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F 1 KB EREMINE B S (%))

Tab.l Composition of the experimental diets and approximate analysis (%)

1 2 3 4 5
0.0 4.0(4.851) 8.0(9.70) 12.0(14.54) 16.0(19.39) 20.0(24.24)
20.0 16.0 12.0 8.0 4.0 0.0
10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
16.2 17.7 19.2 20.7 222 23.7
10.0 8.5 6.0 4.5 3.0 1.5
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
? 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
¥ 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
(%)
11.00 11.00 11.00 11.00 11.00 11.00
34.80 34.83 34.76 34.54 34.90 34.88
1.58 1.55 1.59 1.54 1.52 1.56
+ 1.08 1.01 1.12 1.05 1.03 0.99
5.75 5.71 5.84 5.88 5.80 5.79
7.14 7.26 7.23 7.15 7.12 7.21
8.72 8.66 8.79 8.73 8.67 8.70
32.59 32.44 32.31 32.16 32.02 31.88
(MJ/kg) ¥ 16.50 16.47 16.49 16.43 16.45 16.42
1) 2 ;2) ( kg ): (32.5% Mn), 15mg; (20.1% Fe), 100mg; (25.4% Cu), 30mg;
(22.7% Zn), 120mg; (45.6% Se), 1mg; (24.8% Co), 3.0mg; (42.5% F), 5mg; 3) ( kg ):
A, 30001U; D3, 10001U; E, 1001U; K3, 50mg; , 20mg; , 20mg; , 100mg; ,2.0mg;
, Smg; B2, 0.10mg; , 30mg; , 20mg; C, 100mg; , 400mg; 4) = ( ><23.64kl/g + <
39.54k)/g + ><17.15kJ/g) / 100
0.05 Duncan’s 80%
, P<0.05 : ;
60% ,
2 2.2
2.1 3
: 1 2 3 5
, , , 4
100% (P<0.05); , 1 ,
2 , 1 2 3 (P>0.05), 4 5
1 23 4 , 5
1 2 3 (P<0.05), 5 80%
; , 5
(P<0.05), 2.3
(P>0.05); , 1
3 4 5 (P<0.05), 2 4

