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Table 1 Composition and nutrient levels of the experimental diets

(air-dry basis, %)

i H Items DO D1 D2 D3 D4
JE#} Ingredients

£ 4 Fish meal 30.00 22.00 15.00 8.00 0.00
K] Soybean meal 35.00 35.00 35.00 35.00 35.00
3T ¥ Rapeseed meal 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
5 IK® Source® peptide 0.00 11.50 21.50 31.50 43.00
¥ Wheat middings 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Sk # Rice bran 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
K.l Soybean oil 4.00 3.00 2.00 0.40 0.00
1 4k 4= % Vitamin premix” 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
1 F % #) i Mineral premix® 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80
TR LT 4E & Crystal fiber 14.10 11.60 9.60 8.20 5.10
a-VEH} o-starch 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
41t Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
& #27K F Nutrient levels

7K 43 Moisture 4.97 6.17 6.97 5.68 7.03
MEBD R CP 41.01 41.05 42.20 42.22 42.49
MR EE 4.48 4.72 3.15 3.61 3.57
MK Ash 7.52 7.66 6.33 6.09 6.55
M4 CF 16.63 14.78 13.35 12.51 10.06
T A Z Y NFE 25.39 25.62 28.00 29.89 30.30
FfE GE” (MJ/kg) 15.83 15.96 16.02 16.52 16.65

Lz fifn i £© Per kilogram of Bide® vitamin premix provides: VA 6 500 1U; VD; 450 1U; VE 25 g; VK, 5 g; VB,
12.5 g; VB, 12.5 g; VB, 15 g; VBy, 25 mg; 42 Niacin 50 g; VC 120 g; i folic acid 2.5 g; L inositol 75 g; 2 2 4% Calci-

um pantothenate 40 g; 44 2 biotin 80 mg,

» gk fn FH Y i ® Per kilogram of Bide® mineral premix provides:Zn 8 g, Fe 32 g, Cul g, Mn5 g, 10.06 g, Se 0.02 g,

Mg 22 g, Co 0.06 g,

P RAE =23.640 (kD) X HLE R (g) +39.539 (k1) X HLIEMT (o) +17.154 (kD X BRZEHY (. GE = 23.640 (kJ) X

CP (g) +39.539 (k]) X EE (g) + 17.154 (kJ) X NFE (g)
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Table 2 The growth performance of the juvenile yellow catfish fed on the experimental diets

415 4G GER B Fi B KR

Groups Average initial weight (g) Average final weight (g) WGR (%) SGR (%)
DO 3.60£0.03 8.47+0.95° 135 £ 24" 1.92+0.22"
D1 3.50+0.05 11.17+0.34" 220+ 13* 2.64+0.09°
D2 3.57£0.09 8.76+£0.77° 146 +21° 2.03+0.19°
D3 3.77%£0.09 7.21+0.10% 92+ 7« 1.48£0.09¢
D4 3.59%0.04 6.39+0.15° 78 + 3¢ 1.31+£0.04¢

(6] — 1 o AR A [) 5 B 2R 22 5 .35 (P<<0.05) . Tl

Values with different letter superscripts in the same column mean significant difference ( P<Z0.05). The same as below.
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S iR R NS AN NS AN 70 | e AU N
FH 26 3 AT R A K B AR fa ) I X A P T L
RUNEACE RS A I =Y AW BN |1 A e S Y i
B0 DO A d . D1 Ak 2z, D3 4l iefik. 5 DO,
D1 57 & 3% (P<<0.05),
2.3 ZRAARmBA AR

E ST S NP Sy G N = i N

F A8k D2 A5, HA & B R4 FIR T % id
Y1, FWIIR AR IR B AR A0 k) )5 RE B o i it 1 I
%, D14 FE.PE @, B3 & T D0 4 (P <<
0.05), D2 41Kz AR T DO 41, {H P4 ] 2% 57 A8
Wi, B AR D3.D4 41 FE.PE & 3% T
14541 (P<<0.05),
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Table 3 VBR,HIS and MSI of the different groups (% )

x4 FRBRAREXR AMLERBZARAE
Table 4 FIR, FE and PE of the groups (%)

