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Effects density on growth performance and carcass characteristics of Pekin ducks
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Table 1. Effects of density on growth performance of Pekin ducks from 14 to 42 d of age!

Stocking density (birds/m?)

ltems SEM  Probability
5 6 7 8 9
Final BW (g) 3,406.6° 3,385.0% 33752 3361.7% 33224° 91 0.0286
BW gain (g/d) 102.6° 101.7%°  101.3®  100.8% 99.4° 0.3 0.0175
Feed intake (g)  230.8 228.5 229.7 231.0 230.4 1.6 0.9919
FCR (¢/9) 2.25 2.25 2.27 2.29 2.31 0.02 0.6918
Mortality 2.67 2.78 2.22 2.81 3.58 0.38 0.9075

25 Means with different superscripts within the same column differ significantly (P < 0.05).

! Results are means of 3 replicates.

2 Stocking densities are also expressed as actually achieved BW per meter? according to the
final BW of ducks at 42 d of age.

Source: Xie et al. (2014)

Table 2. Effects of density on growth performance of Pekin ducks from 24-42 days of age’.

Stocking density (birds/m?)
ltems Probability
5 6 7 8 9

Final BW (kg) 3.25 + 0.06% 3.21 + 0.04%° 321 +0.04®® 319 +0.04° 3.17 + 0.02° 0.021
BW gain (kg)  1.78 £ 0.05 1.76 + 0.03® 1.77 + 0.03* 1.74 + 0.04** 1.72 + 0.01° 0.042
Feedintake 490 £0.10 479 +0.07 488+0.09 4.86+007 489 +0.14 0.293
(ke)

FCR (kg/kg)  2.75+0.06  273+0.05 276+006 279 +007 284+ 0.09 0.131

25 Means with different superscripts within the same column differ significantly (P < 0.05).

' Results are means of 6 replicates.

2 Stocking densities are expressed as actually achieved BW per meter? according to the final BW
of ducks at 42 d of age.

Source: Li et al. (2018)



Table 3. The effect of density on growth performance of Pekin ducks from 21-42 days of age®.

Stocking density (birds/m?)

ltems? SEM P-value
5 8 11
Initial BW (g) 1,218 + 5.83 1,214 + 5.10 1,216 + 4.00 2.726 0.856
Final BW (g) 2,711 £ 26.05° 2,576 + 18.32° 2,539 + 44.04° 25.943 0.005
ADG (g) 71.10 = 1.25° 64.80 + 0.80° 62.99 + 2.07° 1.217 0.005
ADFI (g) 215.79 £ 2.99 207.00 = 5.14 204.11 + 3.86 2.422 0.117
FCR (g/g) 313+001°  308+005° 330 0.01° 0.032 <0.001

25 Means in the same row with different superscripts differ significantly (p < 0.05).

! Results are means of six ducks and expressed as mean + standard error (SE).

2 Initial BW, initial body weight on day 21; final BW, final body weight on day 42; ADG, average
daily gain; ADFI, average daily feed intake; FCR, feed/gain;

Source: Zhang et al. (2018)
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Table 4. Effects of density on carcass and foot pad lesion score of Pekin ducks at 42 d of age®.

Stocking density (birds/m?)

ltems SEM  Probability
5 6 7 8 9
Carcass® (%) 76.2 75.5 76.3 75.9 75.0 0.2 0.3598
Breast meat” (%) 13.6 13.7 13.6 13.6 13.4 0.1 0.9671
Leg meat* (%) 10.6 10.5 10.4 10.3 10.6 0.1 0.4809
Abdominal fat* (%) 1.14 1.14 1.20 1.25 1.23 0.04 0.8218
Foot lesion score 0.83 1.20 1.06 1.04 1.08 0.06 0.5272

! Results are means of 3 replicates of 10 birds each.

2 Stocking densities are also expressed as actually achieved BW per meter? according to the
final BW of ducks at 42 d of age.

® Calculated as a percentage of live BW.

*Calculated as a percentage of carcass weight.

Source: Xie et al. (2014)

Table 5. The effect of stocking density on meat quality characteristics of Pekin ducks from 21 to
42 days of age’.

Stocking density (birds/m?)

[tems SEM P-value
5 8 11
Drip loss? (%) 3.39 + 0.27° 5.00 + 0.48° 4.89 + 0.28° 0.263 0.004
PHas min’ 6.20 + 0.065°  5.96 +0.043°  6.02 + 0.062° 0.040 <0.001
PHaq et 5.15 + 0.01 5.18 + 0.02 5.17 + 0.03 0.013 0.662
CIE L* 45.56 + 0.24 45.43 + 1.22 44.79 + 1.13 0.541 0.834
CIE b* 7.66 +0.16 8.39 + 0.69 7.78 + 0.79 0.345 0.607

b Means in the same row with different superscripts differ significantly (p < 0s.05).

! Results are means of six replicates of six ducks and expressed as means + standard error (SE).
% Calculated as a percentage of live body weight.

3 PHas min: PH value for breast meat 45 min after slaughter.

* pHyq 1t pH value for breast meat 24 hour after slaughter.

Source: Zhang et al. (2018)
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