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Effects of Cage Tier on Productive Performance and Egg Quality in Laying Hens
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KavasERUTUNTIdaUSIIUN1IAUlY (Feed intake)

Sogunle et al. (2022) Wisuifisuravestuvesnsuisslilisensfuld Tulrlvaewus 1sa Brown ey
21-50 dUm9 Iﬂﬂﬁi%ﬁU%ﬂﬂiﬂ@@j 3 syiu inuimsauldaes Tier 3, Tier 2 wag Tier 1 luuansaiu (Table
2) §saemndoeiiu Tnaydin and Dikmen (2019) Wisuiflsunavesiuvensudsdildsonsauls Tuldlvans
situs Nick Chick White 918 25 - 45 dUn9i Tnsutsdunsadu 4 sedu fio d1ean (Tier 1), nansans (Tier 2),
nansul(Tier 3) wag vugn (Tier 4) finuinshulduesiis 4 Sulsiumnsneiu (Table 3) damannimaaes 2
atfufinanun Faudaiu Adegbenro et al. (2023) Wisuiisuravestuvasnsadsslilidentsiuld luldldane
s Isa-Brown flang 22 dUnn9i Tnedlsedutunssay 3 sedfu e d1ean (Tier 1), nand (Tier 2) wag LR (Tier
3) wuin Tier 3 fimsAuldfiunnndt Tier 2 waw Tier 1 mud1dy (Table 1) FetiuFeasulin navestunsades
lusnasoUsmamstiuld oraiaanfewesludsanyadnifiinasanuinududosdunss daalila
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Table 1 Effect of cage tiers on performance of laying Hens

Parameter Cage tier

Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 P-value
Daily Feed Intake (g) 92.12 + 17.88° 94.40 + 15.60°®  99.01 + 10.99° 0.04
Hen day egg production (%) 67.98 + 2.84° 74.24 + 1.68° 78.66 + 1.85° 0.01
Egg Mass (g) 34.50 + 139.69°  37.10 + 107.25®  38.96 + 99.57° 0.03
Feed Conversion Ratio 2.67 +0.10 2.54 + 0.05 2.54 + 0.05 0.36

b Means within the same column with different superscripts are significantly different (P<0.05).
Tier 1 : Lower level cage, Tier 2 : Middle level cage, Tier 3 :Upper level cage.

Source: Adegbenro et al. (2023)

Table 2 Effect of cage tiers on performance of laying Hens

Parameter Cage tier

Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 SEM P-value
Feed intake (g/b/d) 116.28 117.07 125.00 5.89 0.52
Hen day egg production 65.51° 65.90° 76.71° 1.62 0.00
Net feed efficiency Index 76.65 75.69 85.89 4.66 0.25
Feed/dozen eggs (kg) 1.91 1.91 1.79 0.09 0.53

> Means on the same row having different superscript are significantly different (p<0.05).

Source: Sogunle et al. (2022)
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Table 3 Effect of cage tiers on performance of laying Hens

Parameter Cage tier Level of
Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 significance

Feed consumption g/hen 110.24 109.92 110.84 110.37 NS

Hen-day egg production (%)  74.85° 75.15° 77.82% 79.05° *x

Egg mass (g) 47.77° 48.48%" 49.22% 50.66° *x

Feed Conversion Ratio 3.00° 2.77% 2.96° 2.51° *

2b< Mean values within columns with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05). *P <
0.05; ** P < 0.01; NS: Not significant. Tier 1 : Lower level cage, Tier 2 :Lower-middle level cage, Tier
3 :Upper-middle level cage, Tier 4:Upper level cage

Source:Tunaydin and Dikmen (2019)
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Adegbenro et al. (2023) wuqn Tier 1, Tier 2 way Tier 3 fmnlvlduandnaty (Table 4) Tulu
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thwiinlalalunndneiu (Table 6) fefusagulain sedutunsdldfinasiorminly Wosnnuanuidedrlug/l

PUAIULANAIIU

wa%aﬁzﬁu%gunsasiam'mammhi (Haugh unit)

Adegbenro et al. (2023) wu11 Tier 1, Tier 2 uag Tier 3 dinuanveasldliunnseiu (Table 4) Tulu
Arnafeaiuiuauideves Sogunle et al. (2022) wuia Tier 1, Tier 2 wag Tier 3 dAuanvodlaluiunnmng
fiu (Table 5) WulAgAuiU Tunaydin and Dikmen (2019) wuin Tier 1, Tier 2 wag Tier 3 dauanvoalyla

waNF1afiu (Table 6) Aauisasuiaiauanvedly Tunndunselaiinnuuwansiaiu

NAYBITTAUTUNSIRBANMUIUFBNTY (Shell thickness)
Adegbenro et al. (2023) wuin Tier 1, Tier 2 way Tier 3 dA1AnunuLazAULduswoaldenlyly
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Table 4 Effect of cage tiers on Egg Quality in Laying Hens

Parameter Cage tier
Tier 1 Tier 2 P-value
Egg weight (g) 50.75 + 0.78 4997 + 1.32  49.53 + 1.22 0.75
Haugh unit 72.40 £4.03 76.56 + 4.25 78.21 + 2.86 0.54
Shell weight (g) 4.82 +0.18 4.90 + 0.18 5.03 + 0.17 0.68
Shell thickness 0.02 + 0.00 0.02 + 0.00 0.01 + 0.00 0.41
Shell weight unit surface area 5437 + 056  53.78 +0.94  53.48 + 0.89 0.73
Shell surface Area 6338 + 1.11  64.08 £ 0.66  63.02 + 1.05 0.73
Yolk index 0.33 + 0.02 0.36 + 0.03 0.30 + 0.02 0.23
Yolk height (cm) 1.24 + 0.09 1.28 + 0.09 1.09 = 0.07 0.25
Yolk colour 8.08 + 0.34 7.75 £ 0.30 7.83 £ 0.21 0.69
Albumen height (cm) 0.53 £ 0.05 0.58 £ 0.07 0.58 + 0.04 0.70
Source: Adegbenro et al. (2023)
Table 5 Effect of cage tiers on Egg Quality in Laying Hens
Parameter Cage tier
Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 SEM P-value
Egg weight (g) 55.12 55.06 53.80 0.977 0.56
Haugh unit 98.33 99.40 102.76 3.33 0.97
Shell thickness (mm) 0.50 0.50 0.523 0.01 0.28
% Shell 9.91 9.59 9.73 0.38 0.75
Albumen height (mm) 10.18 10.46 10.16 0.71 0.95
Yolk colour 5.55 5.67 5.37 0.40 0.80

Source: Sogunle et al. (2022)



Table 6 Effect of cage tiers on Egg Quality in Laying Hens

Parameter Cage tier Level of
Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 significance
Egg weight (g) 60.62 60.42 59.93 60.00 NS
Haugh unit 85.80 83.97 82.94 83.24 NS
Shell thickness (mm) 0.423 0.416 0.421 0.420 NS
Yolk color index 11.37 11.47 11.38 11.47 NS

2b< Mean values within columns with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
*P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; NS: Not significant.
Source: Tunaydin and Dikmen (2019)
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