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RS N T AP Gl I 1 L
FEH AT T RIS BUS T R IACE . AR
BRI T, RHES P EHNER -
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18.00% ) , \& £ i oo 1] A 6] R} o, BF 58 SM3
B A Ffr g A 7= R R £k 45 b 14 A8 Ak B A, O e
AR R, LAk B AR A R T A e
femy 5o

1 #REAEE
1.1 KIEHA
1.1.1 Rz
55 3 40 JE i £ IR B KA A2 BE AR
SM3 HEFE A ARG 3 200 H, Horp £EE 2 600 2,
PR R (3 350 £56) g; 24005 600 HSF-HIIATE Ny
(3900 £62) g,
1.1.2  AWRhE
TR 31 [ A DR W D R O A 10 A U % B R
itk
1.1.3 TRl 8 37K
TARRAL I B TR LR 1, B kA F—
AR BBk A R RS 3R BE Y, A R ME
11.50 MI/kg,CP 18.00% , 9% 15 P Bk 25 25 ] H
W E FE K (ME 11. 30 MI/kg, CP 19.50% ) 4
—E ZEHE H AT A v I A 7 S BR

1.2 RE7E
1.2.1 X5t

KRR R IR B, 3 200 278 A B
R SM3 FEME A3 S BE HL 73 A 4 2 (T1, T2 . T3 Al
TAH) ,BH5 MELE, BDEL 160 HG (L
130 H, 005 30 H i s:) o T1 4 H A kR
R, R 225 g, HAM A AR KBS 15 g, 473 51
F7210(T2 4H) \195(T3 4) #1180 g(T4 4H) , #%
ARG B N B, ARG e 24 Ll XL
POK Ry RN B) S 34— B, R MO K,
MR ] 24 16:00

T B 7 d(2009 49 H 19 H—2009 49 H
25 H) A2 4h H i R o B KR 200 ~ 225 g, 55
1 ~5 K, B RKPL20% B 38 5 H2 30 6 i 56 H f] it
B 55 6 RANEE 7 K, 25 414 PR R 1 350 H 4r)
MR, L5 35 d (2009 4 9 J] 26 H—2009
410 H30 H).

®1 EARARKREFKT(FARERM)
Table 1 Composition and nutrient levels of

the diet (as-fed basis) %

1 H Items
JEK} Ingredients

4+ Content

F >k Corn 50. 00
K &4 Soybean meal 27.90
i JFi/NZZ Superior wheat 10. 00
K&l Soybean oil 2.00
1%} Limestone 8.20
R A%, CaHPO, 0.80
DL - EE 5% DL-Met 0.10
Wil E Premix" 1.00
41t Total 100. 00
# K- Nutrient levels”

L6 ME/(MJ/kg) 11. 50
HLE H it CP 18.00
i Ca 3.20
EWE TP 0.49
2 Lys 0.90
HEREE + EM A Met + Cys 0.70
J & IR Thr 0.72

D IR A 4 T S A AR 4244 Premix provides the follow-
ing per kg of diet; Cu 15 mg, Fe 80 mg, Zn 100 mg, Mn
100 mg, VA 12 000 IU, VD, 3 000 IU, VE 20 IU, VK,
0.5 mg,VB, 10 mg,iZ ER %5 calcium pantothenate 15 mg,
fi® niacin 30 mg, JH#H choline 1 500 mg,VB,, 0.025 mg,

D ARHAE S, HoA Y N A Hr . ME is a calcu-

lated value, while the others are analyzed values.
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AR, TR A E SR B A EN vt L
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R WEALAE AT, 0 ARG B, STt AR AL R
TG HE WAL R 5 ¥ TR AR 55 4, TH 3 e P
A WAL AR BRI LURE K K000 o B AR A R
B HEIME
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Table 2 Effects of different restricted feeding amounts on performance of SM3 Cherry Valley breeder ducks

W H 5 1 H {5 M2kl Daily feeding amount per duck/g
Items 225(T1) 210(T2) 195(T3) 180(T4)
1P A 14 # Female duck body weight gain/g 282.33 £15.23"  227.94 +6.67° 192.18 +14.47° 74.21 £7.71°
NS IR B Male duck body weight gain/g  368.82 +14.32°  335.44 +20.62° 285.49 £15.81°  139.47 +12.94°
BEYE % Mortality/ % 0.50 +0.28 0.88 +0.34 0.75+0.28 0.88 +0.34
FE % Laying rate/% 85.73 £1.56" 86.56 +1.38" 83.58 +1.33" 79.54 +1.42°
T Bgg weight/g 94.42 +1.87° 92.74+1.16™  92.14 +1.54° 91.37 £0.72°

J7 7 Equation R’ P {H P-value
—— Yl = —697. 586 +4. 396X 2 0.93 <0.01
Regression analysis Y2 = -5 785.242 +55.333X - 0. 124;( 0.99 <0.01

Y3 = —171.56 +2.092X —0. 0049X" 0.96 <0.01
Y4 =124.94 —0.386X +0.0011X° 0.91 <0.01

Y1.Y2.V3 Y4 535 BERS (R B o () AMSIREE R (g) 784 (% ) M (2) X R KSR ok () o [AT
BB R FREA R R R ZE R B35 (P <0.05) . T,

Y1, Y2, Y3 and Y4 mean female duck body weight gain (g), male duck body weight gain (g) , laying rate (% ) and egg
weight (g), respectively. X means daily feeding amount (g) per duck. Values in the same row with different letter superscripts
differ significantly ( P <0.05). The same as below.

