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Abstract. The effect of four different lighting regimens on the production
and reproduction performance for Mandarah (M) and Bandarah (B}
chicken strains , and subsequent progeny growth were studies. Total of 600
chicks at 6wk-old from each of M and B strains were randomly distributed
into four different lighting regimens in environmentally controlled house.
The chicks were received the following regimens from 6 -22 wks of age.,
ahemeral lighting regimen ,step-down, step-up and infermittent
photoperiods.

Results obtained are summarized as follows:-

Age at first egg for both strains subjected to step-down lighting
regimen was significantly (Pf 0.001) postponed (159.9d) compared to
those subjected to other lighting regimens .Egg weight produced from birds
subjected to ahemeral lighting regimen (52.05 g was significantly
(P<0.001) greater than that subjected to other lighting regimes, regardiess
of chicken strains. Egg weight for B strain was significantly (P§ 0.001)
heavier than that from M chicken strain. Irrespective to chicken strain, egg
mass and egg production percentage for step-up lighting regimen were
significantly (P<0.001) increased than those from other lighting regimens.
There were no apparent significant differences between lighting regimens
on feed intake.Step-up lighting regimen represented the best significant
improvement result of feed conversion compared to other lighting regimens.
Regardless of chicken strain, the best result of overall mean fertility was
recorded for eggs of step-up regimen followed by intermittent light regimen.
The body weights of subsequent post-hatch growing chicks from parent
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birds subjected to ahemeral light regimen on 2™ and 8" weeks of age were
significantly (P<0.001) heaviest than those of other light regimens.
Irrespective to chicken strain, chick body weight gain from parent birds
subjected to ahemeral light regimen was increased and surpassed
significantly (P<0.001) the weight gain of birds for other regimens during
the periods from (0 -2 wks) and (6 — 8wks)of age. Bandarah strain recorded
significantly (P<0.001) heavier body weight gain compared to M strain
during the experimented periods (0 -2, 2 - 4 and 6 — 8wks) of age. The best
results of feed conversion were significantly (Pl 0.001) recorded for post-
hatch growing chicks for ahemeral regimen compared to the other regimens
through the experimented periods (0 -2, 2 -4 and 4 — 6 wks) of age.

INTRODUCTION

Lighting is a powerful exogenous factor of many physiological and
behavioral processes which affects poultry performance. Moreover, light
stimulates secretory patterns of several hormones that control growth,
maturation and reproduction (Olanrewaju ef al., 2006).

Eitan and Soller (1991) showed that lighting regimens may be
designed to either retarded or advanced maturity, and these resulted in
significant changes in egg weight. Etches (1996) showed that it is of
practical importance to know how many hours of light must be given to the
birds before and after age at first egg in order to maximize egg production.

Egg weight at greater importance in egg production industry from
both economical and settable eggs point of view. Gous et al, (2000)
observed that the delay in maturity caused by light reglmen resulting
generally in larger eggs at sexual maturity.

Egg mass is the most appropriate criteria for measuring egg
production. Leeson and Summers (1980) studied the effect of
photostimulation of age resulted in the best egg mass. There was evidence
indicated that the use of regular increase in photoperiod throughout the
laying cycle results a greater total egg yield than the use of a constant long
photoperiod (Marr et al., 1962).

Keshavarz (1998) observed that feed conversion was significantly
inferior for hens on the step-down regimen than other experimented ones,
while feed intake was not influenced by different lighting regimens. Also,
Gous and Cherry (2004) showed that lighting regimen did not affect feed
intake. El-Prollosy (2006) observed that there was significant different in
feed conversion for Gimmizah and Silver Montazah chicken strains.
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Brake et al, (1989) noted that fertility was consistently high in
broiler breeders reared on artificial light. On the other hand, Shanawany
(1993) noted that fertility and hatchability were improved by long ahemeral
lighting in domestic fow}. However, Lewis and Perry (1996) observed that
poor hatchability and small chick weight were frequently associated with
small egg size produced by an early maturing flock.

Numerous studies have shown the relationship between egg size and
chick size in the chicken. Wilson (1991) reported that there was a positive
correlation between egg weight and initial post-hatch growth. The objective
of this study to investigate the effect of four different lighting regimens
during the growing period on the production and reproduction performance
and subsequently on post-hatch progeny growth.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The present study was carried out at El-Sabahia Poultry Research
Station, Animal Production Research Institute, Agricultural Research
Center. Mandarah and Bandarah local chicks used in this experiment were
hatched on December, 2006. Chicks were reared at one day old until 5
weeks of age in batteries under the same hygienic and managerial
conditions. Feed and water were available ad-libirum throughout the study.
Chicks were fed a starter diet (19% cp and 2800 Kcal) up to 8 weeks of age,
grower diet (15% cp and 2700 Kcal) up to 20 weeks and layer diet (16.5%
cp and 2750 Kcal).

