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FISH MEAL REQUIREMENT OF KHAKT
CAMPBEILI. X THAI NATIVE CROSSBRED
LAYTNG DUCKS

Narin Thongwitlaya Paopong Puranapong
Department of Animal Technology
Faculty of Agricultural Production
Maejo Institute of Agricultural Technology
Chiangu-.. 50290. Thailand

Abst.ract

The experiment was carried out Lo estimate the fish meal
requirement, of Khaki Campbeil x Thai Native crossbred laying ducks.
Five rations were formulated at 1.0, 9.5, 8.0, 6.5 and 5.0 % dietary
fish meal diets and all diets were isonitrogencus (15.95 % crude
protein) and isccaloric (2,690 Kcal/kg). One  hundred fifty
eighteen-weck-old  layers were randomly assigned to 5  dietary
treatments in 18-week experimental period. buck of each replicate were
confinded tGtogelher in a bamboo slat flaof pen of 1.20 x 1.85 mz, and
they were fed the diets as moist mash ad libitum under practical
environmental conditions. The method of Completely randomized design
was used Lo compare the effects of rations and Duncan’s new multiple
range test for mean comparisions.

The result. showed that. the ducks given 6.5 % dietary {ish
meal diet showed the best esg production, feed conversion and feed
cost, no sisnificant difference was found among the treatments.
Mortality was very =wall and no dietary efi'ect was observed. This
resull. suggest: that the 6.5 % dietary fish meal diet is superior to

the other diets for egg production.
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Table 1

Composition of

)]

. 5 : F 4
experimental diels

Ingredient. (%) Diet. 1 Diet 2 Diet. 3 Diet 4 Diet 5
Broken rice 66,72 63.28 81.84 59.39 55.03
Rice bran - 1.41 6.08 T.98 10.00
Rough rice bran 16 5.45 2.86 2.85 2.74
Soybean meal 8.87 11.00 12.00 14.00 15.95
Fish meal 11.0¢ 9.50 8.00 6.50 5.00
Tallow 2.41 287 2.97 3.83 4.63
Limestone 5.29 5.49 5.70 5.90 6.10
Common salt, 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30
Premixa/ .25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
Price, Baht/kg 5.43 5.45 5.39 5. 40 5.42

7 All diets contained 15.95% CP, 2,690 Kcal ME/kg, 2.65% Ca, 0.55% P.

. Supplied per kg of diet: V.4,

V.K.,, 1.2 mg; V.B , 0.4 mg; V.B_ , 4 mg;

Ca pantothenate

L d

mgs Co 1 mg 5 Cu 8 mgs 1 1 mgs Mn 25 mgs Se

mgs cbhoxyquin 4 mg.

9,000 1Us V.D_, 1,500

V.Bﬂ, 3 mg

s V.E,

1.4 mgs

V.B,,,0.015 mg;

7 mg: niacin 40 mg; folic acid 0.4 mgs biotin 0.04

0.1 mg: Zn 50 mg; Fe 50
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Table 2 Effects of fish meal level on evy product.ion

Age (week) Diet 1 Diet 2 Diet 2 Dbiet 4 Diet, 5 SEM

Egg productivity (%)

18 - 20 12.9 12.8 1€.6 13.4 15.5 2.0
20 - 24 34.3 54.8 42.2 6.9 37.7 £.0
24 - 28 48.0 48.0 45.0 51.9 45.7 3.2
28 - 32 43.1 38.0 34.4 38.2 42.5 5.9
32 - 36 41.7 38.2 35.3 44.8 32.3 4.8

Average 38.7 36.9 36.7 9.7 37.6 3.1



Table 2 (cont.

