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INTRODUCTION

The literature contains relatively
little information concerning edible
and inedible part yieds from comme-
rcially available ducklings.Because
mucle conformation and distribution
of mucle over the carcass enhances
consumer acceptance of ducklingsinf-
ormation on part yields is important.
Two breeds,white Pekin and white _
Muscovy ducks are widely produced
for meat but have significantly diff-
erent growth rates (Swatland,1980 ).
Orr (1969)reported that dressing per-
centage and meat yields vary in du-
cks due to age,breed,weight and gr-
ade,whereas Swatland(1980) reported
only a slight difference in size and
yields between sexes.Stadelman and
Meinert (1977)reported that percentage
of breast meat in white Pekin ducks
increased from 4.79 to 15.93% from
28 to 63 days of age,respectively,wh-
reas leg and thigh meat decreased
from ahigh of 17.97% at 28 days to
12.28% at 63 days.

Sheldon et. al.(1982) reported that
carcass weights, part weights,and
percent yields varied even though
ducklings were of similar age.

Feed restriction were used widly in
broiler chicks, after 4 week old, to
decrease the feed consumption and
improve feed conversion as it have
been reported by several workers

( Mc Danial et. al. 1975; Mc Carteny
and Brown, 1977; Proudfoad and Hul-
an, 1982 ),however, this point was
not studied previously in ducklings.
The following experiment was conduc-
ted to study the effect of feed restr—
iction program and sex on edible
and inedible yields, carcass weights,
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part weights of ducklings.

MATERIALS AND METHODS o
Two hundred and forty ducklmcja{gu
weeks old, were randomly auow;

into four treatment groups.DU< yi|

in each treatment group were
evided into five replicates &I'"
sed in 240 x 200 cm flat decK ‘g
Ducklings in the first treatmen&ﬂd
up <T1) were fed ad. libitum i
used as control, while duckhr;:“'a’f‘
remaining treatment (TZ’T3’T€'e ;
starved every other da¥y at t!
of 4,5 and 6 weeks respectiv®
The experiment continued int® ;-iﬂ‘:f
eks of age. At the end of eXPﬂa}c-‘
ntal period, 4 males and 4 feje @
from each treatment group We,Lnafi?;
domly selected for the detefmled ;
of cut-up yield. Those schedéin;
slaughter were placed in hol® 4
ns and deprived of feed,
water, for 12 hr.
Ducklings were slaughtered jar of
ring carotid artery and jug¥ ", ¢
followed by evisceration usif>. g
nvential procedures. All duc™ b
used in slaughtering were W'=d"
ded and weighted befor the 5wei:3"
ering, then the carcass wer® g,
ted with giblets, also the blc; we”
feather, head and leg weight_agé i}
mesured. The eviscreated car" .y
were cut into the following pcicj"h
wings, breast, thigh, drumé® 4
back and neck as it has be/eﬂ%];‘
ribed by Morang and Aves ' 7.4t
The data were evaluated Sta[,éixlé
by analysis of variance acc®

to Steel and Torrie (1960)-.
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RESULTS w
The data ror live welgnt,evlzenf
carcass weight, dressing P® . 4
offals and carcass part ylé
summerized in tgpleg 19 .
Yields were expresed in g ¢
as a percentage of evisCfea.tewh‘?i
cass with giblets, while offd w’eltp'
legs, feather and blood 105"
expresed in grams and as aThefe“f:‘
tage of live body weight - 5 D“’_I
were no significant differen® 8%
en the mean live weight, cat
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Rpo giblets and dressing

Qe
"Nt gr;;i%es.between the four treatm-
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L: Effect of feed restriction
Programs on live body we-
1ght, carcass weight, car-
Cass parts and offals of

o duckling,
hooT, T T,
o \(\g) (g) (g) \g, /
L 1% 2660 2553 2650
( 2137 1893 1811 1877
§ 6. 2036 1951 2031
§ 58§ sl 76.4 76.6
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19 59 224 227 2211
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e 73 28 2 28
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150 139 138 143
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Lemg,
;(:SS) .31\ 11\/@ bod .
S8in. %~ Carc y welght, 2—- car-
18,68 Derc ass with giblets, 4~ dr-
I )d »10). ftage; carcass cuts(5,65

lﬁeck?umeéti\ghereﬁ— breast, 6- thigh,
, 9- back,10-
where,11-1i-
13- gizzard;offals(14
. % €re, 14-head, 15-legs,
lee ) » 17~ blood loss.
‘Pe
giglceetmages of carcass cuts,
S and offals of ducling

