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Table 1 The effect of different feeding manners on duck survival rate
T8 it Ao Tl 05 INX G5 ANK IR R R [l / R BLE R/ Y
Duck breed Feeding manner Plot number Putting density per plot  Recycling number Survival rate
ERRL T A 1 15 14 93.33
Local anesthesia duck Rice-duck farming 2 25 24.5 98. 00
3 35 33.5 95.72
-4 Average 95. 68
TEFRRT 1(CK) 15 13 86. 67
Control 2(CK) 25 24 96. 00
3(CK) 35 32 91.43
S Average 91.37
15 HI S e A 4 15 13.5 90. 00
Gaoyou duck Rice-duck farming 5 25 22.5 90. 00
6 35 3L.5 90. 00
S Average 90. 00
TEFNT I 4(CK) 15 14 93. 33
Control 5(CK) 25 22 88. 00
6(CK) 35 32 91.43
Ay 90. 92
FEBEA G A LB 7 15 12.5 83.34
Cherry valley duck Rice-duck farming 8 25 20.5 82.00
9 35 28.5 81.43
SE Average 82.26
TEFRRT B 7(CK) 15 13 86. 67
Control 8(CK) 25 21 84. 00
9(CK) 35 33 94. 29
¥ Average 88. 32

TR PR T (H
Note: The data in the table are all average value.
2.2 AERSHFEHFEMELLE
H1% 2 AT, I 0 20 1 BRI H P 24 FE R o 0
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Table 2 Comparison on average daily
feed intake of different duck breeds

i
Duck breed

A 1 HER i e S o
Average daily feed intake H im0 %
e Average daily
ARG X HEHHG feeding reduction
Test duck Control duck

4 1l RS
Local
anesthesia duck
e I
Gaoyou duck
[ e
Cherry
valley duck

0. 04 0.11 63. 64
0.07 0.14 50. 00
0.12 0.16 25.00

2.3 AEEEMARNEAZETBEELR

H 2 3 AT, a5 S 5 8 55 0 BEORH L, S8 5 X
JEAY 3 /NG it A %) B i R T ARG A b i
B 3 A SRR LB, DLJE 55 B P A 1Y B B A K
P 4,47 kg B mMBIS R Z 4. 26 kge KLY
HRRHG 3. 57 kg« K75 ARG AR50 A9 3 A8 4
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/N R 15 HEE S R OR .
2.4 AEBRMARNFZEETHRAREHE

tb &

1 4 )0, 3 AT b Y i 06 DX 1 A B A
WIS 50 3% 2% B R 3G L 30 em DL 2% R R B0 Ok 2
ks, (AU 3 A~/NX 30 em DL R 22 BERESL
x3 AAERHMAREAZTETERILR
Table 3 Comparison on duck weight of different duck breeds under different putting density

LLTRE T #5773 AN G5 N DX R R/ R i kge A
Duck breed Feeding manner Plot number Putting density Weight
2 b JER 1Y i 3 1R 1 15 3.62
Local anesthesia duck Rice-duck farming 2 25 3.55
3 35 3.52
¥y Average 3.56
GEFR X I 1(CK) 15 3.66
Control 2(CK) 25 3.59
3(CK) 35 3.45
S Average 3.57
4 1S 1 E LB 1 15 4.33
Gaoyou duck Rice-duck farming 5 25 4.21
6 35 4.22
F Average 4.25
%77 X I 4(CK) 15 4.35
Control 5(CK) 25 4.22
6 (CK) 35 4.21
A4 Average 4,26
PR 1 [ELLE (R 7 15 4.53
Cherry valley duck Rice-duck farming 8 25 4.50
9 35 4.42
¥ Average 4.48
GEFR X I 7(CK) 15 4.59
Control 8(CK) 25 4.42
9(CK) 35 4. 40
SEH4) Average 4. 47
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Table 4 Comparison on weeds number of

different duck breeds under different density

/NX 30 cm LA

[ 2 RO R/ R
Weeds number with
plant height above

NI AR
g/ R
Putting density

i
Duck breed

per plot 30 cm per plot
20 JFR T 3 46 X 15 98.6
Local anesthesia duck plot 25 17.2
35 15.3
e I 1 X 15 121.3
Gaoyou duck plot 25 98.1
35 19.5
FEBE A T 1 6 IX 15 572.8
Cherry valley duck plot 25 464. 4
35 356.7
Iif 35 it 25 % i IX. Control 0 21.2

AR Tl e P I 700 A 2 . 2 R s
JBRMG e AR /N 25 A1 35 HBHUE TR - /X 30 em
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Table 5 The effect of different duck breeds on yield and yield components under different putting density
P N 1y o R W P g e e o, BB/ RS < L, 7
o 5 i GELVZEN N g DOICEIE/ Rt RRRY GO REURE TR g B/ % g b2 el it
Duck breed Feeding Plot number Duck pgmng Cave Spike Grain l()OOTgram §eed Theoretical kg-hm'“
manner density number number number  weight setting rate vield Actual yield
1 3l A R A 1 15 25. 06 25.6 117. 60 26. 80 89. 20 18035. 49 17476. 32
Local anesthesia ~ Rice-duck 2 25 24.82 25.3 116. 70 27.20 88. 30 17600. 41 16090. 00
duck farming 3 35 25.02 25.6 117. 50 26. 90 89. 30 18078. 77 17452. 19
SEH4 Average 24. 97 25.5 117. 27 26.97 88.93 17904. 89 17006. 17
23 M g3 4 15 25.05 256 115.80  26.70 87.60 17368. 87 16965. 45
Gaoyou Rice-duck 5 25 24.91 25.3 117. 60 27.30 88.30 17865. 90 16543, 34
duck farming 6 35 24.92 25.6 115. 30 26. 60 86. 50 16924. 47 15678. 89
1Y Average 24. 96 25.5 116. 23 26. 87 87.47 17386. 41 16395. 89
BRI AR LA 7 15 25.05 25.6 117. 60 26. 50 89. 00 17786. 52 16435, 02
Cherry valley Rice-duck 8 25 25.01 25.3 116. 80 26. 40 88.70 17306. 31 16598. 67
duck farming 9 35 24.93 25.6 116. 90 27.20 88.90 18040. 45 16986. 29
1Y Average 25.00 25.5 117.10 26.70 88. 87 17711. 09 16673. 33
It No duck CK 0 24.92 25.9 116.8 26.71 87.93 17685. 95 16651. 58
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Research Report of Rice-Duck Farming Test in Harbin

DI Shu-feng, MENG Ying
(1. Tillage and Cultivation Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Har-
bin, Heilongjiang,150086)

Abstract; In order to select suitable duck breeds and duck putting density to produce good quality organic rice,
three kinds of ducks that local anesthesia duck,Gaoyou duck and Cherry valley duck were used to conduct the
experiment of rice-duck farming in Minzhu township of Harbin. 15,25,35 ducks were put in 1 000 m? , the duck
survival rate,average daily feed intake.,duck weight,weed quantity and rice yield were investigated. The results
showed that local anesthesia duck was the most suitable for rice-duck farming, which duck survival rate was
95. 68% saverage daily feed intake of a duck was 0. 04 kg, weed number with plant height above 30 cm was
15. 3 when the duck putting density was 35 ducks in the plot. The measured yield and theoretical yield was
17 006.17 kgehm™® and 17 904. 89 kg+hm™ ,respectively.

Key words: rice-duck farming;density;survival rate;yield
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