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Fig. 1. The average feed consumption of Brown Tsiaya duck from 22 to 52 weeks of age.
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Fig. 2. The average egg production of Brown Tsiaya duck from 22 to 52 weeks of age.
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Fig. 3. The average feed conversion ratio of Brown Tsiaya duck from 22 to 52 weeks of age.
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* Optimization did not finish with status 1. Standard errors are therefore not meaningful.
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* Optimization did not finish with status 1. Standard errors are therefore not meaningful.



Genetic studies of residual feed intake in the Brown Tsaiya duck ®

H. C. LiuU® T. C. Tu® C. Marie-Etancelin® Y. P. Lee ® J. F. Huang® C. F. Chen®®)

Abstract

The objective of this study was to estimate weekly residual feed consumption (RFC) of
Brown Tsaiya duck during egg laying period for reference of further selection. Ducks were
individual caged after 12 weeks of age, feed consumption, egg mass, body weight and body
weight change were determined every week from 22 to 52 weeks of age. The results indicated
that average feed consumption per week, average egg mass per week, weekly feed conversion

ratio, average body weight per week and average body weight change were 892+19 g ~ 398+100
0~2.56+1.30~1282+136 g and -3+10 g, respectively. Phenotypic correlations between four weeks

recording duration and whole recording duration is 0.95 that higher than one and two weeks
recording duration. As the genetic correlations between four weeks recording duration and whole
recording duration were ranging from 0.93 to 1.00. Heritability were ranging from 0.30 to 0.43.
These results indicated that residual feed intake traits was selectable, and data regarding of
feed consumption, egg mass, body weight and variance of body weight at age from 34 to 37
weeks will be collected for three consecutive generations, and then the selection efficiency

evaluation will be conducted.
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