Experimented birds and design:

A total of 1200 chicks at 6wks of age from M and B strains were
transferred to an environmentally controlled light proof house in order to
investigate the impact of four lighting regimens during the period from 6 to
22wks of age on the productive and reproductive performance. Chicks from
each strain were randomly distributed into four insulated sections and
assigned into 5 replicates to receive one of the four following light
regimens( Fig.1).
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Fig. (1): Experimental Desigh

Regimen (1): Ahemeral lighting regimen: Light: Dark cycle had been
14L:14D till 14" week of age and then a modification was
done to be reach the light to 16L:12D with a total of 28hrs
till the end of the experiment.

Regimen (2): Step-down photoperiod: The photoperiod had been decreased
gradually from 16-h/d by half an hours/week to reach 8-h/d
photoperiod at 22wks of age, then a modification was done
by increasing half an hour / week to achieve 16L:8D/day
photoperiod till the end of the experiment.

Regimen (3): Step-up photoperiod: The photoperiod had been increased
gradually from 8 hours/ day by half an hours each week to
reach 16 hour/ day at 22 wks of age.

Regimen (4):Step-up intermittent photoperiod: Light: dark cycle had been
increased 2L:2D to 4L:4D to 6L:6D and 8L:8D from 6th
week till 18™ week of age, respectively. On the beginning of
22™ week lighting period will be increased 2 hrs each week
to reach 16 hr light until the end of the experiment.
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All these light regimens had been done with fixed temperature and
humidity and light intensity to be 10 hix during the growing period (6-22
wks) of age and 20 lux during the laying period.

Egg production traits:-

Age at first egg in days, average egg weight by grams, egg mass , egg
production percentage, feed consumption (gm/bird/day, feed conversion
(gm feed/ gm egg), fertility percentage as a percentage of macroscopic
fertile eggs out of the number of total eggs set and hatchability of total eggs
as a total number hatched chicks out of the total nurhber of eggs set.

Post-hatch growth:

Two hundred and forty progeny chicks from M and B strains which
produced from parents subjected to the four lighting regimens were
randomly taken and distributed into batteries. Thirty chicks which
replicated three times for each treatment. Chicks were raised in local —made
batteries up to eight weeks of age.

Feed and water were offered ad- [ibitum. Chicks were individually
weighed biweekly to the nearest gram up to eight weeks of age. Also, body
weight gain (gm), feed consumption {gm/bird period) and feed conversion
ratio (gm feed /gm gain) were recorded biweekly. Mortahty throughout the
experiment was low and therefore neglected.

Statistical analysis:

Data were analyzed using SAS general linear model procedure (SAS
Institute, 1990). Mean values were compared using Duncan Multiple Rang
Test (Duncan, 1955) when significant differences existed. Data were
analyzed using the following model:-

Yijk= p+Si+LiH(SL)reik
Where:-

Yijk= is the observation on the ij" individual ; p— is the overall mean
common to all observations ; S; = is the effect of i strains (i=12);L=i
the effect of jlh lighting reglrnens (= 1,2,3and 4), and ej;= random error

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Results in Table 1 show the main effect of different lighting
regimens on different egg parameters during the first 90 days of egg
production for M and B chicken strains. Age at first egg for birds subjected
to step-down lighting regimen was significantly (Pl 0.001) postponed
compared to those subjected to other lighting regimens. Besides, age at first
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egg for B strain subjected to step-down lighting regimen was significantly
(Pl 0.001) delayed compared to those from other B and M strains subjected
to other lighting regimens. The lowest records of age at first egg were
recorded for both B and M strains subjected to step-up and intermittent
lighting regimens compared to those subjected to other regimens.
Regardless of chicken strain, overall means of age at first egg were delayed
. for birds exposed to step-down lighting regimen by about 15, 28 and 24
days for ahemeral, step-up and intermittent regimens, respectively. Also,
there was a significant (Pl 0.001) interactions between lighting regimens
and chicken strain with respect to age at first egg. The represented results
regarding age at first egg for birds subjected to different lighting regimens
are in accordance with those reported by Lee et al., (1971) who noted that
short day lengths during rearing period will delay the onset of maturity of
pullets. Supporting to our results, Keshavarz (1998) reported that the pullets
on the step-down light regimen postponed the age at sexual maturity.
Moreover, Lewis et al, (2001) demonstrated that the influence of
photoperiod on poultry age at 1¥ egg appeared to involve a sequence of
changes in the negative feedback control of the steroid hormones on
gonadotrophin release,

