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Assessing the productivity of BLRI-developed native ducks compared...

ct, This study aimed to disseminate BLRI-1 (Rupali) and BLRI-2 (Nageswari) ducks and

ed in native ducks. Farmers achieved the highest benefit-cost ratio
hile the lowest ratio of 1.30 was recorded for indigenous ducks. The
49. Disease outbreaks were identified as the major constraint to
ers. The findings underscore the productive performance and
cks. The study highlighted the importance of breed-specific
ed housing, feeding, and disease management practices,
e the profitability of duck farming

of 1.60 with Rupali d

and recommended farmer trainin;

Keywords: BLRI native duck; growth ce; disease outbreaks; benefit-cost ratio

Introduction

Duck raising is popular worldwide; ho
er, according to S. Ahmed et al. (2021), m
than 75% of ducks are reared in Asia. Poultry
farming plays a crucial role in livestock pro-
duction, providing both nutrition and a source
of household income for small-scale, margin-
al, and landless farmers (Rahman et al., 2020).
Many farmers who cannot afford to rear larger
animals, such as cattle and goats, find it easi-
er to raise poultry. Ducks are among the largest
poultry species raised in Bangladesh’s southern
and coastal regions. Duck rearing is a favoura-

angladesh, particularly during the winter,
en demand is significantly higher. Accord-
ing to the DLS (2024), the total duck population
in h is 68.261 million, making it the

that ducks contrib-
the country’s total
h this contribu-

ble livelihood option for the landless, as ducks
can utilise various feed sources available in
natural water bodies, such as wetlands, low-
land areas, beels, haors, rivers, and canals. The
environment and climate of Bangladesh are
well-suited to duck rearing. Ducks are hardy an-
imals that adapt easily to diverse agro-climatic
conditions and are more resistant to diseas-
es than chickens. Duck meat is highly popular

ute approximat€ly 22-2
annual egg produgid
tion has remained‘co

The northeastern and
desh are particularly s
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, excellent foraging abilities in wet-
nments, and natural flocking ten-
med et al. (2021) noted that na-

nturies, as noted by
low-lying regions

erating income, provi
ing job opportunities.
an important componeht
hood development for po

passes 16,488 square kilometres
ponds, and low-lying water reservoirs,
be effectively utilised for aquatic po

self-sufficient strategy to empower smal
ers and landless labourers. This approac
only improves income, employment, and nut
tion but also promotes community development,
gender equality, and environmental protection,
all within the broader framework of rural devel-
opment, with ducks serving as a key resource.

However, duck farming in Bangladesh has
declined due to several challenges, includ-
ing shrinking water bodies, pollution of graz-
ing fields, difficulties in accessing inputs such
as ducks, feed, and medications, marketing
constraints, and disease outbreaks (Shehe-
li et al., 2023). S. Das et al. (2020) stated that
the growth performance of ducks surpasses
that of chickens. Duck farming has significant
potential to enhance egg and meat produc-
tion in Bangladesh. Backyard duck farming, in
particular, is a vital source of human resource
development in the low-lying and coastal areas
of the country. The Livestock Research Insti-
tute initiated a selective breeding programme
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to improve the phenotypic, productive, and re-
productive characteristics of two native duck
breeds. These improved breeds were designat-
ed as BLRI-1 and BLRI-2. Various studies have
been conducted to evaluate the productive, re-
productive, and phenotypic traits of the BLRI-
1 and BLRI-2 ducks. However, all such studies
were conducted on-station under intensive
management systems, with no evaluations per-
formed at the field level.

Therefore, this study was conducted to
disseminate BLRI-1 (Rupali) and BLRI-2 (Nag-
eswari) ducks at the field level, validate their
production potential, and compare their perfor-
mance with locally reared native ducks under
farmers’ conditions. This is particularly impor-
tant because the productive performance and
profitability of backyard ducks in community
farming systems have not yet been evaluated in
Bhanga, Faridpur. The study aimed to achieve
e following objectives: to evaluate the soci-
onomic conditions, duck farming practices,
health management strategies at the com-
nity level; to assess the growth and produc-
tive performance of BLRI-improved native ducks
in ion with local germplasm; to analyse
lity and identify constraints in duck

farmi ithinghe selected community.

