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Tablel Componentsand nutrient level in diet
Groups
Camponents 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
/(g- kg 1) Comn 610 0 622 0 628 0 620 0 590 0 565 0 5370 500 0
/(g- kg !) Soybeanmeal 170 0 161 0 158 0 158 0 155 0 145 0 131 0 111 0
/(g- kg ') Peanutmeal 100 200 20 0 200 200 20 0 200 100
/(g- kg V) Alfalfameal 615 101 0 136 0 170 5 198 0 225 0 243 0 286 0
/(g- kg ') W heat bran 110 0 60 0 300 / / / / /
/(g- kg Y Salt 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
/(g kg 1Y) CaCOs 8 4 72 61 50 41 33 27 13
/(g- kg %) CaHPO4 13 3 13 6 139 14 1 14 3 14 5 14 8 15 4
/(g- kg Y Oil / / 10 50 130 210 320 410
/(g- kg ) Fish meal / / / / / 30 14 0 30 0
/(g kg ) Premix 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
/(g kg ) Met 10 00 10 00 10 00 10 00 10 50 11 00 10 50 10 00
/(g kg Y Lys 10 50 11 00 10 50 9 50 8 50 8 00 5 50 2 50
(@~ kg Y Sum 989 5 991 1 999 2 998 9 10007 10030 10000 10010
Groups
N utrient level 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

/MJ- kg YME

1 10x 10* 1 10x 10* 1 10x 10* 1 10x 10* 1 09x 10* 1 09x 10* 1 10x 10* 1 09x 10

CP" /(g kg %) 144 5 145 0 145 1 148 4 146 0 146 8 148 0 147 8
CF* /(g kg %) 46 9 515 60 7 776 81 1 95 9 109 2 124 1
ca"/(g- kg Y 89 87 88 85 75 86 85 Q0
P /(g kg Y 63 61 60 62 56 61 6 3 58
/(g kg V) AP 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
“/lg- kg Y Lys 80 86 8 8 80 85 78 83 83
+ “/(g- kg }) Met+ Cys 69 68 65 67 72 69 74 73
Notes * stands for the tested values, the rests are the academic values
13 ; CP Sv eden
, FOSS TECATOR QUAL ITY ASSURANCE
25 anx 45 anx 50 an JAA 835-49 AA
; , 7d, 15
8d, 120 ¢ SAS
8d Onevay ANOVA
, , 65 75 , 2
24 h, , 21
Ca, P , 2 , 61 5
1d ; , 286 0g/kg CF,NDF,ADF HC
, 17 15% 25 35%, 21 04% 3Q 71%,
CP AA 19 10% 28 08% 37 53% 72 67%, CF
14 (P> 0Q 05), NDF,
CF NDF ADF AN KOM ADF HC (P<
AN KOM 200 Fiber A nalyzer (N Y 14450) : Q 05) CF ADF
(HC) 4 P BioSpec-1601 [15] (CF ADF
; Ca 1-C 19 91% 28 02% 18 15% 25 10%);
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NDF (6] (16% a/kg CF,NDF,ADF HC
34%) 2 : 61 5 ; 243 0 286g/kg
2 CF,NDF,ADF HC
Table 2 Digestibility of CF,NDF,ADF ,HC and the differences anong the groups

/% D igestibility

/(g kg b
Groups D ietary
A lfalfameal CF NDF ADF HC
1 61 5 25 35+ 9 64 a 30 71+ 9 39 a 28 08+ 9 78 a 68 11+ 4 19 ab
2 101 0 17 15+ 5 13 a 21 08+t 3 96 b 19 10+ 4 03 b 37. 53t 4 50 e
3 136 0 19 30+ Q 42 a 23 28+ 1 69 ab 20 60+ 2 04 ab 72 67+ 2 24 a
4 170 5 20 15+ 1 08 a 23 97+ 1 97 ab 21 86+ 1 84b 6Q 42+ 5 27 ¢
5 198 0 1790+ 1 95 a 21 99+ 3 15Db 20 28+ 2 79 ab 37. 80+t 4 64 e
6 225 0 17. 80+ 4 15a 21 04+ 5 38b 19 81+ 4 67 ab 40 87+ 1 05e
7 243 0 20 55+ 2 55 a 24 74+ 3 38 ab 22 87+ 3 13 ab 51 11+ 4 99d
8 286 0 21 25+ 2 78 a 23 93+ 3 33 ab 22 36+ 3 45 ab 65 70+ 1 94 ¢
(P> 0 05), (P< Q 05) (P< Q 01)

Notes The sane letter on the right side of the data in a sane row means there is no statistical difference betw een then (P> Q 05), the ad-
jacent lettersmeans the statistical difference (P< Q 05) and the letters be apart means the tanal statistical difference (P< Q 01).