Egg weight for ahmeral lighting regimen (52.05gm) was
significantly (Pl 0.001) greater than those for step-down (49.77gm), step-up
(49.02 gm) and step-up intermittent (50.70 gm), regardless of chicken strain.
Moreover, irrespective of lighting regimen, egg weight for B strain was
significantly (P0 0.001), greater than those from M chicken strain. Also,
there was a highly significant (Pl 0.001) interaction between lighting
regimens and chicken strains with respect to egg weight. The present results
are in agreement with findings of Shanawany (1982) and Siopes and Neely
(1997and 1999) who found that ahemeral lighting regimen increased egg
size. Moreover, the significant decrease in egg weight of hens produced in
step-up regimen is in line to its early maturation and in agreement with the
results reported by Lesson and Summers (1980) who reported that early
light stimulation decreased egg weight due to its positive correlation with
sexual maturing. On contrary to our results regarding egg weight, Keshavarz
(1998) stated that egg weight was significantly greater for hens on the step-
down light regimen compared to other experimental light regimens.
Significant differences between egg weights of M and B strains are
supported by Younis and Abd El-Ghany (2003) who found a significant
differences in egg weight between local strains.

Egg mass and egg production for step-up lighting regimen were
significantly (Pl 0.001) increased than those from other lighting regimens,
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regardless of chicken strain. Also, egg mass and egg production were
significantly (P] 0.001) increased for birds exposed to step-up lighting
regimen compared to others exposed to other lighting regimens. Moreover,
M strain subjected to step-up regimen represented significantly (Pl 0.001)
high egg mass and egg-production percentage compared to M and B strains
subjected to other lighting regimens. Also, there was a highly significant
(PD 0.001) interaction between lighting regimen and chicken strain with
respect to egg mass and egg production. The results of the present study are
in accordance with those obtained by Keshavarz (1998) who found that egg
mass was significantly lower for hens on the step-down regimen and the rate
of egg production remained consistently lower for hens on the step-down
regimen. [t could be noted that reduced egg mass and egg production in
current experiment may be due to delaying sexual maturity under the
condition of lighting step-down. Supporting to the present results regarding
the significant different in egg production between local strains El-nagar et
al., (2002), found that egg production was significantly different between
local chicken strains. On contrary to our results, Nawar and Bahie El-Deen
(2000} found no significant differences for local chicken strains in egg
production. Also, El-Sudany (2005) found that no significant differences in
egg mass for local chicken strains.

In conclusion, the step-up light regimen used in this experiment had
the potential to increase egg mass and egg production compared to other
lighting regimens.

Results presented in Table 2 show the main effect of different light
regimens on feed intake and feed conversion of M and B chicken strains.
Feed intake (g/hen/d) was not influenced significantly by experimented
chicken strain. There were no apparent significant effect of lighting regimen
on feed intake. Also, there was no significant interactions between lighting
regimens and chicken strains with respect to feed intake. The resplts of feed
consumption in this table partially agree with the results of Keshavarz
(1998) who reported that the feed consumption was not influenced by
different lighting regimens. Also, Gous and Cherry (2004) showed that
lighting regimen did not affect feed intake of Ross broiler breeders. No
significant differences were found herein between B and M strains in feed
intake. This finding agrees with those obtained by Nawar and Bahie El-
Deen (2000) and El-Sudany {2005) who observed similar results of feed
imtake for local chicken strains.

Step-up lighting regimen represented the best significant
improvement result (3.75 g/g) of feed conversion compared to that subjected
to ahemeral (3.93 g/g), step-up intermittent (4.10 g/g) and step-down
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(4.29g/g) lighting regimens. Also, the best significant (P 0.001). results of
feed conversion was recorded for M strain subjected to step-up lighting
regimen compared to those for M and B strains subjected to other lighting
regimens. Besides, feed conversion for M birds (3.78 g/g) was significantly
(P 0.001) improved compared to that for B strain (4.26 g/g). Moreover,
there were significant (Pl 0.001) interaction between lighting regimen and
chicken strain with respect to feed conversion.Step-down lighting regimen
represented the inferior significant result of feed conversion (4.29 g/g). This
result agrees with that reported by Keshavarz (1998) who reported that feed
conversion was significantly inferior for hens on the step-down regimen
than other experimented ones. Feed conversion improvement for M strain
compared to that for B strain was parallel to the results reported by El-Sayed
et al., (1995); Younis and Abd El-Gahny (2003) and El-Prollosy (2006) who
observed that there was a significant difference in feed conversion for local
chicken strains. On contrary to our results, El-Sudany (2005) found that
there were no significant differences in feed conversion among local
chicken strains.

