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Table 1. The composition of experimental diets

Ingredients %
Yellow Corn 18.05
Soybean meal, 44% 17.0
Wheat bran 12.0
Alfalfa meal 46.0
Soybean oil 2.0
Molasses 3.0
Dicalcium phosphate 1
Salt 0.5
DL- Methionine 0.15
Vitamin premix' 0.2
Mineral premix’ 0.1
Total 100
Analysis

Moisture,% 11.7
GE, kcal/kg 3,965
ADF,% 14.8
NDF,% 23.8
Crude protein,% 18.9
Crude fiber,% 11.6
Ether extract,% 4.2
Calcium,% 1.2

1 Mineral premix composition(g/kg): Fe, 80; Cu, 15; Mn, 80; Zn, 50; 1, 0.85; Co, 0.25.

2 Vitamin premix provided per kilogram of diet as follows: Vitamin A, 10,000,000 IU; Vitamin D5, 2,000,000 1U;
Vitamin E, 20,000 IU; Vitamin K, 1.5 g; Vitamin B, 1 g; Vitamin B,, 4.8 g; Vitamin B, 3 g; Vitamin B,,, 0.01 g;
Niacin, 25 g; Pantothenic acid, 10 g; Folic acid, 0.5 g; Biotin, 0.2 g.

2 iFEES U SIS T 19 THI

Table 2. Average temperature, relative humidity and THI of rabbitry in cool season and hot season

Items Average temperature Average RH Average THI
Cool season (1/9-3/23) 21.0C 74.1% 20.4
Hot season (5/9-7/31) 28.2°C 83.9% 27.4

THI=db’C —[ (0.31 —0.31 RH) (db"C — 14.4)], db"C = dry bulb temperature in Celsius and RH = relative humidity
percentage/100
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Table 3. THI distribution of rabbitry in cool season and hot season

It Very severe heat stress ~ Severe heat stress Moderate heat stress ~ Absence of heat stress
ems
THI > 30 28.9 <THI <30.0 27.8 <THI<28.9 THI <27.8
Cool season
0% 0% 0.2% 99.8%
(1/9 —3/23)
Hot season
16.0% 11.0% 11.8% 61.2%
(5/9-17/31)
THI=db’C —[ (0.31 —0.31 RH) (db"C — 14.4)], db’C = dry bulb temperature in Celsius and RH = relative humidity
percentage/100.
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Fig. 1. (a) Temperature, relative humidity scale and THI of rabbitry in cool season. (b) Temperature, relative
humidity scale and THI of rabbitry in hot season.
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Table 4. Suckling performance of does in cool season and hot season

Items Cool season (1/9 — 3/23) Hot season (5/9 — 7/31)
Average litter size at birth, g 7.30 £ 2.4 7.10 2.7
Average litter size at 3-week-old, g 7.10 £ 2.4 6.40 * 2.2
Average litter size at weaning, n 6.80 2.3 6.40 * 2.3
Survival rate, % 94.1 £ 10.4 91.0 * 12.7
Average litter weight at birth, g 476 £ 126" 399+ 120
Average litter weight at 3-week-old, g 2,385 & 572° 1,748 + 416
Average litter weight at weaning, g 5,103 £ 1,270° 4279 £ 1,090
Average body weight at birth, g 68.1 £ 135 586 * 113
Average body weight at 3-week-old, g 360 98 294 +  91°
Body weight at weaning, g 792 + 199 715 T 162

" Mean * SD.

" Means within the same row without the same superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 5. Growth performance of weaning rabbits reared in cool season and hot season

Items Cool season (1/9—3/23) Hot season (5/9 —7/31)
Litter size, n
weaning 68 * 23 64 * 23
5-week-old 68 * 23 64 + 23
6-week-old 6.7 £ 23 63 £ 23
7-week-old 66 £ 23 63 + 23
8-week-old 63 + 23 62 * 23
Survival rate 929 + 137 97.1 + 81
Body weight, g
weaning 792 £ 199 715+ 162
5-week-old 1,078 + 226° 953 t 157°
6-week-old 1312 £ 265° 1,158+ 188"
7-week-old 1,426 + 302 1,342 + 213
8-week-old 1,616  + 345 1491 £ 207
Feed intake, g
5-week-old 926 + 23.0° 674 + 136"
6-week-old 115.0 + 223" 86.1 * 26.6°
7-week-old 1260 £ 423 959 + 275
8-week-old 135.3 +  3571° 909 * 67.0°
Average daily gain, g
5-week-old 409 £ 112 342 + 82
6-week-old 334 + 129 293 * 8.0
7-week-old 163 +* 225 263 * 72
8-week-old 27.0 = 152 213 + 73
5 to 8 week-old 294 £ 9.0 277 + 41
Feed conversion rate
in the whole period 442 £ 2.03° 312+ 0.74°
" Mean £ SD.
" Means within the same row without the same superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Abstracts

The purpose of the study was to investigate the effect of temperature humidity index (THI) on the suckling
performance of breeding does and growth performance of growing rabbits. The trials were conducted in cool
season (January to March) and hot season (May to July), in the rabbit farm of Livestock Research Institute. Thirty
New Zealand White (NZW) does were selected respectively, reproduction performance were recorded, including
litter size (LS), litter weight (LW) , the body weight (BW) at birth, 3-wk-old and weaning (4-wk-old) and survival
rate Growth performance trial was started after weaning. Feed intake (FI), BW and numbers alive were recorded
every week until eight-week old. Average daily gain (ADG), feed conversion rate (FCR), and survival rate were
calculated. Temperature and relative humidity (RH) in the house were recorded every two hours and transformed to
temperature—humidity index (THI) . Degrees of heat stress for the rabbit were evaluated based on THI. The results
showed that only 0.2% of duration in cool season rabbits were suffered from moderate heat stress (27.8 < THI <
28.9) . No heat stress (THI < 27.8) occurred in the other period. In hot season, 16.0% of duration rabbits were under
very severe heat stress (THI > 30) , 11.0% of duration rabbits were under severe heat stress (28.9 < THI < 30.0) ,
11.8% of duration rabbits were suffered from moderate heat stress (27.8 < THI < 28.9) . It showed that 38.8% of
duration in the hot season rabbits were suffered from different degrees of heat stress. Average LW and BW at birth,
3-week old and weaning of cool season were higher than those of hot season (P < 0.05) . The individual BW at
weaning were no significant difference between the two seasons. BW of growing rabbits in cool season at 5-week
old and 6-week old were significant (P < 0.05) higher than those of hot season. But no significant difference were
found between two seasons at 7-week old and 8-week old. Weekly average FI and FCR in the whole period of cool
season were significant (P < 0.05) higher than those of hot season. Weekly ADG and ADG in the whole period
were no significant difference. In conclusion, heat stress in hot season significantly reduced nursing performance of

breeding does and growth performance of their pulps

Key words: Rabbit, Temperature-Humidity Index, Reproduction Performance, Growth Performance.
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