a low-lying area in
e Faridpur district
2022 to July 2024.
.3971° N latitude
verage annu-

of Bangladesh
Bhanga Upazilais |
and 90.0036° E longitu
al rainfall of 2,000-2,5
ranging from 12°C to 4
egorised the ducks into thre
Rupali, Nageswari, and indi
group comprised 15 duck far
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two male ducks. In this study, local

a completely randomised
re collected on various
ntered, sorted, com-
¥ Microsoft Excel sheet
, the data were
statistically analys
age for the Social Scie

Descriptive statistics,

distribution, percentages,
ard error values, were use
To calculate the net return,
mula (1) was applied:

NR = GR-GC, (1

where NR is the net return; GR is the
turn; GC is the gross cost.

To calculate the benefit-cost ratio the fo
lowing formula (2) was used:

Gross return (GR) (2)

Benefit-Cost Ratio = Gross cost (GC)

The gross return included the average re-
turn from the main product and by-products of
different duck groups. Gross cost included the
total cost of duck rearing. The benefit-cost ratio
served as a relative measure to compare bene-
fits per unit of cost, aiding in the analysis of fi-
nancial efficiency. A multiple regression model
was employed to determine the effects of key
variables on overall duck farming. The relation-
ship between Y and X was established through
regression analysis, using a Cobb-Douglas
function model, represented as (3):

Y = a+b1X1+b2X2 +b3X3 +

©)
+b4X4 +b5X5 +b6X6 + ei,

where Y is the profit from duck-rearing (BDT/
year); a is the constant; b is the regression coef-
ficient; X1 is the hatched duckling value (BDT/
year); X2 is the purchased duckling value; X3
is the purchased duck value; X4 is the stock
value of duck; X5 is the feed value; X6 is the
treatment cost; X7 is the labour cost; X8 is the
housing cost (with 10% depreciation); X9 is the
miscellaneous cost; X10 is the age; X11 is the
family size; Hey is the disturbance factors.

For simplification, the equation (4) was
converted into a multiple linear form by apply-
ing logarithms:

LogY = Loga+bllogX1+ )
+b2logX2+...b6logX6+u.

The F-test was used to evaluate the over-
all significance of the regression model, de-
ining whether the independent variables
ificantly influenced the dependent vari-
Multicollinearity was assessed based on
& correlation coefficients among the varia-
bles. When these coefficients exceeded certain
pically 0.60, though sometimes
\ v multi-collinearity was indicated.
on ficient of 0.60 or less sug-
i t multi-collinearity (Wan-
he study was conducted
ts of Regulation (EU)
2019/1010 of¥the Eu Parliament and the
Council (2019).

In this study, the
was 38.58+1.72 ye

e age of farmers

eared ducks
. About 9£.8%

separate duck houses, while 1
and chickens in the same ho
of the farmers used wood for
struction, while 2.2% used mud$
highlighted a clear preference for
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terial for duck housing among the
ers. Regarding the flooring for
95.6% of farmers used wood,

ooring. This preference is
ticality and durability in

Parameters
Housing
Separate duck house

Ducks and chicken
at the same house

System of rearing:

Scavenging
Housing material

Mud and wood 2.2(1

Wood and tin 97.8 (44)
Fe

Paddy 100 (45)
Rice 100 (45)
Rice bran 100 (45)

Source: experimental data

Most of the farmers (73.3%) stored eggs for
hatching for 10 days. In comparison, 17.8% of
farmers stored eggs for 7 days, and 8.9% stored
them for 15 days (Table 2). Farmers used var-
ious methods for storing hatching eggs, with

Table 2. Egg, hatching, and broodiness management f

Parameters Percentage (n)

Egg storage for hatching

7 days 17.8 (8)
10 days 73.3 (33)
15 days 8.9(4)

Ukrainian Journal of Veterinary Sciences. 2024. Vol. 15, No. 4

Duck came to broodiness

cleaning practices, 55.56% of farmers used
brooms, 33.33% used water, and 11.11% used
disinfectant. Regular cleaning was performed
by 68.89% of farmers. The study also revealed
that all farmers (100%) consistently fed their
ducks with paddy, rice, and rice bran (Table 1).
Additionally, 82.2% of the farmers supplement-
ed the ducks’ diet with duckweed, 53.3% includ-
ed snails, and 15.6% provided ready-made feed.

