldvunnlug fnisiinesnfiganitlivuinidn
uwinensegefituddey (P = 0.01) (Table 2) Feaannd oIt uIUNAROIVBIRYST WaraAmy (2564) Anw)
dvdwadiAedesturedliidsmasiednnisnaniauaznsiinesnvedlinedou lnelignuisesniiu 3
ngu lAwd G1 (45-50 n3w), G2 (51-55 n3) uag G3 (56-60 N3u) Mud1dU nud ngu G2 Tesidud
nsitnean(muwinandwiuliiiin geninguG3uazGlunndveg1aidedAny (P < 0.05) (Table 3)
210 2 Tu 3 99338 Kumar et al. (2024) uaz W31 wasany (2564) wud dntnldinalnensaiosng
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Table 2. Effect of hatching egg size on fertility and different hatchability traits

Egg size group

Parameters SEM P value
Small Medium Large
Fertility (%) 90.08 +0.58 91.40°+ 0.34 88.11° +0.58 0.54 0.01
Hatchability of set eggs (%) 81.42% +0.49 82.29%+ 044  78.61°+0.27 0.59 0.01
Hatchability of fertile eggs  91.19% +0.59 89.74°+ 0.12 87.55°+0.61 0.58 0.01
(%)
Embryonic mortality (%)
First week 1.67% +£0.43 0.67 9+0.33 2.33°+0.30 0.29 0.04
Third week 0.67%+0.37 1.33°+0.29 2.67°+0.32 0.34 0.01

Means with different superscripts in a column differ significantly (P<0.05)
Small = ldvuadn  Medium = lWauinnans  Large = lwwunalvey

Source: Kumar et al. (2024)
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Table 3. Effect of egg weight on fertile egg and embryonic dead

) fuRneluRwunzauansunisuiela yinlvslseu

Egg Weight (g)
ltem Group G1 Group G2 Group G3
(45-50 g) (51-55 g) (56-60¢)

Egg Fertility 7 Day (%) 81.72 + 8.80 84.16 + 7.44 83.38 + 9.83
Embryonic Death 7 Day (%) 13.89 + 7.97° 14.14 + 7.89° 9.30 +9.28°
Embryonic Death 18 Day (%) 19.02 + 7.44° 13.45 + 7.22° 18.49 + 11.73°
Hatchability (%) 65.83 + 5.76P 72.43 + 3.16° 67.48 + 5.58°
(Calculated from Total Egg)

Hatchability (%) 80.98 + 7.44° 86.54 + 7.22° 81.50 + 11.73°

(Calculated from Total Egg)

Different letters (*°) within rows indicate significant difference (P < 0.05).
Group 1 (45-50 ¢) = Small Group 2 (51-55 g) = Medium Group 3 (56-60 g) = Large

Source: WY1 5UISNY WazAny (2564)
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PUNAADIVDI LNAITIA WazAMY (2568) Anwiravesvuiaedliiiieitestudnslvfiteuas
gnsnsiinesnvedlaiums lngnsununsveaeswuuduauysalluvden (RCBD) wuslaudnilnidu 3 nau
aundnreslydeldvuindn (40-45n3u) ldauinnans (46-50 n$u) wazldvuinlug (51-55 ndu)
muddu nuin lifimnuusndnaneadi (P > 0.05) (Table 1) Jsaenndesiununaass Kumar et al
(2024) Anwiransznuvesaliiensdimesnrmausalumsiinlunnsefutazqunmuegnla
Tnsuuseonidu 3 ngu loun luvwniin (38-44 n3u), Tvwianans (45-52 n3u) uag ldvualugy (53-59
A1) paddu wudn lifianauanenansadii (P > 0.05) (Table 2) Faainuanisvaassiieeidenaz
atiu nuin filiiaenadestiununeaeses W uazame (2564) Anwidvinaiiietesiunedlaiidama

