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Effects of Fermented Traditional Chinese Medicine on the Egg Quality of Spotted Duck

WU Yuan-yuan ( Weifang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Weifang, Shandong 261071)

Abstract [ Objective ] To study the effects of fermented traditional Chinese medicine on the egg quality of spotted duck. [ Method ]300 spotted
ducks in the late stage of laying period were selected as test subjects and randomly divided into two groups. The spotted duck in experimental
group was fed with fermented traditional Chinese medicine in drinking water for 16 days,but the spotted duck in the control group was fed with
unfermented Chinese medicine for 16 days. The eggs produced by 10 ducks were taken to detect the egg quality after feeding 8 and 16 days.
[ Result] After 8 days of drinking water, the average egg weight, eggshell thickness, egg albumen height and egg yolk weight of the experimental
group were significantly higher than those of the control group ,which increased by 1.30% ,6.67% ,5. 84% and 6. 71% ,respectively. The egg
yolk ratio of the experimental group was slightly higher than that of the control group. After 16 days of drinking water, the average egg weight,
egg albumen height and egg yolk weight of the experimental group were significantly higher than the control group,which increased by 3. 95%,
14.77% ,and 10.25% respectively. The eggshell thickness in the the experimental group and control group was the same ,and the egg yolk ratio
of the experimental group was slightly higher than that of the control group. [ Conclusion ] The egg quality of spotted duck was improved to var-
ying degrees after feeding the fermented traditional Chinese medicine,and the egg weight, egg yolk weight and egg yolk ratio were significantly

improved.
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Table 1 The detection results of egg quality after feeding 8 days
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roup weight /g thickness,//mm height //mm weight /g ratio
iR 5G4 Experiment group 76.38 0.48 6.52 25.78 0.34
Xt HE4H Control group 75.40 0.45 6.16 24.16 0.32
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Table 2 The detection results of egg quality after feeding 16 days
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E}roup Average egg Eggshell Egg albumen Egg yolk Egg yolk
weight//g thickness /mm height,//mm weight//g ratio
I 4H Experiment group 78.34 0.44 6.45 26.45 0.34
Xif HZH Control group 75.36 0.44 5.62 23.99 0.32
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Table 3 The detection results of egg quality during the whole feeding period
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Detection Average egg Eggshell Egg albumen Egg yolk Egg yolk
time//d weight//g thickness//mm height,//mm weight /g ratio

8 76.38 0.48 6.52 25.78 0.34

16 78.34 0.44 6.45 26. 45 0.34
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