sing facilities and management systems for ducks

Parameters Percentage (n)
Floor-type
Wood 95.6 (43)
Mud 4.4 (2)
House clt?aning 88.89 (40)
practice
Cleaned by using 68.89 (31)
a broom
Cleaned by water 55.56 (25)
ed by disinfectant 33.33 (15)
S
Duckweed 82.2 (37)
Snail 53.3(24)
15.6 (7)

a local storage method),
nd 11.1% using freezing
hing systems, 97.8% of
by hens, while only
2.2% used incu

Parameters

after egg-laying (days)
Average broodiness
cycles per year
Broodiness removal
methods

Tying anklets
with the neck
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& Table 2. Continued
eters Percentage (n) Parameters Mean £ S.E. (n=45)

Storage material
Free 11.1 (5)
1 55.6 (25)

Pot 33.3 (15)

By he
Source: experiment

On average, duc
ter laying 42.33+2.52 e

broodiness removal, 46.7%
the ducks in the water, 31.1% did
moval method, 8.9% tied anklet:
or gave smoke, and 4.4% feathere

Results

Dipping in water 46.7 (21)
Smoke exposure 8.9 (4)
Feathering the nose 4.4 (2)
No method used 31.1 (14)
Hatching system
By incubator 2.2 (1)

97.8 (44)

The growth trajectories of Rupali and
eswari ducks were documented across var

1,600
1,400
1,200
1,000
800
600
400
200

Duck weight (gram)

Rupali duck male
Rupali duck female

Nageswari duck male
= Nageswari duck female

Source: experimental data

Growth performance o

Day 4

old | weeks
40.92 | 537.5
38.85 | 476.62
38.37 | 520.5
36.75 | 441.1

Figure 1. Growth performance of BLRI-developed male and femal(

The study examined the productive and
reproductive performance of different duck

stages of development, as shown in Figure 1.
At day-old, Rupali ducklings weighed between
38.85 g and 40.92 g for females and males,
respectively, while Nageswari ducklings
weighed between 36.75 g and 38.37 g. By 24
weeks, Rupali male ducks reached an aver-
age weight of 1,505.62 g, whereas Nageswari
male ducks weighed slightly less at 1,486.07 g.
ese findings provided comprehensive in-
ts into the growth patterns of these duck

eds over time.

8 20 24
weeks | weeks eeks | weeks

827.25 |1,047 991,216.37.48883.62 1,505.62
, ,270.87 1,378.5
720 1,486.07

695.37 | 904.12 |1
820 | 987.25
696.96 | 869.42 1,007.881,132.288,261.78

breeds at the community level. ReSgits 1%hi ca®ed
that Rupali ducks had an average 86+0.86

Ukrainian Journal of Veterinary Sciences. 2024. Vol. 15, No. 4
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1, and indigenous Deshi ducks had
ult female weights were record-
kg for Rupali, 1.37 £ 0.06 kg
1.25£0.11 kg for indige-

age at first laying was
A 205.33%6.23 days
for Nageswari, an
enous Deshi ducks. E
was highest in Nages

Overall egg production wa
eswari ducks at 192.00 = 5.70
closely by Rupali at 181.33 = ¥

Table 3. Productive and reprodu

Rupali
Parameters (Mean*S.E.)
Duck number 6.86%.86
Adult female 157+ .06 1.37
weight : : :
Adult male 1.780.05 1.56+.04
weight
ABealfiist 51000488  205.35%6.23
aying
Weight at laying 1.64%+0.05 1.58+0.08
Eggproduction . 5z, g8 36.73+1.59
per clutch ’ . . .
Total egg 181.33%7.55 192.00%5.70
production
Egg weight, g 64.93+0.67 61.53+0.58

Note: different superscripts in the same row differ significantly, p < 0.01 or p < 0.05,
level; **p < 0.05 is significant at 5% level; NSP > 0.05 is non-significant

Source: experimental data

Health management

Proper vaccination, maintaining good biose-
curity, and regular deworming practices are
essential tools for preventing various duck
diseases (Debroy & Debnath, 2022; Serbes-
sa et al., 2023). The current study documented