Age (weelo) Diel. 1 Diet 2 Diet 3 Diet 4 Diet. 5 SEM

Egg weight (g

18 - 20 50,28 47.94 48.28 50.€1 51.15 1.8
20 ~ 24 53.47 51.96 53.04 53.83 53.74 0.9
24 - 28 06.69 56.95 56.64 57.84 38.01 0.7
28 - 32 58,16 60.00 68.06 60. 34 60.05 0.7
32 - 36 6. 33 61.67 61.50 61.32 60.61 2.8
Average 57.18 57.29 56.64 58,13 57.69 0.7

No significantly different among the treatments (P < 0.05)

HANEN TG s R wa Y waslseRngn WAL ﬂ%”ismmmma’a\x
‘1“1»56.11"\3?1 Tenils: .ﬂml aﬂsnflmumma vitaihs 11. 0% Hua Tmmaﬂmﬂ 6142
L Jai 185 uawirsua nhs 9.9, 6.6, 5.0 uky 8.0% Nuawny 17.3, 18.0 .
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UssanSn wnAs L ks wmdw ez ad S e nnta i 11.0, 9.5 , 5.0
waz  8.0% mJswﬁ?mmwn’mu:aaruﬂm'ra 6.22 , 6.32 , 6.81, T.04 haz
7.06 @wWEW  usis o ﬁzmwﬁmfmuwnﬁ'mﬁua&i-Nvisi%‘lfaﬁ’wﬁnmwﬁﬁﬁ R
Peischel uarenx (1976) 51891ul%44 TRl Sua wnsi By ox HilseRngamg
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Table 3 Effects of fish meal level on feed intake and feed conversion

Age (week) iet 1 Dbiet 2 Diet 3 Diet 4 Diet 5 SEM

Feed intake {(g/day)

18 - 20 3" 94" 109° 101*° 108" 2.7
20 - 24 124 134 120 132 133 3.0
24 - 28 139 150 152 156 150 5.0
28 - 32 152 168 160 156 165 4.0
32 - 36 167 167 159 150 153 5.0
Average 137 143 146 144 145 3.5
Total (kg) 7.9 18.0 18.4 18.0 18.3 0.3

Feed conversion tkg feed intake/ke egg)

18 - 20 15.56 14,560 13.75 16.20 13.83 1.9
20 - 24 7.15 7.48 £.93 6.64 7.14 0.9
24 - 28 5.04 5.49 5.98 5.26 5.82 0.4
28 - 22 6.37 7.21 9.42 6.81 8.64 1.5
32 - 36 6.31 6.67 7.53 3.49 8.81 1.0
Average 5.22 6.81 T.08 6.22 7.04 0.6

Mean which are nol sharing suverscript letter are significantly

different ¥ > 0.05)
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Table 4 Effects of fish meal level on body weight and mortality

Iten Liet 1 Diet 2 Diett 3 Diet 4 Diet 5 SEM

Body weight (ka)

18 weeks of age 132 1.32 1.34 1.33 133 0,03

3¢ weeks of ase 1.37 1.39 1.39 1.37 1.37 0.04

weight gain .05 0.07 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04
Mortality (Bird/lot) - a2 2 i 2

Each trealment has 36 birds

waza s weisana T dsngin Hawani e wnaaate 11.0%
ﬁﬁuquﬁwaﬁuﬂiﬁaﬁqﬁwﬁQQ savas Witas Soi E¥uamimlah 6.5, 9.5 , 8.0
war 5.0% ﬁ%iﬂ.‘?}‘u'ri’li:]'lh"l'wiﬂﬁl"lL‘.lgﬂ 94.1, 97.46 , 98.53 , 99.04  Uaz
99.27 um awaey  uetied lFuamnsait 6. 5% ﬁﬁuqudﬁmmm’m"iﬁw'in‘lﬁ 1
'ﬁrfan%fuﬁ";wﬁzp g o asun Rt 11.0 , 9.5, 5.0 uax 8.0% e
qud'lmmwiaamﬁﬂ“ 1 nlan¥a 33.5, 33.7 , 37.0 , 37.0 War 37.8 UM

BANANEL  fTERS L DHATILEAY L LS9 5

Table 5 Feed cost for egy production from 18 to 36 weeks of age

Feed cost Diet 1 Diett 2 Diet 3 Diet 4 Diet. 5

Baht./bird/ 18 wecks 94.10 98.55 99.04 97.46 a9. 27
Baht./kg cug 33.7 37.0 37.8 33.5 37.0
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