Effects of lighting regimens on fertility and hatchability of total eggs
percentage are shown in Table 3. Egg fertility percentage was increased for
M and B strains subjected to step-up lighting regimen compared to other
lighting regimens. Also, regardless of chicken strain the best result of
overall mean fertility was recorded for eggs of step-up regimen (92.77%)
followed by step-up intermittent (91.14%), ahemeral (88.31%) and the
lowest one was recorded for step-down (85.67%) lighting regimens.
Moreover, no significant difference was observed between fertility of M and
B chicken strains. Besides, no significant differences were found between
lighting regimens with respect to hatchability of total eggs. This outcome
agrees with the data reported by Siopes and Neely (1997and 1999) who
noted that hatchability of total eggs was decreased by 3-4% for ahemeral
light regimen compared to other regimens and escaped statistical significant.
The numerical improvements of hatchability of total eggs were observed for
eges of both M (80.93%) and B (83.07%) strains subjected to step-up
photoperiod compared to the other lighting regimens. Also, there was no
significant interaction between lighting regimen and chicken strain with
respect to fertility and hatchability of total eggs.

The increase of fertility percentage for birds exposed to step-up light
regimen compared to other light regimen is consistent with the results of
Lewis and Perry (1996) who correlated this increase of fertility with the
early maturation of birds. Egg fertility percentage was decreased for birds
subjected to ahemeral light regimen compared to step-up and step-up

908



light regimen, egg production, feed conversion, fertility, progeny

intermittent lighting regimens. Also, batchability of total eggs percentages
was decreased for ahemeral lighting regimen compared to other lighting
regimens. These results are contradicted with the results of Shanawany
(1993) who noted that fertility and hatchability were improved by long
ahemeral lighting in domestic fowl.

The lack of significant differences between the two strains in fertility
and hatchability of total eggs almost could be attributed to their similarity in
genetic make up. These results are in harmony with those reported by
Younis and Abd El-Ghany (2003) and El-Sudany (2005) who indicated that
fertility and hatchability were not affected significantly among local chicken
strains. Whereas, Balat (1990) and El-Sayed et al, (1995) concluded that
strain had a highly significant effect on hatchability.

Data obtained concerning the main effect of different lighting
regimens for parent birds on subsequent post-hatch progeny weights (g)
during the first eight weeks of growing for M and B strains are shown in
Table 4. Irrespective to chicken strain, chick body weights at hatch for
ahemeral light regimen (37.86 gm) were significantly (Pl 0.05) heavier than
those for step-up light regimen (3592 gm). The body weight chicks
produced from parent birds subjected to ahemeral light regimen on 2™ and
8™ weeks of age were significantly (Pl 0.001) heavier than body weights of
birds subjected to other experimented light regimens. Moreover, body
weight on the 4™ week of age from parent birds subjected to ahemeral light
regimen (250.51gm) was significantly (P] 0.05) heavier than those
subjected to step-down (230.16 gm) and step-up (224.81 gm) light
regimens, while it is not differ significantly than those for step-up

intermittent regimen (240.16gm).On the 6™ week of age, ahemeral light
regimen had the best body weight compared to other light regimens as in
other experimented periods with some exception in significant differences.
Moreover, there were no significant interactions between lighting regimens
and chicken strains in chicks body weight through the all experimented
periods.

Table 5 represents the main effect of different lighting regimens for
parent birds on subsequent post-hatch progeny body weight gain for M and
B chicks. Irrespective of chicken strain, chick body weight gain of progeny
birds from parent birds subjected to ahemeral light regimen was increased
and surpassed significantly (Pl 0.001) the weight gain from other regimens
during the period of (0-2 wks) and (6-8 wks) of age. Whereas there were no
significant differences between lighting regimens during the experimented
periods (2-4 wks) and (4-6 wks) of age. Bandarah strain recorded
significantly (P} 0.001) larger body weight gain compared to M strain

509



Hanaa M.Khalil; at.al ,

during the experimented periods (0-2 wks), (2-4 wks) and (6-8 wks) of age.
No significant interactions were detected between lighting regimens and
chicken strains through the all experimented period.