Ukrainian Journal of Veterinary Sciences. 2024. Vol. 15, No. 4

weight differed significantly among breeds,
with Rupali eggs weighing 64.93+0.67 g, Nag-
eswari eggs 61.53+0.58 g, and indigenous Deshi
eggs 62.06 £0.62 g. These findings underscore
the variability in performance metrics across
different duck breeds, highlighting areas for
potential breed-specific management strate-
gies. Based on these findings, it was determined
that female weight (p<0.01), adult male weight
(p<0.01), egg production per clutch (p<0.01),
and egg weight (p<0.01) exhibited statistically
significant differences among the duck breeds
studied. Age at first laying also showed statis-
tical significance (p <0.04), while total egg pro-
duction exhibited a trend towards significance
(p<0.11). However, duck number (p<0.28) and
weight at laying (p < 0.98) did not show statisti-
cally significant differences.

nce of different ducks at the community level

igenous Deshi Overall Significant
ean=*S.E.) (Mean=S.E.) level
13£1.42 7.77+0.60 0.280%
1.25+0.11 1.39+0.03 £0.001¢*
1.59+0.03 <0.001¢™
213.55+£3.42 0.04®9)
1.63%0.13 0.98®M)
32.58+1.06 <0.001¢™
+4.66 0.110
62.06+0.62 62.89%0.41 0.01¢”

< 0.01 is significant at 1%

vaccination and dewor

duck farmers, revealing t
ers vaccinated their ducks
specifically vaccinating agai
and 40.0% against duck cholera
of farmers (64.4%) administered

Y
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months, while 20.0% opted for an
edule (Table 4). Additionally, 77.8%
ractised deworming, primari-
intervals (71.1%). As not all

84.4 (38)
80.0 (36)
40.0 (18)
Vaccination int
6 months

1 year

64.4 (29)
20.0 (9)
Source: experimental data

The study investigated di ou
in duck farms (Table 5) and revVealed
highest outbreak rate of 73.33% fo a

and 53.33% for duck cholera was er
native ducks. In contrast, duck pla

duck plague and 33.33% of duck cholera o
breaks were observed in Rupali duck farms
during the respective periods. Farmers re-
ported that the highest percentage of disease
outbreaks occurred during winter (66.67%) in
Nageswari ducks, with a reduced frequency the
following year when outbreaks occurred during
summer (13.33%) in both Nageswari and na-
tive ducks. Furthermore, Rupali ducks exhib-
ited 40% disease occurrence during both the

Percentage (n)

farmers practice vaccination and deworming
at regular intervals, awareness programmes
need to be implemented to improve health
management practices.

Table 4. Vaccination and deworming practices by farmers

Parameters Percentage (n)

Deworming practice 77.8 (35)

Deworming interval

3 months 4.4 (2)
4 months 2.2 (1)
6 months 71.1(32)

summer and winter seasons, with the highest
disease outbreak during the rainy season (20%).
The research also examined biosecurity prac-
tices and management strategies for sick and
leceased ducks among farmers (Table 5). Re-
Its indicated that 97.8% of farmers reported
ntact with wild birds, while 91.1% isolated
sick ducks in separate sheds. Regular cleaning
of excrement was practised by 57.8% of farm-
eased ducks, burial (53.3%) was the
mon disposal method, followed by
s (26.7%), water (17.8%), and
%). Treatment was primarily
rchers at BLRI (75.6%), with
ided by quacks (33.3%),

4%), and the farmers

0).
Table 5. Disease outbreak and biosecurity managemenﬁ rmers

Parameters (%) Rupali (n) Nageswari (n) ve duck (n)
Duck plague 40.00 (6) 46.66 (7) .33 (11)
Duck cholera 33.33(5) 26.67 (4) 5 ®)

Season of disease outbreak
Summer 40.00 (6) 20.00 (3) 26.67 (4)
Rainy 20.00 (3) 13.33 (2) 13.33
Winter 40.00 (6) 66.67 (10) )
Parameters Percentage (n) Parameters Pe tafi(n
Biosecurity management Sick duck management

Ukrainian Journal of Veterinary Sciences. 2024. Vol. 15, No. 4
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arameters Percentage (n)

tPpwith wild bird 97.8 (44)
Cle€anin; excrement 57.8 (26)
duck management
w inetelds 26.7 (12)
Bug 53.3 (24)
2.2 (1)
17.8 (8)

