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Abstract: The experiment was to compare and analyze the egg quality and percentage of Wuhei chickens with different egg-
shell color. A total of 120 30-week-age Wuhei hens of similar weight and peak laying period were selected. The experiment las-
ted for 5 weeks(31—35 weeks,respectively). During the experiment, the number of powder shell eggs and green shell eggs were
recorded on a weekly basis for the calculation of the percentage. At 33 and 35 weeks.60 powder shell eggs and 60 green shell

eggs were collected to determine the egg quality index. The results showed that: (1) At 33 weeks, there were no significant differences

in egg quality indexes between powder shell eggs and green
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shell eggs(P >>0. 05). The egg weight of powder shell eggs

was higher than that of green shell eggs,and the egg type in-
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eggs were higher than that of powder shell eggs. At 35
weeks,egg type index and protein height of green shell eggs
were significantly higher than that of powder shell eggs(P <<
0. 05), but there were no significant differences in the egg
weight, eggshell strength,eggshell thickness,egg yolk color,
egg yolk weight and Haugh unit between powder shell eggs
and green shell eggs(P >>0. 05). (2)During the laying of eggs
from 31 to 35 week, green shell eggs were mainly produced
of Wuhei chickens, accounting for more than 75% of green
shell eggs, while powder shell eggs accounted for between
23.15% and 24.72%. A combination of all index, there was
no significant difference in egg quality of Wuhei chickens be-
tween powder shell and green shell eggs,and the proportion
of green shell eggs was larger.
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Table 1 Basic diet composition and nutrient levelCair-dried basis)

JEURE o Iy T
T 25.50 HLEH/ % 16. 61
Ek 62.50  fRIRE/(MJ/kg)  11.30
KL 1.00 HER/ Y 0. 34
Ak 8.00 T 2R / V6 0.85
iRk 3.00 HEEERR/ Y 0. 65
a1t 100. 00 BB/ % 0. 60

5/ % 3.49

Fe 1 BUR R A E T % H R4 L. VD 3 300 TU, VA
8 000 IU.VK 3.5 mg.VE 25 mg.B, (B # %)8. 4 mg,B, (Fi
Me%)2.5 mg. B, CHHELE) 48 mg, By (M EE) 4 mg, B, (iZ
fi2)16 mg, A=Y % 0. 15 mg,B,, (U4 )0, 023 mg .M 1.6
mg, JHHH 500 mg, FALH 3 g. 8k 40 mg # 1. 2 mg. 5 8 mg.
£ 80 mg. 4k 90 mg. i 0.3 mg, 2. FEIE/KEY HiTHEME,
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Table 2 Comparison of egg quality of Wuhei chickens
with different eggshell colors

i H i ST
HHE /g 50.924-0.45  50.4840.43
ESIZR 1.3140.00 1.3240.00

AW /N  41.0140.41  41.4540.34
ERBEE/mm 0.3240.01 0.33+0.00

33 J4 EARE 5.520.05 5.590.04
B0 13.45+0.10  13.5840.09
EwEE/g 15.204+0.10 15.294+0.05
W R B 75.8040.47  76.6040.37

HiE/g 50.9540.27  50.5440.29

L 5L 1.3040.0la  1.32740.00b

EEME/N  41.484+0.38  42.274+0.31

25 HFJER /mm 0.33240.00 0.3440.00
5 J&

HHEE 5.5040.06a  5.6420.03b
B 13.4240.10  13.4840.10
Em#E A /g 15.06420.11  15.294-0.06
W I Ay 74.3540.99  75.234-0.65

HFITAENE FhE R R 22 575 B3 (P<<0.05); BF
HRREFAEZF(P>0.05),

R3 HAEBRAREZHERBELMLR

Table 3 Comparison of the proportion of Wuhei chickens with different eggshell colors
WiH 31 32 & 33 34 J& 35 A
£ o0 336 330 325 342 332
e s E/ A 102 105 103 103 109
MER/A 438 435 428 445 441
a0 AR ) 76.71 75. 86 75.93 76. 85 75. 28
MIEEH /% 23,29 24. 14 24.07 23.15 24,72
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