Effect of different lighting regimens for parent birds on feed
consumption subsequent of post-hatch growing chicks for M and B strains
are shown in Table 6. Irrespective of chicken strain, post-hatch growing
chicks from parent birds subjected to step-down light regimen consumed
significantly (Pl 0.001) less amount of feed (g/bird/period) compared to
those from parent birds subjected to other experimented light regimens
during the first two weeks of age. Whereas during the periods of (2-4 wks)
and (4-6 wks) of age, chicks from parent birds subjected to ahemeral light
regimen consumed significantly (Pl 0.001) less amounts of feed compared
to those from parent birds subjected to other regimens. Moreover, chicks
from parent birds subjected to step-up light regimen realized significantly
(Pl 0.001) the larger amount of feed consumption compared to other
experimented light regimens through the growing periods (0-2 wks), (2-4
wks) and (4-6 wks) of age, while during 6-8 wks of age, the chicks for the
different regimens had different response of feed consumption compared to
that in other first growing period as the chicks for ahemeral light regimen
consumed the largest amount of feed compared to that for other regimens.
Chicks from parent birds of M strain consumed significantly (P] 0.001) less
amount of feed compared to those subjected to B chicks strain through all
experimental periods. Also, there are significant (P] 0.001) interaction
between lighting regimens and chicken strains during all experimented
periods except the period of (6-8 wks) of age.

Effect of different lighting regimens for parent birds on feed
conversion (gm feed/gm gain) of subsequent post-hatch growing chicks of
M and B strains is shown in Table 7. Regardless of chicken strains, the best
results of feed conversion were significantly (Pl 0.001) recorded for post-
hatch growing chicks from parent birds subjected to ahemeral light
compared to the other regimens throughout the experimented periods (0-2,
2-4 and 4-6 wks) of age. Whereas during the growing period of (6-8 wks) of
age the best significant (Pl 0.05) improvements of feed conversion was
recorded for chicks of ahemeral (3.50g/g) followed by step-up intermittent
(3.74 g/g) and step-down (4.02 g/g) compared to those of step-up (5.04 g/g)
light regimen. Moreover, chicks from parent birds of M strain realized
significantly (P 0.001) the better improvement of feed conversion
compared to those for B strain through the (0-2 , 2- 4 and 4-6 wks of age),
while no significant difference of feed conversion was recorded between the
both strains during 6-8 wks of growing age. Also, there are significant
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(P 0.001) interactions between light regimens and chicken strains during
all experimented periods except the period of (6-8 wks) of age.

This part of experiment regarding the effect of lighting regimens on
age at first egg and egg weight then consequently affects post-hatch
growing chicks implies on the fact that increased chick weight occurs only
with increased egg size. Results of this study are consistent with other
reports by Shanawany, (1987) who mentioned that egg size is positively
correlated with poult weight. Also, Wilson, (1991) reported a positive
correlation between egg weight and initial post-hatch growth. In addition,
Shanawany (1993) showed that heavier chick weight occurred from eggs
laid under ahemeral light than the natural light.

It is concluded from these results that step-up light regimen realized
the best records of egg mass, egg production percentage and fertility
compared to other light regimens. Also, it is concluded that ahemeral light
regimen realized the best results of egg weight and consequently the post-
hatch growing chicks weights, chick weight gain and feed conversion
through the periods of growing until 8" weeks of age compared to the other
experimented light regimen.
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Table (1); Effect of different lighting regimens on age at first egg and different eggs parameters during the first 90 days of egg production for
Mandarah (M) and Bandarah (B) chicken strains

Traits Age at first _cgg_;dax! Egg weight Egg mass (g'hen/day) Egz uction (%)
Lighting M B Overall M B Overall M B Overall M B Overall
regimens mean mean mean mean

Abermersl 1450 145.0 145.0 5132 | 5278 | 52.05 29.33 27.44 2839 2720 52.0 54.60
(AH) * * t + + + F t+ + + + £
1.78° 2.09° 1.20% 0.48" 047" | 047" 037 0.32% 0.34° 0.002* 0.002° | 0.002°
Siep-down 154.0 165.0 159.9 4908 | 5047 | 49.77 2824 23.84 26.04 57.66 4720 52.40
D) + £ S t + + t t % t + +
220t 2.30* 2.36* 047 | 048" | 046% 0.36° 0.32° 0..36° 0.001® 0.002° 0.012°
Step-up 13240 | 1320 | 13220 | 4956 | 4848 | 49.02 32.34 26.94 2989 66.20 55.60 60.90
sU) + t + * * + * + * + t +
2.11° 1.58¢ 1.24° 040 | 047 0.43¢ 0.30" 0.35¢ 0.35" 0.001" | 0.001* | 0.032*
Intermittest 13820 | 134.0 | 136.10 | 49.80 | 516l 50.90 28.07 26.63 2735 56.40 51.60 54.00
(SU-D . + t £ * t x % t % t + %
185 | 2.38° 1.58° 0.49% | 048® | o0.48° 037 0.34° 0.29° 0.001° | 0.001° | 0.001°
Overnll 14240 | 14475 4994 | 5043 29.62 26.21 5935 51.60
mean x b4 t k4 + ko + +
2.06% 2.18% 046" | 0.48° 0.35% 027" co01* | 0.004"
Significant
MCGI “‘hﬂﬂ‘ aed e E1 L] [T
photoperiods
m m e [ 1] Fry) (173
IMW (11} . et S

A,B and C, means within lighting regimens effect with no commeon superscripts differ significantly (P< 0.001).