Source: experim

Economic paramete

The research analy parameters

Rupali ducks demonstrate
income of 8,149.00 BDT (Ba

digenous Deshi ducks averaged 21,721.33 BU'S
21,624.67 BDT, and 18,742.00 BDT, respectively.
The overall net income and BCR of duckrearing
farmers in the selected areas were calculated
as 6,833.71 BDT and 1.49, respectively. These
findings underscore the economic viability and

Table 6. The benefit-cost ratio in different types of duc

Table 5. Continued

Parameters Percentage (n)
Keep in the same shed 8.9 (4)
Keep it in a separate shed 91.1 (41)
Treatment facilities for duck
By veterinary hospital 4.4 (2)
By BLRI researcher 75.6 (34)
By quacks 33.3(15)
By farmers themselves 37.8 (17)

profitability of duck farming, while also high-
lighting breed-specific differences in financial
performance and efficiency. A multiple regres-
sion model was employed to estimate the co-
efficients of income or profit generated from
duck rearing (Rupali, Nageswari, and native
ducks) in Jandi village, Bhanga, Faridpur dis-
trict. A total of eleven (11) independent varia-
bles were considered for this analysis. Of these,
ree (03) variables were identified as key con-
butors influencing the production process, as
ey exhibited statistically significant results.
n contrast, six (06) variables showed statisti-
cally non-significant results in the t-test, while
riables demonstrated negative re-
gr coefficient values. The results of the
mulg¥le r ion analysis for duck rearing
are able 7.

the community level

Parameters Rupali Nageswari ndige shi Total
Hatched duckling value 753.33 826.67 .33 831.11
Bought duckling value 580.00 503.33 673.3 585.56

Bought duck value 130.00 232.00 151.78
Stock duck value 1,726.67 2,253.33 3,540.0 2,506.67
Feed cost 4,554.33 4,608.87 3,411. 4,191.40
Veterinary cost 860.00 483.33 473.33 5.56
Hoéljgrfccig;toﬂf% 318.00 280.67 275.33 291.33
Family labour cost 4,346.67 4,133.33 4,780.00
Other costs 303.33 254.67 278.67 9
Gross cost (GC) 13,572.33 13,576.20 14,438.33 62729

Ukrainian Journal of Veterinary Sciences. 2024. Vol. 15, No. 4
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Table 6. Continued

Rupali Nageswari Indigenous Deshi Total
2,003.33 2,123.33 2,640.00 2,255.56
3,753.33 4,200.00 5,373.33 4,442.22
4,096.67 4,533.33 4,261.33 4,297.11
7,741.33 6,550.67 4,118.67 6,136.89
4,126.67 4,217.33 2,348.67 3,564.22
Gross ret 21,721.33 21,624.67 18,742.00 20,696.00
Net return(N 8,149.00 8,048.47 4,303.67 6,833.71
BCR 1.60 1.59 1.30 1.49
Source: experimenta
7. Multiple regression analysis
Parameters g)eegflg;iiﬁ?s t-value Significant level
(Constant) 1,927.275 0.428 0.672
Hatched duckling value (X)) 0.527 4.276 0.000™
Bought duckling value (X,) 0.051 0.959
Bought duck value (X,) 1.368 0.181
Stock value of duck (X,) 0.099 0.922
Feed value (X,) 4.560 0.0007"
Treatment cost (X,) 0.320 0.751
Labour cost (X,) 2.488 0.018™
Housing cost with depreciation (X,) 1.238 0.225
Other costs (X,) 0.883 0.383
Age (X,)) -0.121 -1.071 0.292
Family size (X,) -0.080 -0.763 0.451
R-square 0,232
Adjusted R-square
F-change 8.20 0.0007"

