Monitoring of turkey breeders growth
and composition

Marine Dewez'?, Patrice Etourneau?, Francois Lecompte?,
Sylvain Briere! and Pascal Froment?

28 |
' &l r
L HENDRIX GENETICS 1Hendrix Genetics Turkeys France, 49290
Saint-Laurent de la Plaine, France g

_—— SCIENCE & IMPACT

2PRC and CIRE, INRA Centre Val
Loire, 37380 Nouzilly, France

——



Context

Genetic selection

v Growth performance

v Reproductive performance




Context

Genetic selection Breeder Flock
Management

Average body weight

R
\\\\\\\\\
j\j\\\\\\
OO \\\\ \
AN A
\ ~‘ .\\\\\ \



Context

Yg::-‘.
e [ /
Individual

v’ Sensitive

¢ GENETICS '

v'"Response




Context

Genetic selection

S

Breeder Flock Individual

Body composition &)

6

Y
NN
NN NN
WO,
NN
OO
SONONONONN



Context y

Genetic selection g 1 Flock Individual

Body composition &)




Context y

Genetic selection g 1 Flock Individual

Body composition &)




Context

Breeder Flock Individual/

Body composition

’ﬂg Adipose |
. i
o tissue |,

B cone

< GENETICS '




< GENETICS '

How to monitor ?

Tissue deposition
Non invasive

Breeder Flock Individual

Body composition &)




Objectives

How does body weight category at 16 wk of
age influence growth until photostimulation ?
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Objectives

How does body weight category at 16 wk of
age influence growth until photostimulation ?

Is CT-Scan an appropriate tool for an
accurate phenotyping of turkey breeders ?
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Conclusion

Growth rate

v’ Influenced by BW at 16 wk
v" Volumes and BW follow a linear relationship during rearing

= 7 CT - Scan

v" Non - invasive body composition estimation
v" Adapt feeding strategies
v" Valuable tool for genetic selection
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Conclusion

Growth rate

v’ Influenced by BW at 16 wk
v" Volumes and BW follow a linear relationship during rearing

= = CT - Scan

— v" Non - invasive body composition estimation
v" Adapt feeding strategies
v" Valuable tool for genetic selection
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