X and Y, means within strain effect with no common superscript diffes significantly (P< 0.001).
a,b.c and d means within lighting regimens by strain interaction effect with no common superscripts differ significantly (P< 0.001).
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Table (2): Effect of different lighting regimens on feed intake and feed conversion
of Mandarak (M) and Bandarah (B) chicken strains

. Traits Feed intake (ghen/d) Feed conversion
(g feed/g egg)
Lighting M B Overall M B Overall
regimens mean mean
Ahermeral 11220+ | 111.00+ | 111.60+ | 3.82+ 4.04+ 3.93%
(AH) 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.032° | 0.033*¢ 0.033°
Step-down 111.20+ { 110.70+ | 11095+ | 394+ 4.64+ 429+
(SD) 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.033° | 0,042 0.085°
Step-up 111,12+ | 11114+ | 11113+ | 3.38% 4.12+ 3.75+
SU) 0.48 0.47 0.46 0.031° | 0.036% 0.038"
Intermittent 11174+ | 11236+ | 112.05+ | 3.98+ 422+ 410
(SU-I) 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.035° | 0.036° 0.036°
Overall 111.56+ | 111.30+ 3.78+ 4.26+
mean 0.47 0.47 0.031% { 0.0407
. Significant
Between lighting NS i
photoperiods
Between strains NS *aw
Interaction NS * ok

A,B and C, means within lighting regimens effect with no common superscripts differ significantly (P< 0.001).
X and Y, means within strain effect with no common superscripts differ significantly (P< 0.001).

a,b,c.d.e and f means within lighting regimens by strain interaction effect within no common superscript differ
significantly (P< 0.001).

NS, not significant
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Table (3): Effect of different lighting regimens on hatchability traits of laying hens
for Mandarah (M) and Bandarah (B) chicken strains

Traits Fertility Hatchability of total eggs
(%) (%)
Lighting M B Qverail M B QOverall
| regimens mean mean
Ahermeral 87.18+ | 89.44% 8831+ 76.56x | 80.85% 78.70+
(AH) | 23 0.20 1.15% 1.54 1.74 1.4
Step-down 8434+ | 86.99+ 85.67+ 79.65+ | 82.87+ Bl.261
(SD) 2.64 1.88 1.56° 3.80 4.15 3.62
Step-up 9328+ | 92261 | 92.77¢ 8093+ | 83.07¢ 82.00z
(SU) 1.80 0.42 0.86" 2.75 2.72 2.79
Intermittent 91.18+ | 91.10¢ 91.14% 80.03+ | 82.14% 81.09+
(SU-I) ' 0.76 0.31 0.562 2.48 1.09 1.30
Overall 8899+ { 89.95+ 79.29+ | 8223+
mean 1.35 0.72 2.28 2.17
Significant
Between lighting *w NS
photoperiods
Between strains NS NS
Interaction NS NS

A,B and C, means within lighting regimens effect with no common superscripts differ significantly (P< 0.001).
NS ,not significant
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Table (4): Effect of different lighting regimens for parent birds on subsequent post-hatch progeny weight for Mandarah (M) and