Y - Total Income

Source: experimental data

The analysis of the production function
indicated that the values of hatched duck-
lings, feed costs, and labour expenses signif-
icantly affected the gross returns and prof-
its from duck production. Table 7 indicates
that the regression coefficient for the value
of hatched ducklings was estimated at 0.527,
which is significant at the 1% probability level.
This demonstrates a positive relationship be-
tween the value of hatched ducklings and gross

returns. Specifically, a
of ducklings is ass
in gross returns for far
suming other variables
case of feed costs, the
was 0.444, which was also si

crease in the price
i 2.7% increase

Ukrainian Journal of Veterinary Sciences. 2024. Vol. 15, No. 4
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variables unchanged. This result
farmers who provided supple-

was significant at the
is value suggests that

not utilise labour for d
ly, the regression coef’

0.088, respectively, in this study.
0.732 suggests that 73.2% of the tot

farmers is explained by the variables i
in the model. This also implies that 26.
the variation remains unexplained, likely
to other factors not accounted for in the model

Table 8. Multi-collinearj

X1Log X2Log X3Log X4Log X5Log X6Lo

Xllog 000 003 059 002 000
X2Log 001 031 000 000  0.00
X3Log 001 025 022 015 000
X4log 0.18 008 003 030 004
X5log 024 0.8 002 024 000
X6Log 021 000 001 005 000
X7Log 002 001 000 003 068
X8Log 000 000 000 002  0.02
X9Log 026 006 000 014  0.12
X0 007 001 002 004 004
og
XU 000 007 011 001 009
og

Source: experimental data

Ukrainian Journal of Veterinary Sciences. 2024. Vol. 15, No. 4

The adjusted R? value of 0.643 reflects that
approximately 64.3% of the total variation in
gross returns from native duck farming is ex-
plained by the included variables, taking into
account the adjustment for degrees of freedom,
as noted by D. Gujarati (2003). The F-change
value of 8.200 was significant at the 1% prob-
ability level, indicating that all the explanatory
variables included in the model were important
for explaining the variation in gross returns and
profits from duck farming.

The multi-collinearity test was conducted
to determine whether the regression model ex-
hibited any correlation among the independent
variables. This assessment involved examining
the correlation coefficient (r) values between
the independent variables. Table 8 presents
the correlation coefficients for the independent
variables. The results indicate that all correla-
ion coefficients were below 0.85, signifying the

the regression model were satisfied.

X11
Log

0.00
0.35
0.16
0.01
0.31
0.00
0.02
0.03
0.02

0.08

0.01
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tudy also identified several con-
d by farmers in duck rearing, as
9. The most frequently report-
ase outbreaks, affecting 73.3%
as the primary challenge.

ercentage (n) Rank
Outbreak of digi¥lse 73.3 (33) I
High feed prices 4 (29) II
Lack of training 8. I
Vaccine shortages 111
Attacks by predatory v
animals
High duckling prices \Y

Source: experimental data

In addition, high duckling pri
poor veterinary services (15.6%),
(11.1%) were noted as constraints. A
proportion of farmers reported a lack of g
ducklings (13.3%), unavailability of duckl
(2.2%), and uncertainty in profitability (2.2%
as challenges in duck rearing. These findings
underscore the diverse challenges faced by
farmers and highlight critical areas where tar-
geted support and interventions are necessary
for the duck farming sector.

Discussion

The housing management of ducks indicated
that most farmers used separate housing for
their ducks, which was constructed using tin
and wood. F. Rahima et al. (2023) mentioned
that most poultry houses were made of tin and
bamboo, while a smaller proportion of farmers
reared ducks with inadequate housing facilities.
These findings align closely with the current
study. All farmers raised their ducks in a scav-
enging system. Conversely, M. Alam et al. (2014)
reported that a relatively lower percentage of
farmers used housing materials compared to

High feed prices ranked second, impacting
64.4% of farmers. Other significant constraints
included a lack of training (28.9%), vaccine
shortages (28.9%), and attacks by predatory
animals (22.2%).