,CF,NDF ADF (P> Q 05), 1 (P< Q 05),
(P< Q 05) ICF-ADF= (P< Q 01),
Q 941 7, rcrapr= Q 832 4, rvorapr= Q 843 3 101 O g/kg , CaP
Hollister '® ( ADF ,Ca
CF ) CF (P< Q 01),
22 CaP ,NDF ADF
CO7 Ca (P< Q 05) * rcace= - Q 835 6,
221 CaP rca = - Q 800 6, rcanor= - Q 825 8, rcaapr=
3 , 101 O - Q8226 P CF,NDF,ADF,
g/kg P , Ca
101 0 g/kg (P> Q 05), Crece= - Q 248 1,
P re- = - Q0 226 3, renor= - Q 229 9, rpape =
8 (P> Q 05); Ca - Q2779
2 3
3 CaP

Table 3 Apparent digestibility of Ca, P and the betw een the differences anong the groups

o kg ) ca/(g- kg Y P/(g- kg 1) /% A pparent digestibility
Groups Dietgary 9 Ca content P content
A Ifalfameal in diet in diet Ca p
1 61 5 89 63 49 45+ § 51 bc 23 77+ 8 46 a
2 101 0 87 61 72 71+ 6 07 a 28 61+ 8 69 a
3 136 0 88 60 62 86+ 8 26 ab 27. 57+ 8 39 a
4 170 5 85 6 2 39 88+ Q %4 cd 20 24+ 4 50 a
5 198 0 75 56 36 0+ 16 56 cd 21 53+ 8 82 a
6 225 0 8 6 61 34 90+ 8 15 cd 24 07+ 6 38 a
7 243 0 85 6 3 35 19+ 6 34 cd 18 78+ 4 00 a
8 286 0 90 58 25 58+ Q 15d 27 66+ Q 89 a
2-
222 (C04 ) Ca (P>0Q 05), 4 61 5
Ca 170 5 g/kg) 3 ( 225 0
, (271 286 0 g/kg) (P< Q 05) :
2- 2-
CLOa 4 , , CLO.a ,

198 0 g/kg ,CO% Ca
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Q 01), Drep? - =Q 757 7, rcp? <F=
: CO: Q 7559
CF (P<
4 CO¥
Table4 C2% Content in each experimental group and comparion
betw een the differences anong the groups g/kg
c0f 2
: C0z1
Groups Dietary A Ifalfameal Cﬁilfaﬁ?ggﬁé’;the Dietary C03 content
1 61 5 72 4 47 3+ 7. 56 a
2 101 0 72 4 52 6+ 7 45a
3 136 0 72 4 536+ 7 25a
4 170 5 72 4 59 8+ G 41 a
5 198 0 72 4 64 1+ 5 98 ab
6 225 0 72 4 725+t 536b
7 243 0 72 4 74 6+ 5 26 b
8 286 0 72 4 75 7+ 4 73b
N SP : HC (
3
B )
CF [21]
Timmler ™
,NDF 21 44% 40 86%, ADF ,
55% 31 72%,HC 27 48% 9Q 54%, ,
10 07% 31 95%,
, ) CaP
) CaP )
) CF 21 25% 25 35%,NDF
23 97% 30 71%,ADF 22 36% 28 08%, HC , ,CF
68 11% 72 67%, P , P
(recr= - Q 248 1, reapr=
HC , - Q22909, rpape= - Q 277 9), P
( ) (
) [19] [22]
[13] 2 z
CF, HC 1% CL0. ,Ca , CLO4
) Ca ,Ca
HCy b
0% 68 11% 72 67%, CO: ,
HC , Ca, Ca ,
) ) , CaP
(NSP) NSP , Ca

[20]
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Effects of the CF, calcium and phogohorus digesting rate in diets
in goose of alfalf pow der content

W ANG Bao-wei, ZHANG Xu-hui,W U Xiao-ping, JIA Xiao-hui,L IU Guang-lei,

ZHANGM ing-ai,LONG Fang-yu,YANG Zhi-gang, W ANGL ei
(Faculty o A nimal Science and V eterinary M edicine,L aiyang A gricultural College, Q ingdao, Shandong 266109, China)

Abstract: T he trivial w ere conducted to detemm ine the effectsof dietary CF levelson the utilizations of
fiber, Calcium and Phoghorusin grow ing Goose Forty-eight healthy 3-month-old geesew ere divided into 8
groups (6 in each group). andw ere fed w ith dietsw hich contained different alfalfa green hay pow der pro-
portionsof 61 5,101 0,136 0,170 5,198 0,225 0, 243 0 and 286 0 g/kg repectively (the CF were 46 9,
51 5,60 7,77 6,81 1,95 9,109 2 and 124 1 g/kg in turn). The results indicated that: on the basisof the
same CP,Ca,A P,M et,L ys;M E level, CF digestibility changed in the range of 17. 15%- 25 35%,NDF in
21 04%- 30 71%,ADF in 19 10%- 28 08% and HC in 37. 53%- 72 67%; Therew as no significant dif-
ference in the P gpparent digestibility betw een the eight groups (P> Q 05); the apparent digestibility of Ca
in different group s detracted w ith the increasing level of alfalfameal

Key words goose alfalfameal; CF; Ca; P; digestion coefficient