151 P b TFH Bl e am R EREE EETCE
Groups VBR LBR MSI Groups FIR FE PE
DO 12.68+0.52 1.32£0.08 1.69%0.32¢ DO 2.93+0.10" 61.52%£5.25" 150.00%12.79°
D1 13.50+0.35 1.30+0.05 1.64£0.21° D1 3.09£0.08" 77.08+3.32* 187.76+8.07"
D2 13.79+0.42 1.27+0.09 1.31£0.24® D2 2.84%0.07" 66.55%£4.35" 162.38+10.61*
D3 13.29+0.72 1.19+0.09 0.80+0.21° D3 2.94£0.11" 48.42£1.95° 114.69+4.61°
D4 12.92+0.41 1.27£0.11 1.38£0.25% D4 3.26+£0.20" 39.49+3.13° 92.95+7.36¢

2.4 BFARESRENR ZEARRERER

FH ¢ 5 A1, 453 06 4 ) fo ALK 43 HLEE 1
TEEFARBHEN S EAFEREZET (P
0.05), D1 41 FRE fi&5.D2 ARz . ¥ & F DO 4
FRE,HEWE 2% %, 5K FEE4 FRE &%, H

' D4 4 FRE 2 %Ik 7 H % 241 (P<<0.05), D1
41 PRE @& & T HA & 41 (P<<0.05), D0.D2 4
Rk Z, B EZER . mKFEZERL D3.D4
41 PRE & K T H A4 41 (P<<0.05),

x5 HEEFEEARRS REN . EARRERE

Table 5 Body composition, fat and protien retention efficiency of the experimented yellow catfish (%)
415 MR 3 L ML By HLE 5L ik s % B 2R EJEPDRISHE &S
Groups CA/BW CF/BW CP/BW FRE PRE
Initial value 12.39£0.19 21.31+0.12¢ 65.31%£0.44
DO 12.00+£0.87 22.30+0.28° 64.51+0.37 83.73+5.87" 26.77+1.94°
D1 11.76 £0.14 23.33+0.08" 64.34+0.11 96.12+0.63" 31.54+1.29°
D2 12.39£0.20 20.09+0.43¢ 64.75+0.15 89.77+5.11* 24.03+1.54°
D3 12.53£0.36 22.49+0.30" 64.52+0.10 78.24+2.71° 17.02+0.67¢
D4 11.07£0.12 21.73+0.11"™ 64.77+0.11 52.72+4.16° 14.01£1.10°
(P<<0.05), 7E 20% # A K B 15 21 fo 28008
3 i i Kotzamanis 55 1 I8¢ 3 76 H AL P 45 I 3 ‘AL L 4]
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Effects of Source® Peptide Replacing Fish Meal on Growth and
Feed Utilization of Juvenile Yellow Catfish (Pelteobagrus fulvidrac)

TANG Wu-bin ZHU Bang-ke~

(College of Fisheries, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China)

Abstract: This experiment was carried out to evaluate the effects of a commercial protein material-source® peptide (SP) re-
placing fish meal on the growth, feed utilization, body composition, fat and protein retention efficiency of juvenile yellow
catfish, Pelteobagrus fulvidrac. Five experimental diets were formulated isonitrogenously and isoenergeticly with source®
peptide replacing equal nitrogenous fish meal by 0% (D0), 25% (D1), 50% (D2), 75% (D3), 100% (D4) level. Twenty
yellow catfish (initial body weight 3~4 g/fish) were randomly stocked in triplicate fiberglass tanks(20 fish per tank n =60
treatment ') and fed one of the 5 diets at the level of 3% ~5% of total tank biomass at 09:00 and 16:00 every day. The
feeding trial lasted for 42 days. The results showed that 1) The weight gain (WGR) , specific growth ratio (SGR) , feed effi-
ciency (FE) and protein efficiency (PE) of group D1 was significantly higher than those of the other groups (P<{0.05),
with group D2, DO, D3, D4 following in sequence; 2) The fat retention efficiency (FRE) gradually lowered down in se-
quence of D1, D2, DO, D3, D4 and the value of D3, D4 were significantly lower than that of group D1 (P<C0.05); 3) The
protein retention efficiency (PRE) of D1 was significantly higher than other groups (P<C0.05), followed by DO, D2, D3,
D4 in sequence and the value of D3, D4 were significantly lower than other groups (P<C0.05); 4) The viscera/body ratio
(VBR), liver/body ratio (LBR), crude protein content (CPC), crude ash content (CAC) were not effected by the substitu-
tion level (P<C0.05). The results indicated that proper substitution levels (25% , 50% ) can promote growth of juvenile
yellow catfish, improve FE and PE and thus reduce the feed cost. [ Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition, 2008,20(2) :133-
139 |
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