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A Study on Duck Growth Performance and Economic Benefits on
Using lllite As a Feed Additive - A Field Study -

In Hag Choi’
Department of Companion Animal & Animal Resources Science, Joongbu University, Chungnam 32713, Korea

Abstract

This study evaluated the duck growth performance and the economic benefits on using illite as a feed additive for ducks. Illite
powder at three levels (0%, 1%, and 1.5%) was added to commercial duck diets, and fed to 180 one-day-old ducks (Pekin, 3 replicates,
20 ducks per pen) using a randomized block design for 39 days. During the experimental period, there were no significant growth
performance differences between treatments (p>0.05), except with the feed conversion ratio (p<0.05), for all periods (8-39 days). In
addition, the dietary supplementation of 1% and 1.5% illite did not significantly improve (p>0.05) Feed Intake Cost (FIC), Weight
Gain Value (WGV), Meat Production Cost (MPC), Economic Efficiency (EE), Profitability (P), or cost benefit ratio for 8 to 21 d, 22
to 39 d, and 8 to 39 d. However, the differences in meat production cost and profitability between treatments were statistically
significant (p<0.05) for all periods (8-39 d). In conclusion, adding 1% and 1.5% illite to duck diets is not beneficial for improving
either the duck growth performance or the economic indicators.
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Table 1. Growth performance in duck fed diets with illite after 39 days

Treatment"

Item

Control Tl T2

Starter (8-21 d)
Finisher (22-39 d)
Overall (8-39 d)

Feed Intake
(®

1,538.33£36.57
3,912.67+41.95
5,451.00+£76.39

1,492.33+£54.01
4,009.00+74.54
5,501.33+84.40

1,448.67+42.98
3,902.00+55.77
5,353.67£55.16

Starter (8-21 d)
Finisher (22-39 d)
Overall (8-39 d)

Weight Gain
(€3]

1,164.33+40.12
1,831.33+41.53
2,995.66+17.48

1,084.00+34.01
1,894.00+12.27
2,978.00+42.77

1,041.33+19.37
1,926.67+64.67
2,968.00+58.24

Starter (8-21 d)
Finisher (22-39 d)
Overall (8-39 d)

Feed Conversion Ratio
(Feed intake:
weight gain, g:g)

1.3240.05
2.14%0.06
1.82+0.02°

1.38+0.06 1.39+0.02
2.1240.04 2.03+0.09
1.85+0.01° 1.80+0.05°

*®Meanrs with same letters are not significantly different at p<0.05.

Means+SE (Standard error).

"Control: basal diets; T1: 1% illite powder.; T2: 1.5% illite powder
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Table 2. Economy analysis in duck fed diets with illite after 39 days

Feed Intake Cost
(FIC, won)

Finisher (22-39 d)
Overall (8-39 d)

2,132.41+22.86
2,970.80+41.63

2,265.09+£53.29
3,109.01+47.02

Treatment"
Item
Control T1 T2
Starter (8-21 d) 838.39£19.56 843.92+30.78 832.99+24.72

2,243.65+£22.07
3,076.64+35.37

Weight Gain Value

Starter (8-21 d)

1,794.24+61.83

1,670.44+52.42

1,604.69+29.85

ini - .08+03. .65+138. 99+99.
(WGC, won/kg) Finisher (22-39 d) 2,822.08+63.99 2,918.65+18.83 2,968.99+£99.66

Overall (8-39 d) 4,616.32+26.95 4,589.10£65.91 4,573.69+89.75

Starter (8-21 d) 720.06+27.94 778.52+31.86 799.93+9.99

Meat Production
Cost
(MPC, won/kg)

Finisher (22-39 d)
Overall (8-39 d)

1,164.41+30.74
991.70+8.49°

1,195.93+£20.56
1,043.99+0.79°

1,164.52+54.11
1,036.60+30.53*

Starter (8-21 d) 114.0148.01 97.93+7.96 92.64+2.38

Economy Efficiency Finisher (22-39 d) 32.34+3.49 28.85£2.26 32.33+5.99
(EE, won/won)

Overall (8-39 d) 55.39+1.33 47.6120.11 48.66+4.32

Starter (8-21 d) 955.85+60.91 826.52+51.43 771.70+8.87

Profitability
(won)

Finisher (22-39 d)
Overall (8-39 d)

689.67+71.41
1,645.52+17.41*

653.5634.51
1,480.09+18.80°

725.34+26.80
1,497.05+78.72°

Cost Benefit Ration
(CBR)

Starter (8-21 d)
Finisher (22-39 d)
Overall (8-39 d)

*®Meanrs with same letters are not significantly different at p<0.05.

Means+SE (Standard error).

DControl: basal diets; T1: 1% illite powder.; T2: 1.5% illite powder
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1.14+0.08 0.98+0.07 0.93+0.02

0.32+0.04 0.29+0.02 0.32+0.06

0.55+0.01 0.48+0.01 0.49+0.04
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