Table 9. Constraints faced by farmers in duck rearing

Parameters Percentage (n) Rank
Poor vet.ermary 15.6 (7) VI
services

Lack of quality
ducklings 13.3 (6) VII
Theft 11.1(5) VIII
Profit not guaranteed 2.2 (1) IX
Unavailability 2.2(1) X

of ducklings

the findings of the present study. The study by
. Jha et al. (2016) was slightly related to the
sent research, noting that during the rainy
on, ducks were raised solely on natural feed
urces under a scavenging management sys-
em. Approximately 88.89% of farmers prac-
tised cleaning their duck houses. That study
d that a small proportion (14%)
never adhered to cleaning practic-
. According to F. Rahima et
£3.53% of farmers routinely
es, whereas a different
the current study. This
ost all farmers sup-
an, with the lowest
number of farmers o) providing ready-
made feed to thei
observed that 50% of
tional supplementary
duction in their ducks.
supplementary feeds inclu
of rice and broken rice, a ¢
polish and wheat bran, and a
ous feed ingredients, which is c
the current study. The findings of
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Iso support the present study. Vari-

geswari) ducks at DOC
¢ were lower than those

age, while higher bod
at twelve weeks. Howe

tively lower average body wel
the findings of the present stu

The productive and reproductg
mance of different ducks in this
found to be slightly different compare
findings of H. Khatun et al. (2016). They r
ed that the age at first egg production was
147, and 161 days, with the weight at first eg:
laying recorded as 1,437 g, 1,455 g, and 1,435 g
for Rupali, Nageswari, and local ducks, respec-
tively, under farmers’ existing conditions with
supplementary feeding. They also noted higher
egg weights for Rupali and native ducks, while
Nageswari ducks produced eggs of lower weight,
in contrast to the current findings. M. Islam et
al. (2014) reported a lower average age at sexual
maturity for BLRI-1 and BLRI-2 ducks than in
the present study. However, higher egg weights
were observed in Rupali, Nageswari, and native
ducks in this study compared to the results of
M. Islam et al. (2014). In the study conducted
by M. Morduzzaman et al. (2015), lower annual
egg production was reported compared to the
findings of the present study. Similarly, F. Rahi-
ma et al. (2023) observed lower average egg pro-
duction and egg weights than the current study.
The differences in these results may have arisen

Ukrainian Journal of Veterinary Sciences. 2024. Vol. 15, No. 4

because the ducks consumed feed from natural
sources, and farmers did not provide consistent
supplementary feed to their ducks.

In terms of vaccination and deworming,
84.4% and 77.8% of farmers practised these
measures, respectively, though not all followed
the vaccination schedule in the study location.
Approximately 86% of farmers did not vacci-
nate their poultry (chickens and ducks) due to
insufficient knowledge and inadequate vaccina-
tion facilities, as stated by M. Alam et al. (2014).
Additionally, B. Jha et al. (2016) reported that
about 65% of farmers were unaware of the im-
portance of vaccination and did not vaccinate
their ducks. Conversely, F. Rahima et al. (2023)
found that 30.50% of farmers did not regularly
adhere to vaccination schedules, 14.50% fol-
lowed regular schedules, and only 8.82% vac-
cinated their poultry under backyard poultry
roduction systems. These variations may have
en influenced by differences in location and
year in which the studies on duck-rearing
ers were conducted.

Infectious diseases are the most common
constraint_in duck rearing, with duck plague
st prevalent (Khan et al., 2018). Al-

incidence of diseases
e variation might
s in agroecological
nimal-rearing
ample sizes.
ases of duck

be attributed to dif!
locations, climati
methods, housing sysf#fs, an
M. Alam et al. (2014) orte
plague, duck cholera, li
soning in duck farms withi
district. Additionally, B. JTha
that most farmers lacked a co
derstanding of duck diseases. A
result was observed in the case o
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i ducks, where F. Rahima et al. (2023)
uck plague and duck cholera were

ks is the primary source of duck
entioned that only 7.25%
modern treatment meth-
5% of farmers disposed
inately, leading to en-
ifference in results

in awareness regardin
and deceased ducks a
area. It was common for
report cases to health ce

al., 2020). These findings highli
approaches to biosecurity and diseas
ment in duck farming communities.

In terms of net income, the pres&k fin
ings for different ducks at the communi
el were consistent with those of S. Parv
al. (2020), who reported a net return of 1,
BDT per batch and an annual net profit of 6,735
BDT from rearing 50 ducklings, with a BCR of
1:1.30. Comparatively higher net income and
BCR were observed in this study, likely due to
variations in study location, year, and the num-
ber of respondents considered. The current re-
search also identified several challenges faced
by farmers in duck rearing. These findings align
with those of M. Alam et al. (2014), who iden-
tified conventional rearing methods, feed scar-
city, poor housing facilities, disease outbreaks,
limited access to vaccines and medicines, and
predatory animal attacks as the major issues
affecting backyard poultry (chicken and duck)
farming in the Mymensingh district.

