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Fig. 1. Score of bumble foot.
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Fig. 2. Weekly laying rate after onset of egg production. Week 1 represents the time when laying rate reaches 5%.
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Table 1. The monthly laying rate (%) of Muscovy ducks raised on wire mesh floor or in cage

Rearing system

Month
Wire mesh floor Cage
laying rate %
Apr 49+ 1.1° 12+1.1¢
May 179+ 11.8¢ 18.1+11.5°
Jun 63.7111.5% 61.9+12.2°
Jul 69.9 +8.9° 69.7 + 8.6"
Aug 67.3 172" 66.7+7.4
Sep 58.916.7° 59.6 £ 6.3
Oct 38.7%5.6° 39.9+5.6°
Sum’ 51.5 51.9

&b &e Means in the same column without a common superscript differ significantly (p < 0.05).
" Laying rate from Apr to Oct.
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Table 2. The reproductive performance under of Muscovy duck different rearing systems

Rearing system

Items Probability
Wire mesh floor Cage

No. of eggs laid /duck up to 52 weeks age 89.3 89.7 >0.05

Fertility rate (No. of incubated eggs), % 86.8 (1,741) 83.8(2,969) <0.05

Embryo mortality rate.” (No. of eggs), % 15.2 (229) 16.6 (414) >0.05

Percentage of broken eggs (No. of laid eggs), % 9.5 (5,392) 3.6 (5,290) <0.001

" Candling eggs at day 7 of incubation.
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Table 3. The position of egg laying and broken egg rate in Muscovy ducks raised on wire mesh floor

Items Laying in nest boxes Laying out of nest boxes
No. of laid eggs 4,085 1,307
Percentage of laying position, % 75.8 24.2

No. of broken eggs 121 390
Percentage of broken eggs, % 3.0" 29.8%

*Y Means in the same row without a common superscript differ significantly (P < 0.01).

4 TIRIEERET Y AISEREHR IS

Table 4. The investigation of bumble foot score in different rearing system

Sex Rearing system No. of observation Bumble foot score Bumble foot %
Cage 21 1.3£0.9° 85.7
Male
Wire mesh floor 15 2910.4" 100.0
Cage 59 1.6 £1.0° 86.4
Female
Wire mesh floor 59 2.0+ 1.0° 91.5

"¢ Means within the same column without a common superscripts differ significantly ( P < 0.05).
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Fig. 3. The score of bumble foot in different rearing systems.
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Abstract

The aim of this study was to compare the production efficiency of Muscovy duck reared on wire mesh floor
or in cage. One hundred and twenty female parvovirus-free Muscovy ducks were allocated into two groups at 26
weeks of age and the productive performance, reproductive performance and bumble foot score were detected.
The egg number of laying up to 52 weeks age in the group of wire mesh floor and cage was 89.3 and 89.7, the
percentage of broken eggs was 9.5% and 3.6% (P < 0.001), the fertility rate was 86.8% and 83.8% (P < 0.05) and
the percentage of embryonic eggs mortality was 15.2% and 16.6%, respectively. Both of these two rearing systems
caused high rates of bumble foot (85.7% to 100%). However, the Muscovy ducks raised on the wire mesh floor had
more serious bumble foot (score 3) than those in the cage system. Taken together, ducks raised on wire mesh floor
had higher rate of broken eggs. However, this system benefits the fertility and reduce labor demand than the cage

system. The problem of animal welfare caused by bumble foot still needs to be overcome.

Key words: Muscovy duck, Wire mesh floor, Cage, Bumble foot.
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