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Effect of different herbages on fish growth and economic efficiency
in pond mainly culturing grass carp (Ctenopharyngodon idellus)

CHEN Li-ting!, XIAO Guang-ming?", WANG Xiao-ging'", WANG Zi-ao', KANG Yin!, WANG Lu-ming®, HU Ya-zhou'

(1. College of Animal Technology, Hunan Agriculture University, Changsha 410128, China; 2.Center for Popularization
of Animal Husbandry and Fishery Technology of Hunan Province, Changsha 410006, China)

Abstract: A 150-day feeding trail was conducted in land-based fish ponds in the experimental base in Dongting Huang-
long Company, Yueyang, Hunan to compare fish yield and economic efficiency in ponds mainly culturing grass carp fed
with grass cultivar Guimu No. 1, dwarf elephant grass and ramie, respectively. The results showed that the growth
rate(GR), specific growth rate (SGR) of grass carp feeding Guimu No. 1 were significantly higher than those of grass fish
feeding dwarf elephant grass or ramie (P <0.05), and the GR, SGR of grass carp feeding ramie were significantly higher
than these of grass fish feeding dwarf elephant grass (P <0.05). The GR, SGR of silver carp and black carp showed no
significant difference in all test ponds (P >0.05), but GR, SGR of bighead carp in ponds fed with dwarf elephant grass
were higher than those fed with the other two grasses (P <0.05). The survival of silver carp in pond fed with Guimu No. 1
was significantly higher than other ponds (P <0.05), but survival of grass carp, bighead carp and black carp showed no
significant difference in all ponds (P >0.05). The pond fed with Guimu No. 1 had the highest fish yield and economic
benefits, which were 934.25 g/m? 26 967.75 yuan/hm? respectively. The results above showed that grass carp pond fed
with Guimu No. 1 had the highest economic benefits with fishes growing well.
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Table 1 Effect of different herbages on growth of grass carp
g g 1% 1(%-d™) 1%
1 52.500.71 (440.63+4.93)c (781.94+10.41)c (1.42+0.041)c 88.60+2.96
52.01+1.42 (307.58+4.67)a (515.82+8.82)a (1.1840.032)a 87.93+2.73

53.00+1.38 (355.67+4.04)b (614.82+8.83)b (1.27+0.034)b 88.30+3.06
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Table 2 Effect of different herbages on growth of silver carp
lg lg 1% ! (%-d™) 1%

1 300.00+7.30 1 432.50+53.03 377.50+17.67 1.04+0.02 (93.00+5.32)c
300.00+7.30 1480.00+77.78 393.33+25.93 1.06+0.03 (75.00+4.68)a
300.00+7.30 1 460.00+148.49 386.67+49.50 1.05+.07 (82.50+3.29)b
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Table 3 Effect of different herbages on growth of bighead carp
9 /g9 1% 1(%-d™) 1%

1 150.00+6.35 1 897.50+109.60 (1 165.00+73.07)a (1.69+0.04)a 99.00+3.00
150.00+6.35 2 205.00+35.36 (1 370.00+23.57)b (1.79+0.01)b 99.00+0.00
150.00+6.35 1882.50+24.75 (1 155.00+16.50)a (1.68+0.01)a 99.00+2.00
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Table 4 Effect of different herbages on growth of black carp
g9 /9 1% 1(%-d™) 1%

1 100.00+5.68 1165.00+£162.64 1 065.00£162.64 1.63+0.09 90.33+4.28
100.0045.68 995.00+63.64 895.00+63.64 1.53+0.04 89.09+5.03
100.00+5.68 1000.50+84.15 900.50+84.15 1.53+.060 85.00+3.83
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Table 5 Effect of different herbages on fish yield g/m?
1 632.13 159.79 112.66 63.11 967.69 934.25
437.09 133.13 130.91 53.16 754.29 720.85
508.52 130.91 111.76 51.00 802.19 768.75
220 /kg 13.2 /kg 120 /kg
220 /kg 180 /kg 1 26967.75 /hm?
32 /kg 04 /kg 5 940.75
104 /kg 52 /kg 9.6 /kg 1142550 /hm? 6
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# 6 ARIAEHRMIIFENE
Table 6 Effect of different herbages on economic efficiency
I -hm?) I hm?)
1 39990 10677.60 14 850.00 65 517.60 92 485.35 26 967.75 1 141
39990 10581.60 14 850.00 65 421.60 71 362.35 5940.75 1 1.09
39990 10 315.20 14 850.00 65 155.20 76 580.70 11 425.50 1 1.18
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