Conclusions

In the study, ducks were raised under scav-
enging conditions with locally available feed

supplements. However, 82.2% of farmers
used separate duck houses, and while 68.89%
of farmers practised regular house clean-
ing, it was not satisfactory. Regarding growth
rates, it was observed that Rupali male ducks
weighed approximately 1,505.6 g, and females
weighed 1,378.5 g, compared to Nageswari
male ducks, which weighed 1,486.07 g, and fe-
males, 1,262.8 g, at 24 weeks. The highest egg
production was 192 eggs in Nageswari ducks,
followed by 181 eggs in Rupali ducks, with the
lowest egg production of 168 eggs in local in-
digenous ducks. These findings indicate that
the BLRI native ducks demonstrated higher
productivity than local ducks. About 84.4% of
farmers vaccinated their ducks against duck
plague and duck cholera, primarily due to the
regular vaccination programme conducted by
BLRI in this community. However, biosecurity
practices were not at an acceptable level. The
CR in duck farming was 1.60 for Rupali ducks
1.59 for Nageswari ducks, which were al-
t similar, but it was lower in local ducks
1.30, primarily due to poorer productivity.
The overall BCR in duck farming was 1.49. This
prove if challenges faced by duck
uch as disease outbreaks, high feed
nowledge, and the unavaila-

waterlogged, low-lying
growth performance
upali) was superior
to that of BLRI"native 2 (Nageswari) and
indigenous duck
duction of Nageswari

Rupali and indigenou
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sential to addressing the challenges in
g. Future research should focus on
sed improvements in duck farm-
lo%@nd areas of Bangladesh.
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AHoTanisg. MeTow IIbOTO JOCTIIKEHHS OyJ0 pO3BeAeHHS Kadok B (Rupali) i BLRI-2
(Nageswari) Ta OLiHKa iX IIPOAYKTMBHOTO ITOTEHI[iaTy IMTOPiBHSIHO 3 Mi

iCHYIOUMX MeTOZiB BeZleHHS TocrofapcTBay paiioni bxanra, @apignyp. E
3a TOBHICTI0O paHIOMi30BaHMM TIIaHOM, Oe Kauku BLRI ciyrysan
IpyIolo, a MicleBi KaukyM — KOHTPOJIbHOIO. 3i6paHi AaHi Mpo Tpom

OlaMM B YMOBax

1,486,07 r y camiiiB nopony Nageswari. HaiiBuina nmpogyKTUBHICTD SI€LLb CIIOCTE
Nageswari (192,00 + 5,70 siiis), 3a HuMM Jinuin Kauku Rupali (181,33 + 7,55
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(1,60) 6yB mocsruyTtuit mnast kauok Rupali, Tomi sik HaiHwskumii (1,30) — mast
arajqbHUi KoedillieHT [ PO3BeAeHHSI KauoK cTaHOBUB 1,49. OCHOBHOIO
nepenroI010 03BeJIeHHS KayoK, sIka BIUIMHYJAA Ha 73,3 % depmepiB, Oynm cramaxu
3aXBOPIOB, TPYMIQHI pe3ylbTaTy MPOAEeMOHCTPYBa/IM BUCOKiI MOKA3HUKYU MPOIYKTUBHOCTI
Ta eKOHOMIUHY JIQ icTh Kauok BLRI. JlocmimKeHHs MiAKPeCaniao BaskIuBicTh crenmudivamx
IIJISI KOSKHOT I1Q eriii yrpaBiHHS, BKIOYA0YM ITOKPAIleHHS] YMOB YTPUMAaHHSI, TOZiBJIi
Ta NpodiTaKTUKI
3 MEeTOIO MiABUIIIE

OBaHb, a TAKOXX PEKOMEH/IyBaJIO TIPOBEJeHHS TPEHiHTiB AJis hepmepiB
s1 peH bHOCTi BUPOIIYBaHHS KAUOK

Knrouosi ciioBa: Kauku POIYKTMBHICTh POCTY; CIIajIaXy 3aXBOPIOBaHb; KoedilieHT BUroam-
BUTpAT
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