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A Comparison of Performances for Growing Periods of Duck Breeders
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ABSTRACT This study was conducted to evaluate the performance of Cherry Valley and Grimaud strain. A total of two hundred
eighty eight, one day old duck breeders (Cherry Valley and Grimaud strain) were randomly divided into two groups with 4
replicates of 36 birds each and fed a commercially available diet for 24 weeks. Overall body weight gain was significantly higher
in Cherry Valley (3,064 g) than in Grimaud strain (2,851 g). Feed intake was significantly increased in Grimaud strain compared
with Cherry Valley strain (p<0.05). Viability of Grimaud strain showed 100.0% and was higher than that of Cherry Valley strain.
Uniformity was not statistically different between Cherry Valley and Grimaud strains.
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Table 1. Chemical composition of the experimental diet’

Weeks of age

Items
0~7 8~19 20~24

Crude protein (%) 20.95 18.92 19.90

Crude fat (%) 5.84 4.19 4.87

Crude fiber (%) 2.82 3.00 3.52

Crude ash (%) 5.84 5.01 10.82

ME (kal/kg) 3,081 3,033 2916
"Analyzed values.
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Table 2. Body weight of duck breeders for growing periods

Table 3. Body weight gain of duck breeders for growing periods

Weeks Cherry Valley Grimaud
g
0~8 2,248 2,408°
9~16 514 327°
17~24 302 117
0~24 3,064° 2,851

**Values within the same row with different superscript are signi-
ficantly different (p<0.05).
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Table 4. Feed intake of duck breeders for growing periods

Weeks Cherry Valley Grimaud
g

0~8 5,579" 4,966

9~16 6,172° 6,233"

17~24 7,952" 7,588°

0~24 19,090 19,600"

**Values within the same row with different superscript are signifi-
cantly different (p<0.05).

Table 5. Feed conversion of duck breeders for growing periods

Weeks Cherry Valley Grimaud
Weeks Cherry Valley Grimaud 0~8 22" 2.4
g 9~16 12.2° 19.2°
0 50.0 50.0 17~24 322 80.8
8 2,298 2,458 0~24 62° 6.9"
16 2812 2,784 **Values within the same row with different superscript are signi-
24 3,114 2,901

ficantly different (p<0.05).
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Table 6. Energy intake of duck breeders for growing periods

Weeks Cherry Valley Grimaud
-------------------- kcal/bird —----m-mmmemme-

0~8 15,248 17,761°

9~16 18,720 18,905

17~24 24,118° 23,014°

0~24 58,086 59,681

**Values within the same row with different superscript are signifi-
cantly different (p<0.05).

Table 7. Protein intake of duck breeders for growing periods

Weeks Cherry Valley Grimaud
-------------------- [0 1 R——
0~8 1,023° 1,192°
9~16 1,168 1,179°
17~24 1,563 1,492°
0~24 3,754° 3,863"

**Values within the same row with different superscript are signi-
ficantly different (p<0.05).
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Table 8. Viability of duck breeders for growing periods

Weeks Cherry Valley Grimaud
%
0~8 99.5 100.0
0~16 99.0 100.0
0~24 98.5" 100.0°

**Values within the same row with different superscript are signi-
ficantly different (p<0.05).

Table 9. Uniformity (%) of duck breeders for growing periods

Weeks Cherry Valley Grimaud
4 65.7 65.8
8 65.3 72.8
12 78.5 68.3
16 75.7 68.8
20 74.1 73.3
24 71.5 75.0
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