Baodarah (B) chicken
Traits Body weight (gm)
Lighting Chick weight 2 week 4 week 6 week 8 week
regimens at hatch
M B Overall M B Overall M B Qverall M B Qverall M B Overall
mean mean mean mean mean
Ahermeral 3760 | 38.14 | 37.86 | 11273 | 12185 | 117.13 | 249.64 | 251.33 | 250.51 | 43033 | 441.78 | 43586 | 728.57 | 6%6.0 | 711.72
(AH) + + + * + + S + + + t + + t +
060° | 0.71° | 045 [ 378* | 095 | 215* | n42* | 105" | 1061 | 8.63% § 16308 | 11.94* | 3149" [ 290.70% | 29.45*
Step-down 36.13 | 3766 | 3690 | 100.867 ! 109.93 | 105.40 | 21833 | 2420 | 230.16 | 41893 | 402.0 | 41046 | 63833 | 5840 | 6il.16
(SD) F3 + * + + + + + + + * + + + t
u.‘zn 052 | 045" | 328 245% | 208% | 2.18% | 492® | 465% | 13.90% | 10.45% | 1268 | 21.22% | 26.66° | 23.48%
Step-up 3514 | 3676 | 3592 | 98717 | 1070 | 16270 | 20933 | 239.28 | 22481 | 401.78 | 3900 | 396.11 | $82.69 | 570.35 | 57629
(sU) + * 3 + + + t + S * + + H + ]
0.78° | 090® | 0.60" 3.55 1.24% | 206° | 674 [ 11.65% | 035° ! 13.47* | 830° | 10987 | 21.27° | 15.04° | 18.67°
Intermittent 3726 | 3793 | 37.61 | 10240 | 113.93 | 10B.35 | 239.68% | 240.66 | 240.16 | 424.33 | 42625 | 42532 | 676.25 | 6250 | 65145
{SU-I) + * + + £ S + + + Yy + * * + +
0.96" | 0.60° | 0.55* | 3.69% | 217" | 232° 919 | 10.65% | 9.38*° | 19.96% [ 18.17* | 19.96*® | 27.05* | 9.86™ | 18.25"
Overall 36.55 | 37.65 103.76 | 113.25 229.74 | 24338 419.13 | 415.60 658.10 | 619.66
mean + + + * b4 + T + + %
0.69" | 0.64% 3.88" 1.16* 777" | 9.78% 13.24 | 1345 25.30% | 20527
Significant
Between lighting * e . M o
photoperiods
Between strains . e * NS hd
Interaction NS NS NS NS NS

A.B and C, means witkin lighting regimens effect with no common superscript differ significantly (P< 0.05).
X and Y, means within strain ¢ffect with no commen superscript differ significantly (Ps 0.001).
ab,c and d means within lighting regimens by strain interaction effect with no common superscript differ significantly (P< 0.001). NS.no significant
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Table (5): Effect of different lighting regimens for parent birds on subsequent post-hatch progeny body weight gain for Mandarah (M) and

Bandarah (B) chicken strains
Traits Body weight gain
(0-2) wk 24 wk) (4-6 wk) L (6-8wk)
Lighting M B Overall M B Qverall M B Overali M B Overall
regimens mean mean mean mean
Abermernl (AH) | 75.13 | 8371 | 79.27 127.79 138.60 | 133.37 179.0 192.14 | 18534 265.66 286.78 275.86
* + * * + - * * + 3 * +
366 | 125* | 2114 1097% | 12.25* | 1117 12.07 881 7.52 28.23* 26.34° 26.12*
Step-down (SD) 64.73 | 1226 § 6850 10840 141.13 | 12476 | 17693 | 183.66 | 18030 165.06 23633 200.70
* * + t t S k4 + % t t +
3.46° | 270" | 226" 7.62% 619" [ +5.70 14.92 6.33 1098 | 13.88° | 24.88% | 13.48%
Step-up {(SU) 6357 | 7023 | 66.77 102.23 140,57 | 12211 | 16250 | 180.76 | 171.30 16857 192,69 180.18
+ t t + * + + + + + t +
3.74° | 178%™ | 2188 5.90° 11.70" 8.57 17.58 735 11.76 20.49% | 2148 19.73°
Insermittent (SUL) | 6513 | 760 70.74 125.75 13827 | 131.80 | 183.66 | 186.56 | 185.16 200.66 250.0 226.13
+ + h T t + k4 + t z b 4 +
3.78% [ 229 | 236" §.47% 12.02% | 10.24 11.42 11.36 10.22 | 24.14™* | 15.06% 19,50
Overall 6720 | 75.60 116.48 139.62 17574 | 185.86 200,52 242,50
Al + + + + + + t b 4
3.88Y | 1.og* 838" 5.26" 13.93 8.36 21.13" 21.58*
Significant
Between lighting [T NS NS e
photoperiods
Between strains bee e NS e
Interaction NS NS NS NS

AB and C, means within lighting regimens effect with no common superscripe differ significantly (P< 0.001).

X and Y, means within straie effect with no common superscript differ significantly (P< 0.001).

a.b,c and d means within lighting regimens by strain interaction effect with ne common superscripts differ significantly (P< 0.001). NS no sigaificant
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Table (6): Effect of different lighting regimens for parent bitds on feed consumption (gm/bird period) of subsequent post-hatch chicks for
Mandarah (M) and Bandarah {B) strains

