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Determination and Analysis of Green Shell Egg Color of Chishui Black Bone Chicken
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Abstract [ Objective ] To explore the eggshell color rule of Chishui black bone chicken eggshell.[ Method ] Green shell eggs of Chishui black
bone chickens were used as the research object.The shell color values of 100 dark green,medium green and light green eggs were measured by
USING NR type shell color difference meter at 300 days of age,and 30 eggs were selected from each group for egg quality detection.[ Result ]
AL of dark green group was 44.90 — 52.57, AL" of medium green group was 53.07 = 56.99, AL" of light green group was 57.02 — 61.37.
Eggshell thickness in dark green group was significantly higher than that in medium green group and light green group (P<0.01), protein
height and Haugh unit in dark green group were significantly higher than that in medium green group and light green group (P<0.05).The egg
shell color AL" 45 = 53 was divided into dark green,>53 - 57 into medium green,>57 into light green.The egg quality of dark green group
was higher than that of medium green group and light green group,and the egg quality of medium green group was higher than that of light
green group. [ Conclusion | The study provides reference for the market pricing and other green shell eggs of Chishui black bone chicken eggshell

color.
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Fig.1 Eggshell color comparison
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Fig.2 Schematic diagram of the instrument measurement interface
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Table 1 Determination of eggshell color

a1 i B ALTTH ALTRUME AL R a” A
Group Day-old Sample size AL™ mean AL" minimum AL" maximum Aa" mean
VR&k Dark green 300 100 49.48+1.90 C 44.90 52.57 -8.85+1.02 C
2% Medium green 300 100 55.17+1.05 B 53.07 56.99 -5.51+1.90 B
sk Light green 300 100 58.35+1.21 A 57.02 61.37 -4.87+0.93 A

T [FFIAN R KRS TR R 22 540 10 3 (P<0.01)

Note; Different capital letters in the same column indicate extremely significant difference (P<0.01)

x2 ERERNE
Table 2 Determination of egg quality
s HILHREL THSTIMEE R HITEEE HE
E; Egg shape Eggshell Egg yolk Eggshell thickness Egg weight
roup index strength // N weight // g mm g

R4k Dark green
14t Medium green
&k Light green

1.325 3+0.002 8 a
1.334 9+0.002 5 a
1.325 9+0.002 6 a

37.000 0+10.623 2 a
36.417 2+9.872 3 a
38.031 0+8.073 7 a

16.478 3+2.342 6 a
17.2729+£1.849 1 a
17.166 6+1.900 5 a

0.301 0+0.033 3 A
0.254 2+0.049 7 B
0.233 8+£0.023 4 B

54.436 7+4.194 7 a
54.979 3+4.129 6 a
54.462 1+4.139 6 a

LY 551 Level statistics

Al e e A A

Group height //mm Egg yolk color Haugh unit AA B
WREE Dark green 5.100 0£1.184 7 a 6.3333+1.583 0 a 70.246 7+10.202 9 a 12 15 3
%z Medium green 4.8862+1.1259 b 6.275 9+1.556 0 a 68.965 5+8.770 7 b 9 16

Lk Light green 4.420 7£0.576 6 b 6.758 6£1.503 7 a 65.558 6+6.111 4 b 4 22 4

TE: RPN RIS T RER7R 22 7 .35 (P<0.01) , RIR/INE T RERIR 225 .35 (P<0.05)

Note ; Different capital letters in the same column indicate extremely significant differences ( P<0.01) ,different lowercase letters indicate significant difference

(P<0.05)
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