LY

Regnsnsnanfnuaznisiinesnvediiredeulaslignuusesniiu 3 ngu leun G1 (45-50 n3u), G2

7



(51-55 n3%) waz G3 (56-60 N31) MUAIAU TngasurunIsnaasIwuuguanysalluuden (Randomize
complete Block Design; RCBD) wudn wanssag1eiitadfynieada (P 0.05) lnengu G1 wag G2 dAn
magapdetmiinuesasld 18 Yu gandingu G3 (Table 3)11n 2 Tu 3 sndfoinnissa wasany (2568)
uay Kumar et al. (2024) ) nud1 vuwlifinadenisagudedninveesld 18 Ju Tagliwendnazide
e nindesnlivesdnifiuifndudadetmdninnndt dlfAamsssmedildnaginiild

wedlvgjuay vnUdeslideihvinuniiuld (Au 12%) wdwalignlndidnuaguininle
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NUNARDIVBS LNADTIAL LaTAMY (2568) Anwwavasuuaasldiiedestusasliideuassns
msineenvesliiuny Tngansuaunisnaasuudnanysalluuion (RCBD) wuslanilnidu 3 nqua
druiniledldfoldvunmdn (40-45 n$u) ldvurnnans (46-50 n¥u) wazldvuinlng (51-55 n3u)
AuaRy WU lduansnsduegeiideddgnieedia (P > 0.05) (Table 1) donpdssiuiunaass Kumar
et al. (2024) Anwmansznuvesvualvsemsdimesamnuamsalunsiinlaiunnmsfuiazganin
vosgniilasutseenidu 3 nau laun luvuiadn (38-44 nfu), ldvuianane (45-52 n3u) uas lawuie
ey (53-59 NSu) MuaIRU WUl IIANULANA1SSERR (P > 0.05) (Table 2) @onRaIRUNUNAADY
P03 Wys1 wazAmy (2564) Anwdnsnaiiivitesiuneslifidmadednsnisuanfnuaznisiinesnves
lnaedeulnelignuuseanidu 3 nau ldun G1 (45-50 n$), G2 (51-55 nu) wae G3 (56-60 N¥)
mmé’wﬁ’u‘lmmmLmumimaamweﬁmugimﬁuuﬁaﬂ (Randomize complete Block Design; RCBD) WU
Launnansiusgeddedifg (P > 0.05) (Table 3)) NN 3 TUNPABIVBUNAITIA UaTALY (2568)
way Kumar et al. (2024) uagWas) uazauz (2564) ) Wua ﬁmﬁfﬂmﬂﬂhjﬁmaﬁaLﬂai‘L%uﬁ@Jﬂlﬁﬂﬂa
WINLAR ‘mnﬂizmumiﬂﬂﬁmimuﬂuqmmﬁuamam%uﬁmmzau mgaululinnuuiniiaiuauise
1uﬂw3ﬁwuwai’aazLLazﬁqaﬁa’]wﬁmﬂ%’wﬁﬂaaﬂmLﬂuﬁaﬁamysmﬂlﬁm%ﬁamﬁu s Qﬂldﬁﬁﬂlﬁmﬂ
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Table 4. Effect of egg weight on egg weight loss rate and chick weight

Egg weight (g)

Hatching performance P-value Reference

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
Egg Weight loss 18 day (%) 6.63 6.49 6.64 0.18 1
Normal chicks (%) 88.54 89.47 89.27 0.41
Egg Weight loss 18 day (%)  11.26* + 0.22  10.9%°+ 0.42 10.38° + 0.22  0.12 2
Average Chick yield (%) 64.45 + 045 65.16+ 0.28 6537 £+ 0.31 0.17
Egg Weight loss18 1day (%) 1253 + 1.50° 12.16+ 1.68° 11.50 + 1.11° < 0.05 3
Chick yield (%) 65.11 £ 2.00° 67.17 £3.18% 67.69 + 1.88°  <0.05

 Means with different superscripts in row are significantly different (P<0.05)
$1OUP 1= (45-50 g), (38-44 @), (45-50 g) ¥°*P 2 = (51-55 @), (45-52 g), (51-55 g) P 3= (56-60 g), (53-59 @), (56-60 ¢)

Source: 1..nAI5584 kazAe (2568) 2. Kumar et al. (2024) 3. Wus1 wagAne (2564)
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