2.2 FEIBREAKTFXS SM3 Bk 25 7 BE BT 4L HE AR AY
)

172 3 Al A1, ANTA] H e WA B i 2 45 A R
SRR AR AR B R M RS AL R Y
BARERLm(P>0.05),

2.3 EBBEAENEESTEXNXE

BRI AT R S E R A R C R WL 4,
BEMG PR 5 7 AR Z AR A SC R R W3 (P >
0.05) HEF 5™ ERZ A B F M “RKHiZxe
Z(P<0.05),
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Table 3 Effects of different restricted feeding amounts on the hatching indices in SM3 Cherry Valley breeder ducks %

i H s H H 4@kl Daily feeding amount per duck/g

Items 225(T1) 210(T2) 195(T3) 180( T4)
P E A H#42% Qualified rate of hatching eggs 92.34 £1.74 93.05 +1.47 92.83 £1.63 93.91 £1.55
K5 # Pertility rate 95.18 £1.84 93.41 +1.36 93.53 £1.21 95.57 £0.95
4 Rate of healthy duckling 94.56 +1.43 95.24 +0.77 95.82 +1.83 95.13 +£0.92
A E %4k % Hatchability of hatching eggs 92.92 £1.12 91.16 £1.50 88.71 £2.53 91.54 £1.24
NG L3 Hatchability of fertile eggs 96.76 =0.98 95.51 £1.02 95.54 =£1.49 97.49 £1.31

®4 BREEMEESFEXNEAXR

Table 4 Regression relationship between laying rate and female duck body weight or egg weight

i H Items Fe8E % Laying rate/ % P {H P-value
H}8{K H Female duck body weight/kg >0.05
% F Egg weight/g Y= -0.669 9X* +126.070 1X -5 862. 331 5 <0.05

EHERSFEBEZEMLALE L, Y4 X =
126.070 1/(2 x0.669 9) =94. 1 [}, =ER Y Ny
ARAE, BIEAGR I 40, E N 94. 1 g A, )™

80 1
70 ¢ 4
60 [
50 |
40 Y=-0.669 9X>+126.070 1X-5 862.331 5
30 (P<0.05, R*=0.969)

20 +
10
0

|
O
>
>

FEEE# Laying rate/%

90 91 92 93 94 95 96
FETE Egg weight/g

g 2H e Rk 00 180 (m) 195( D) \210( A ) il
225 g(A) o YAEAR N RGN OE 5% 4G A E

Daily feeding amount per duck was 180 (m), 195
(), 210 (a) and 225 g (A ), respectively. Ordinate val-

ues were the arcsine-transformed laying rate.

1 BEESFEXRZEMXR

Fig.1 Relationship between egg weight and laying rate
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Different Restricted Feeding Amounts Affect Performance of
Meat-Type Breeder Ducks during the Laying Period

WANG Shengyu' LI Huimin' ZHAN Zhiping® SHI Tianhong' HUANG Baohua'*
(1. Institute of Poultry Science, Shandong Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Jinan 250023, China;
2. Qingdao KDN Biotechnology Co., Ltd., Qingdao 266000, China)

Abstract; This study was conducted to research the effects of different restricted feeding amounts on the per-
formance and hatching indices in meat-type breeder ducks during the laying period. A total of 3 200 SM3
Cherry Valley breeder ducks ( female 2 600, male 600) aged 40 weeks were randomly divided into four treat-
ments with five replicates per treatment and 160 ducks ( female 130, male 30) per replicate. A corn-soybean
meal-wheat feed (ME 11.5 MJ/kg, CP 18% ) was used as a basal diet. The largest daily feeding amount per
duck (225 g) was given to the ducks of treatment 1 (T1), and the daily feeding amounts per duck of the oth-
er treatments were decreased 15 g in turn and were 210 (T2), 195 (T3) and 180 g (T4) , respectively. The
study lasted for 35 days. The results showed as follows: 1) when daily feeding amount per duck was decreased
from 225 to 210 g, the body weight gain (BWG) of male and female ducks was decreased significantly ( P <
0.05), the laying rate had a slight rise (P >0.05) , and the egg weight had a slight drop (P >0.05). When
daily feeding amount per duck was constantly decreased to 195 or 180 g, not only BWG of male and female
ducks, but also laying rate and egg weight were significantly decreased (P <0.05). 2) Regression analysis
showed that the BWG of male and female ducks, laying rate and egg weight had the linear or the quadratic re-
lationship with the daily feeding amount per duck (P <0.05), and the laying rate had a significant quadratic
relationship with egg weight, too (P <0.05). 3) The daily feeding amounts per duck had no significant
effects on the mortality, qualified rate of hatching eggs, fertility rate, rate of healthy duckling, hatchability of
hatching eggs and hatchability of fertile eggs of ducks ( P >0.05). These results indicate that suitable quantita-
tive feed restriction can decrease the BWG of ducks, and increase the laying rate, but excessive restricted feed-
ing can negatively affect the performance of ducks. [ Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition, 2012, 24 (3) .
447-452 |
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