(P>0.05); 1
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F2 THRFEGRNER=E. FEERKEMANYE
Tab.2 The feed intake (FI), specific growth rate (SGR) and feed effectiveness rate (FER) in fish
(8 (g (g (%/1) (%)
6.6+0.1 64.5+2.2 57.30%1.94° 3.9120.02° 101.14=22.64
1 6.620.1 69.1%8.3 61.59+1.57° 4.050.22° 101.4512.18°
2 6.620.1 66.22.1 60.2241.28° 3.9820.05" 98.992.01°
3 6.620.1 63.821.1 63.6641.27° 3.9120.03" 89.791.95°
4 6.620.1 62.6242.2 62.591.85" 3.862:0.08" 89.460.88"
5 6.60.1 51.943.6 50.0623.09° 3.5520.13" 90.4421.77°
(P<0.05)
F3 IURHEEFARERIGAREEL 4 5 (P<0.05); 5
Tab.3 The hepatoSoﬁzlse;nglsgsifls:})l and intestinalsomatic (P<0.05); 15
(P<0.05)
1.6520.06" 0.440.10"* 80%
1 1.7340.16° 0.5820.12¢ >
2 1.660.16° 0.5120.15>
3 1.4740.19% 0.41£0.11% 24
4 1.2640.25° 0.3240.05"™ 5
5 1.440.06™ 0.27+0.08° , pH ,
(P<0.05) (P>0.05); (SD)
x4 THFHEGBGEKRKS. BF. E8KR. KPS E. #E. E=FAL
Tab.4 The contents of moisture, lipid, protein and ash, energy and caloric-protein ratio in fish body
(%) (%) (%) (%) (kl/g)" (/g)”
72.040.38 16.4240.20™ 6.5540.46° 4.4440.23" 6.4740.28" 39.4432°
1 72.580.30 15.9840.19" 6.770.47° 5.2240.75" 6.4540.26 40.4%3.3°
2 71.8720.80 16.360.49" 6.9920.64° 4.45%0.20° 6.6320.54° 40.52.7°
3 72.18%2.11 16.27240.67" 6.752£0.45° 4.43%0.23" 6.5240.58" 40.0=3.4°
4 72.7420.60 16.7420.30° 5.7940.48" 4.6020.24° 6.2540.37" 37.342.1°
5 72.89+1.03 16.7620.16° 4.1040.53° 5.3240.43° 5.5840.30" 33.341.8°
(P<0.05) 1) KJ/g) = =<23.64 ><39.54; 2) (Jg) =
/
F*5 TWEEAKKRIER
Tab.5 The indexes of water quality in fishponds
1 2 3 4 5
WT('C) 31.920.2 33.020.2 32.8%0.1 33.0%0.3 32.920.1 32.320.3 33.120.3
SD(cm) 80=+3¢ 30=2° 29+1° 312" 25+3° 25+1° 22427
pH 7.0120.03" 7.102£0.04° 7.1220.03° 7.08%0.05° 7.132£0.04° 7.1120.04° 7.0920.03"
DO(mg/L) 5.1020.21° 4.1120.04° 4.08%0.16 3.8820.09° 4.23%0.11° 4.06%0.07 3.77%0.16"
NH,-N(mg/L)  0.17%0.05" 0.6240.07° 0.6120.03° 0.6240.07° 1.2240.04¢ 1.64=0.10° 2.0240.07¢
NO,-N(mg/L) 0.0120.00° 0.05%0.01° 0.0420.01° 0.020.01° 0.15%0.01° 0.1320.02° 0.1920.02¢
SRP(mg/L) 0.04:0.02° 0.19%0.01¢ 0.11%0.01° 0.1420.02° 0.11%0.01° 0.1020.02° 0.1020.01°
PP(10%/L) 0.4240.04* 0.9120.07* 1.04=-0.15° 1.0640.18" 1.1420.16™ 1.1120.07° 1.2620.11°
PZ(L™") 1522-4-148* 41394+196* 4552+133° 4413234° 4069+119* 4503150° 5106=342°

(P<0.05)
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EVALUATION OF EFFECT OF SUGARCANE MOLASSES IN PRACTICAL DIET ON
AQUACULTURE PERFORMANCE OF GIFT NILE TILAPIA (OREOCHROMIS
NILOTICUS) JUVENILE IN SIMULATED POND

QIN Zhi-Biao, PENG Qi, WU Bin, WANG Fei, FENG Jian
(Institute of Aquaculture, Guangxi University, Nanning, 530004)

Abstract

chromis niloticus) Juvenile under simulated pond environment was researched in this paper. Six isonitrogenous (34.8%)

The effect of practical diet’s sugarcane molasses on aquaculture performance in GIFT Nile tilapia (Oreo-

and isoenergetic (16.4MJ/kg) formulated diets were designed in which the control group contained 20% wheat middling
(WM) in diet and WM were replaced by sugarcane molasses (SM) progressively with the level of 20%, 40%, 60%, 80%
and 100% as test groups 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, respectively. Each diet was fed to 90 fish [(6.6+0.1)g; mean+SE] for 56 days in
triplicate cement pools, random arranged in pools of an outdoor with simulated pond environment system. The experimen-
tal results showed that no significant difference with feed intake (FI) and specific growth rate (SGR) was found among the
fish in control group and test group 1—4 (P>0.05), but the both indexes of fish in test group 5 were lower than fish in con-
trol group significantly (P<0.05). Otherwise, no significant difference with feed effectiveness rate, approximate composi-
tion of carcass, viscerasomatic indices and main indexes of water quality in ponds was found among the fish in control
group and test group 1—2 (P>0.05). The experiment results consider that under the simulation environment in the pond
farming, 40% WM in practice diet of GIFT Nile tilapia juvenile could be replaced by SM, namely allowed additive amount
of SM in practice diet should be =8%.
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