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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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