Traits Feed consumption (gm/bird)
(0-2) wk (2-4 wk} 4-6 wk) (6-Bwk)
Lighting M B Overall M B Overall M B Overall M B Overalt
igimens mean mean mean mean
Ahermera) 19050 | 198.0 | 194.25 [ 357.10 | 383.50 | 37045 | 57140 | 561.20 | 366.30 | 857.10 | 91840 | 8871.75
(AH) t + + + + + + + + £ + +
609" | 7459 | 67° | 10938 | 17.81° | 14.35° | 1461% | 1883" | 16707 | 1433* | 14.42" | 14.39%
Step-down 191.40 | 193.30 | 192.35 | 33520 | 429.00 | 382.10 | 57430 | 575.20 | 574.75 | 61905 | 809.50 | 714.27
(SD) + + t + t t £ + + * t +
915" | 6.19° | 7697 | 701" | 16.13% | 11.59% | 1468° | 14.70° | 14.70° | 847! | 10.08% | 977"
Step-up 204.70 | 223.60 | 213.85 | 387.40 | 459.20 | 423.30 | 61220 | 715.90 | 664.05 | 682.40 | 883.50 | 78295
(5U) t + * + + * * * + t + +
9.36° | 1024" | 9.81% | 13.10° { 1541* | 14.22* { 2055% [ 29.44* | 2491* { 10.75% | 13.93% | 12.33*®
Tntermittent 191.00 | 21430 | 202.65 | 361.90 | 384.80 | 37335 | 573.80 | 582.10 | 57795 | 71430 | 805.80 760.05
(SU-n + £ + + + + t t + + + +
9665 | 12.88% | 11.29% | 16797 | 13.009 | 1492 | 14677 | 1954 | 17.15% | 1826 | 12.70 15508
Overall 194.25 | 207.30 36040 | 414.20 58292 | 608.60 718217 | 854.30
mean + + + + + + + -
| 857" | 9.19% 11.96" | 15.60% 16.13Y | 20.49% 1296 | 13.05%
B Significant
Between lighting o i i .
photoperiods ‘
Between sirains EL LS L1 LE 1) L L]
Interaction (L e e NS

A,B and C, means within lighting regimens ¢ffect with no commeon superscripts differ significantly (P< 0.001).
X and ¥, means within strain effect with no common superscripts differ significantly (P< 0.001).
ab.c.d.e and f means within lighting regimens by strain interaction effect with no common superscript differ significantly (P< 0.001). NS, no significant
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Table (7): Effect of different lighting regimens for parent birds on feed conversion (gm feed/gm gain) of subsequentpost-hatch growing chicks
of Mandarah (M) and Bandarah (B) strains

Traits Feed conversion {gm feed / gm gain)
(0-2) wk (2-4 wk) (4-6 wk) (6-8wk)
Lighting M B Overal! M B Overall M B Over?ll B Overall
reglmens mean mean mean mean
Abermeral 2.54 2.30 2.472 291 2.87 2.89 3.46 3.08 327 3.5 3.49 350
(AH) t b T + t t t * * + t t
0.053° | 0.027° [ oga1® | 0.099° | 0.825° | 0451t 0.149° 0.123° | 0.138* 1.162° | 6125 | 0.643*
Step-down 1.13 2.74 2.94 332 325 3.29 3.54 3.38 3.46 435 3.79 4.02
(5D) + + t +0.119F + + + t + + + %
0.230° | 6.788° | 0.529% 0.116° | 0.118° 0.1537 0.121° | 0.140° 1.407% | 1.255° 1.331*
Step-up 349 343 3.46 430 3.57 3.93 477 454 4.40 4.66 5.41 5.04
(SU) + * t E4 + E + + t t t +
0257% | 0.179% | 0215° | 1.424" | 0.154% | 0499° 1.414% 1.503" [ 1460" 1.543% | 0232° | 0.887°
Intermittent 310 2.93 3.01° 3.02 2.89 | . 296 337 336 337 358 3.51 3.74
(SU-I) + + t t+ t E * + * + + F4
0.123° | 0189 | 0.156 0.120% | 0.186° | 0.155"° 0.135° 0.134° | 0.140° 1317® § 0.a50" | 0.733*
Overall 3.07 2.85 339 315 3.66 359 410 4.05
mean + B + + + + ko +
0.166Y | 0.296% 04407 | 0.322% 0.464 " 0.477% 1.359 0.443
__ Sipnificant
BCWCCII “ﬂhﬂ-ﬂg X0 ke EE Y *
photoperiods
Be‘weell 'traim EL L] LEL ] Ll 1) NS
lnteracﬂon Ew EE2 ] 21 NS

A.B and C, means within lighting regimens effect with no common superscripts differ sig ificantly (P<0.001).
X and Y, means within sirain effect with no common superscripts differ significantly (P< 9.001).
a,b,¢c,d,e,f.g and h means within lighting regimens by strain interaction effect with no ¢r umon supetscript differ significantly (P< 0.001).

NS, no significant
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