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Utilization of Food and Organic Wastes for Duck Feeds
and Evaluation of Their Feeding Values

S. H. Chung, S. R. Lee, C. Kim, D), H. Lee, W. J. Maeng and Y. J. Kwon'

Department of Nutrition Resources, Kowkuk University, fDepar:mem of Textile Engineering, Konkuk University

ABSRACT: An experimeni was conducted 1o evaiuate feeding values of food and other organic wastes, and to determine their
dietary effects on performance and carcass yield in ducks. A total of 156 meat type ducklings at the age of 25 days were housed
in 12 pens and assigned to 4 treatments, in which the birds were fed for 21 days. One of 4 diets, commercial duck feed, raw
food waste (RFW), fermented food waste (FFW) and mixture of 50% RFW and 50% FFW (R+FFW). Feed consumption was
significantly higher (P<0.05) in the RFW group compared to the other groups. Body weight gain showed no significant differences
between the control and other treatments. The feed consumption ratio was significanily higher in the RFW groups (P<(.05) than
that of the other groups. Carcass yield was significantly higher in the R*FFW and FFW groups (P<0.05) than the other groups.
The weight of liver per live body weight showed significant differences among the trestment groups (P<0.03). The length of
intestine was significanily different from those of the treated groups (P<0.05).

(Key words : food waste, duck, carcass yield, liver weight, length of intestine)
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Table 1. Formula of the experimental diets
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Ingredients

Raw food waste

Fermented food waste Raw+Fermente food wast

%

Wet food waste 50 0 25
Fermented food waste 0 50 25
Poultry processing by-product 10 8 10
Fish processing by-product 7 6 &
Egg shell 2 2 2
Grain processing by-product 295 325 305
Dicalcium phosphate 0.5 0.5 0.5
Additive 1 ] 1

Total 100 100 100
Table 2. Chemical composition of the experimental diets’

Raw+F ted
Ingredients Commercial duck feed Raw food waste Fermented food waste awrrermen
food waste
% of dry matter

CcP 19.31 2945 28.89 2943
EE 2.09 13.03 i7.35 16.57
CF 5,46 576 7.04 6.27
Ash 5.93 11.14 15.72 14.14
Ca 0.12 0.20 0.47 0.38
P 0.71 1.33 1.49 1.42
NaCl 0.62 3.49 2.29 2.78
ME(Mcal/kg) 29 2.64 2.65 2.64

! Abbreviations are CP, crude protein; CF, crude fiber; EE, ether extracts and ME, metabolic energy.
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Table 3. Feed efficiency of raw or fermented food waste in duck'

Age Commercial Raw food Fermented Raw+Fermented
(wks) terns duck feed waste food waste food waste
4 FI, g/d/bird 144.627.0° 176.1+ 9.7° 145.8+5.7° 154,1%2.2°
ADG, g 51.8+2.6° 63.6% 5.0° 45.9%1.8° 46.914.1°
FI/ADG 2.8+0.02 28+ 0.1 3.240.0 33403
5 FI, g/d/bird 148.5+7.3° 183.1+ 9.5° 145.9+59° 162.5+2.5%
ADG, g 57.153.4% 53.3% 3.0° 749+1.1° 65.3+5.0"
F/ADG 26+0.1 3.5+ 0.3° 2.0%0.1° 2.5+03°
6 Fi, g/d/bird 154.1+4.2° 198.5+12.1° 144.8+5.3" 180.9+1.2°
ADG, g 57.7+58 57.1% 3.7 58.618.7 50.146.5
FUADG 27402 3.5+ 0.4 2.6+0.4 3.1£03
4~6 FL g 149.146.17 185.9%10.3% 145.5+5.6° 165.9+1.5%
ADG, g 555438 58.0+ 2.1 59.8+2.6 57.1%2.1
FI/ADG 21.7x0.1° 33+ 0.2° 2.6+042° 3.0+0.4%

! Abbreviations are ADG, average daily ain and Fl, feed intake.
Means +8E in the same row with different superscripts differ significantly(P<0.05).
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Table 4. Carcass characteristics of duck fed raw or fermented food wastes
e Commercial Raw food Fermented Raw+Fermented
ms duck feed waste food waste food waste
Live body weight, g 3127.3228.0' 3391.0494.0 3071.3%136.6 3191.7+155.2
Carcass wefght’ g 2323.3+53.6 2523.3+76.9 23833+ 82.5 24767+ 97.0
Carcass weight 743+ 1.1° 7445 04° 777+ 0.9° 779+ 124
/Live body weigh
V‘S"_er:: & entrails 410.7424.6° 497.020.6° 4247+ 214% 4473+ 138%
Weght, & 77.0% 1.2 973+ 0.9° 770 40P 863+ 67%
Liver weight, 2 25% 0.0° 29+ 0.1° 25% 00 27+ 0.1
Liver/Live body weight R R R R
Visceral & entrails N . " .
FLive body weight 13.1% 0.7 14.6% 0.3 13.8% 0.3 140+ 0.3°
Tntestine length, em 2163.3%43.3° 2396.7486.9° 2406.7% 78.8° 2363.3% 34.8°
Caccum length, om 177+ 1.3 185 13 202+ 07 188+ 0.6
Caecum length
fintestine length 0.8% 0.1 0.8+ 0.1 0.8+ 0.0 08+ 00
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Means=SE in the same row with different superscripts differ significantly (P<0.05).
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