\ms
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: 7.&6 27.0  28.0  26.6

: 8.4 7.4 8.4 7.2

jj 13.7 7 8.4 SRl

B 18.8 13,8 14.0

NG 6.0 227 25.7

2 2g 110 116 10.9

o 1.3 2.6 2.6 2.6

R 1. 1. 1.4
46  S-1 Sl 3.6

4.4 5.0 4.7

15 2.5 2.8 2.6 2.6
16 6.2 S 5k 544
L7 5.4 4.8 Sl 5+9
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Ttems:carcass cuts (5,6,7,8,9,10),
where, 5- breast, 6- thigh,
7- drumestic, 8- wings, 9-back
10- neck; giblets (11,12,13),
where, 11- liver, 12- heart,
13- gizzard; offals (14,15,16,
17), where, l4-head, 15- legs,
16— feathers, 17- blood loss.

When the results of the four treatm-
ent groups were pooled, the mean
live weights of ducklings at 56 day
of age were 2700 and 2455 g for ma-
le and female, respectively. The zo-
rresponding carcass weights with
giblets were 2044.5 and 18771:3 g,
respectively. As a proportion of live
body weight, the carcass yield min-
us giblets for males and females
was 69.9 and 71.2 respectively, wh-
ile the carcass yield with giblets
was 75.7 and 76.5 respectively (ta-
ble 3 ). Similar values have been
reported by Sheldon et. al. (1982).
Table 3 also show that the differen-
ces in body weight, carcass weight
and dressing percentage between se-
xes were statisticaly (p<0.05).

Unlikely in broiler, the females du-
ckling have a higher dressing perc-
entage than males (75.7 and 76.5%
respectively). But in broiler, Orr
and Hunt (1984), reported that, the
percentage of carcass yield minus
giblets as proportion of live body
weight for males and females was
71.1 and 70.7%, respectively.

Feed restriction seemed to have no
significant effect on carcass parts,
head, legs, feather and blood loss
weights (table 1). Sex differences
were observed for yield of parts ex-
pressed either as weight or as aper-
centage of carcass with giblets.
Males had significantly larger prop-
ortions of neck, liver, gizzard and
legs (p<0.05) than females.




Table 3 Effect of sex on live body
weight, carcass weight,
carcass parts and offals
of duckling.

{tems Male Female

1 2700 2455

2 1888.5 1745

> 2044 358 1877.3

4 15/ = 76.5

5 574127.9) 52351 Z2685)

6 142.547 O) 139.5(7.4)

7 164.5(8.1) 159.518.5)

8 288(14.1) 258.5(13.8)

9 487(23.8) 450(24.0)

10 2355 (L5202 35 (11025

11 58(2 8) . bkl 2.4 )

12 28(1.4) 25.5(1.4)

13 70(3.4) 62.5(3.3)

14 125(4.6) 12031 ,19))

5 73.5(2.7) -* . 65.5(2.6)

16 142.5(5.3) * - 144.3(5.9)

17 25Z2.505.7). ¥ 12381(5.1)

"Differed significantly (p<0.05).
Items: 1-live body weight, 2- carc-
ass weight, 3- carcass with giblets,
L— dressing percentage; carcass cut
2 (540, 7,059 10 where, "5~ breast,; o=
thigh, 7- drumestic, 8- wings, 9-

back, 10- neck; giblets: (11,12,13),
where, 11- liver, 12- heart, 13-

gizzard; offals: (14,15,16,17),where
14— head, 15- legs, 16- feather,17-

blood loss.f{tems No. (5,6,7,8,9,10,11,
12,13)expresed as a percent of car-
cass weight with giblets.Items No.
(14,15,16,17) expresed as a percent
of live body weight.

CONCLUSION

According to the results of this ex-
periment, appear that using feed
restriction leads to minimize the
quantity of consumed food, in the
other hand it doesn’t have any ef-
fect on carcass cuts. So using the
feed restriction to increase the pro-
fitability is recommended.
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