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Table 1. The composition of experimental diets

Plant Plant Plant Plant
Ingredient (%) Control Fish meal
A B C D
Yellow corn 70.8 713 72.5 73.1 73.1 73.2
Soybean meal, 44% CP 23.9 18.7 17.5 16.6 16.6 16.5
Fish meal, 60% CP - 3.5 - - - -
Feather meal - - 35 35 3.5 35
Dicalcium phosphate,
1.55 1.1 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7
pulverized
Limestone 0.37 0.35 0.25 0.27 0.27 0.27
Todized salt 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Cellulose 2.56 4.25 3.6 3.85 3.85 3.85
Vit-premix® 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Min-premix” 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
L-Lysine 0.02 - 0.15 0.18 0.18 0.18
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Calculated value
CP, % 16.5 16.6 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5
ME, keal/kg 2905 2906 2905 2905 2905 2906
Ca, % 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.73 0.72 0.73
Total phosphorus, % 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60
DL-methionine + cystine, % 0.57 0.58 0.59 0.58 0.58 0.58
L-Lysine, % 0.89 0.86 0.90 0.89 0.89 0.89
Analyzed value
CP, % 16.4 17.2 17.5 17.4 17.3 17.1
Ca, % 0.66 0.67 0.69 0.71 0.70 0.71
Total phosphorus, % 0.67 0.64 0.68 0.67 0.68 0.70
DL-methionine + cystine, % 0.58 0.58 0.61 0.62 0.62 0.61
L-lysine, % 0.90 0.93 0.89 0.89 0.85 0.87

Supplied per kg of diet: Vitamin A, 10,000 IU; Vitamin D,,1,000 IU; Vitamin E, 25 IU; Vitamin K, 3 mg;
Thiamin, 3 mg; Riboflavin, 5 mg; Pyridoxine, 3 mg; Vitamin B, ,; 0.03 mg; Ca-pantothenate, 10 mg; Niacin,
50 mg; Biotin (1.0), 0.1 mg; Folic acid,3 mg; Choline-ClI (509 ), 1,000 mg.

*Supplied per kg of diet : Mn, 60 mg (MnSO, - H,0); Zn,60mg (ZnO); Cu,5mg (CuSO, - 5H,0);
Se, 0.1 mg (Na,SeO,).



130 TS HBIE AT IR L FHE

% 2. LERIREREIAFEREREATH E TR (o £) 2%

Table 2. Effect of domestic feather meal on feed intake (g/duck ) in mule ducks

Weeks of age

Treatment
3-5 5-7 3-7

Control 22514136 2640+158a 4891+163a
Fish meal 22304190 2466+130ab 4697+150ab
Plant A 21504146 2296+105bc 44474251b
Plant B 22114161 2286+152bc 4497+163ab
Plant C 21674122 2189+160¢ 43554281b
Plant D 21614158 2266+161bc 44274319b

ab.c Means within the same column with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05 ).

* 3. LHRISEREIA AR AT B E R (o £)

Table 3. Effect of domestic feather meal on body weight (g/duck) of mule ducks

Weeks of age
Treatment
3 5 7

Control 531463 1409+140° 2118+218%
Fish meal 537456 1442+151™ 21304238 ®
Plant A 524+48 1481+152%® 2092+191°
Plant B 544456 1468+119% 21034166
Plant C 548+56 152041072 2199+178°
Plant D 548456 1418+121% 2071+199°

ab. ¢ Means within the same column with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05 ).
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Table 4. Effect of domestic feather meal on body weight gain ( g/duck ) in mule ducks

Weeks of age

Treatment
3-5 5-7 3-7

Control 878+146° 709+213 15874205
Fish meal 905+165 2 689245 1593+230
Plant A 956+179 % 611+195 15684207
Plant B 925+137 % 6354211 1560182
Plant C 972+113 ° 678+171 1651+189
Plant D 894-+150°° 653204 1547+183

ab.¢ Means within the same column with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05 ).

7 5. T A NSALEAN R A IR B AE AR B ERERI IR (kg Bl kg By ) 2%
Table 5. The feed efficiency (kg feed/kg gain) of mule ducks fed diet with domestic feather meal

Weeks of age
Treatment
3-5 5-7 3.7

Control 2.57+0.08" 3.72+0.17° 3.08£0.06
Fish meal 2.4740.20% 3.62+0.37° 2.96+0.21°
Plant A 2.26+0.21° 3.80+0.46 2.8440.05%
Plant B 2.3940.01% 3.6140.23% 2.88:£0.09%
Plant C 2.2640.12° 2.8840.58° 2.64+40.16°
Plant D 2.44+0.12% 3.47+0.27a° 2.8640.19%

abMeans within the same column with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 6. Amino acid digestibility (9% ) of feather meal

Source
Amino acid Average
Plant A Plant B Plant C Plant D

Asp 68.5+4.1 70.3+£12.7 67.6+6.8 69.7+17.0 69.0
Thr 85.5+1.7 85.4+7.0 85.0+3.5 87.0+7.1 85.7
Ser 89.1+1.5 88.2:+6.0 88.9+2.2 90.0+5.6 89.1
Glu 79.942.5 82.0+6.9 78.8+5.1 81.4+10.6 80.5
Pro 84.3+2.5 85.4+6.6 84.1+3.2 86.3+7.0 85.0
Gly 81.4+2.7 78.9+11. 5 77.7+£8.6 82.1+13.9 80.0
Ala 83.4+2.9 85.1+4.8 81.7+4.3 83.5+10.0 83.4
Val 87.1+1.9 91.0+2.8 85.5+4.1 86.4+7.3 87.5
Ile 92.0+1.1 93.3+1.8 90.1+2.8 90.5+5.3 91.5
Leu 90.4+1.2 91.1+£3.2 89.1+2.6 88.9+5.9 89.9
Tyr 87.3+3.0 88.2+3.3 86.0+4.3 85.7+8.8 86.8
Phe 90.7+1.4 91.1+2.7 89.8+2.1 89.3+5.8 90.2
His 82.5+2.7 82.5+5.8 81.5+4.2 84.0+8.6 82.6
Lys 64.4+6.3 73.147.1 65.0+8.4 74.4+13.4 69.2
Arg 92.2+1.0 93.6+2.1 92.3+1.6 92.2+4.1 92.6
Cys 68.7+4.4 73.0+9.1 71.6+2.0 75.3+12.1 72.2
Met 82.9£1.3 82.2+3.0 83.1+2.3 84.1+9.3 83.1
Average 83.0 84.4 82.2 84.2 83.4
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Abstract

The objectives of this study were to investigate the utilization and digestibility of domestic feather meal
inmule ducks. Trial 1 : Mule ducks at three weeks of age were randomly assigned into six treatment groups
with three replicate pensin each. There were 20 ducksin each pen with 10 males and 10 females. Ducksin the
control group were provided with soybean-corn based diet and 3.5% fish meal was added in the fish meal group.
The diets of other four groups contained 3.5% feather meal from four domestic feather meal processing plants
of A, B, C, and D, respectively. Body weight, feed intake and feed efficiency at 3, 5, and 7 weeks of age were
measured. The results showed that there was atrend of higher feed intake in the control and fish meal groups
compared with the feather meal groups at 3 to 5 weeks of age. The feed efficiency between 3 to 7 weeks of age
in the control and fish meal was lower than that in the feather meal groups (P < 0.05). Body weight gain was
similar among groups at 3-7 weeks of age. The amino acid digestibility of domestic feather meal from different
processing plants was between 82.2-84.4%. In conclusion, addition of 3.5% domestic feather meal in the
practical feed of mule ducks was recommended.
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