Feeding strategies for
rearing male layer chicks:
promising first results

here are increasingly more
| developments in Europe with

regard to the regulation of
male layer chicks. These male layer
chicks were previously often culled
as day-old chicks but due to stricter
legislation, for example in Germany,
these male layer chicks must now be
reared or selected via an in ovo
procedure.
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Last year, Schothorst Feed
Research (SFR) conducted the very
first study into various feeding
strategies with regard to the rearing
of these male layer chicks. SFR
investigated which strategy was the
most cost-efficient without
impairing animal welfare.

The study involved 4,860 Dekalb
White male layer chicks. The chicks
were divided into 18 groups of 270
roosters, fattened in 98 days to an
average weight of 1,414g. The groups
were offered three different rations
that varied in energy and digestible
amino acid content (dAA).

The first ration was based on a
standard laying hen rearing ration.

The second ration was based on an
SFR literature review. Because male
layer chicks have a lower optimal
dAA/energy ratio, we chose a higher
energy content compared to the
first ration.

The third ration contained 10%
more dAA compared to the second
ration.

The hypothesis was that the needs
of the male layer chicks were
certainly met, which also stimulated
growth. All rations were provided as
crumble with wheat, corn, oat hull,
rapeseed flour, soybean flour and
sunflower flour.

Results

During the study, we observed a
large difference in feed intake.
During the entire period of 98 days,
the male layer chicks in Group 1
consumed over 600g more
compared to the male layer chicks in
Groups 2 and 3.

In addition, there was a difference
in growth: the weight of the male
layer chicks from Groups 1and 3
were similar (1,426g in Group 1and
1,436g in Group 3), whereas in Group
2 the final weight was only 1,379g.

The higher feed intake of Group 1
resulted in a negative effect on the
feed conversion ratio (4.17). In
comparison, the feed conversion in
Group 2 was 3.86 and in Group 3
(only) 3.73. Compared to broiler
chickens, the feed conversion rate
was of course very high.

We also investigated the financial
results in our study by analysing the
compensation arrangement minus
the feed costs incurred, assuming
that the housing costs corresponded
to that of regular broiler chickens.

The financial result for Groups 1
and 2 were comparable. Because the
feed of Group 3 had a higher cost
price, the profit margin was lower
despite the fact that the male layer
chicks in Group 3 had a much lower
feed intake than in Group 1.

It is important to mention that the
financial result partly depends on
the compensation arrangement paid
by the laying-hen farmer.

This changes as soon as the
compensation arrangement is
altered.

Our research indicated that male
layer chicks had a positive result
(also financially), which means that a
standard rearing feed for laying hens
(Group 1) can be fed to male layer
chicks.

The addition of more digestible
amino acids is not necessary. An
advantage of the feed from the
second ration is that 600g less feed
was needed, which means that it has
a lower environmental pressure
(nitrogen excretion) compared to the
ration from Group 1.

Housing management

The housing management was not
much different compared to that of
fattening broiler chickens, but a
number of points should be given
further attention.

For example, the male layer chicks
are a lot more active than broilers,

Table 1. Study into various feeding strategies with regard to the rearing of male layer chicks.

Ration

1 Rearing laying feed
2 Normal
3 More dAA

Energy content
(kcalAME/kg)

Phase1-2-3

dAA (g dLys/kg)
Phase1-2-3

Cost price/kg feed*
Phase1-2-3

2,725 — 2,625 — 2,575 10.0-85-70 €0.295-€0.272 —-€0.255
2,900 — 2,975 - 3,050 10.0 -85-70 €0.315-€0.303 - €0.292
2,900 - 2,975 - 3,050 N0-94-77 €0.334 - €0.319 - €0.304

*Feed price of raw materials when the study was set up in 2021

which results in more dust on the
farm. In addition, they may also get
stuck in the hoppers because of the
dust.

The male layer chicks are also
more sensitive to stress. Therefore,
attention must be paid to rest in and
around the farm and to the
avoidance of loud noises.

Good farm management is
important here, and timely
intervention is key. It was striking
that the fall-out percentage was low
in all three groups, namely an
average of 0.93%.

This research used a standard light
scheme as is normally used for
broiler chickens. During the study
the male layer chicks performed well
on this scheme.

However, it is important to keep
the light intensity a bit lower and
steady so that the male layer chicks
develop less aggression towards one
another.

Perches, pecking blocks and straw
bales might also help in this respect.
Because the male layer chicks had a
longer set-up period than did
broilers, the vaccination routine was
also different.

For example, at the time of this
writing two IBV vaccinations had
been given and all three groups had
been inoculated against Marek’s
disease, coccidiosis, IBD and twice
for NCD.

The outcome of this research is
very promising. SFR therefore
intends to continue research into
this area and also start follow-up
research.

Further research will be done on
the optimal feeding strategy so that
SFR can serve its customers even
better in the future with (nutritional)
advice about this new challenge for
the poultry sector. |
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