LA R, Journal of Anhui Agri. Sci.2017,45(29) .84 -85,98

MRIE M AT EL = E MR EE TR

1 . 1 = ~2 2 2 2
R#s L 5 A, LRE, SR RERTT
(1 BRRA B A GRS R 20 FIR 6531062, Z AR KSESRIAHE RSB, 2R ] 650051)

TEE [ B J3T i 2T B = R R R e, [k [ 240 R4 | 5 n RS, o A X dfe s AL 2 it T4 5
X, AR R A S, BT SR AT R A A T AR R SR A 3 A IR & (TgA TgE Ao TgG) R E M Fver, [ 45
RIRBAEE BREE AR SR LFMEF (P <0.01), REARH M T HMTLEL RN ZFHFEH(P>
0.05) ;XA H 2ART I T 2B £ F AR B H (P <0.01) , #8374 528 IgE R E 0 HrAat B3 (P <0.01) , @2t IgA F= TgG 3R 44
AR EF(P>0.05), [£#£]FS R P RMBIAHDFZHREHEBY R GRL A Z AR TIE N, BRES 4R A,
ERBIFH BB A ERRS AR,
KRR AR B AR R
RESNEES S8l6  XEFRRE A XEHS 0517 -6611(2017)29 - 0084 - 02
Effects of Housefly Pupae Powder on Production Performance and Immunity of Laying Hens
ZHOU Yan-ping' ,WANG Hong-wei' ,FU Guo-wen’ ,ZHAO Gui-ying’" et al
cation-technical College, Yuxi, Yunnan 653106 ;2. College of Animal Science and Technology, Yunnan Agricultural University , Kunming, Yun-
nan 650051)

Abstract [ Objective ] To discuss the effects of housefly pupae powder on the egg production performance and immunity of laying hens.
[ Method 1240 Jinghong No. 1 brown-shell laying hens were randomly divided into 2 groups( control group and test group) to conduct the feed-
ing test. Housefly pupae powder was replaced by the same amount of fish meal to add in the feed. The effects of housefly pupae powder on the
production performance,egg quality and the concentrations of three kinds of immunoglobulin(TgA ,IgE,IgG) of laying hens were studied. [ Re-
sult] The egg weight, daily feed intake ,feed-egg ratio in test group had extremely significant differences with control group (P < 0.01). The
egg shape index and relative proportion of egg yolk in test group had no significant difference with control group( P >0.05). Relative proportion
of egg shell in test group had extremely significant difference with control group (P <0.01). Housefly pupae powder had extremely significant
effects on IgE concentration in laying hens (P <0.01) ,but it had no significant effect on the concentrations of IgA and IgG(P >0.05). [ Con-
clusion ] Adding the same amount of pupae powder in the diet of laying hens in replacement of fish meal could obviously improve the production
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performance and immunity of laying hens, and it could reduce costs. Better economic benefits could be obtained. It was reasonable and suitable

for application.
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Table 1 Formula of diets for laying hens %
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Group Corn Soybean meal ~ Fish meal i)évgdg' pae Limestone powder Soybean oil Premix in peak period
Xt HEZH Control group 60 25 2 8 1
i3 2H Test group 60 25 0 8 1

T eI BRI 3 7 DUE R R A R 7]

Note : Premix in peak period was purchased from Guanghan CP Feed Technology Co. ,Ltd.
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Table 2 Effects of housefly pupae powder on the production perfonmance of laying hens
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Group Laying rate // % Egg weight /g . gy e Feed-egg ratio ot amoutt PL B88
© intake /g/ (A - d) 0 production // ¥

X HEZH Control group 0.9452 +0.003 2 58.8520+0.2849 B 100.470 0+0.2077 A 1.6110=0.0025 A 3276

i 552H Test group 0.949 9 +0.002 6 59.972 0 £0.6059 A 95.674 0 £0.216 3 B 1.554 8 +0.0052 B 3310

T (RPN RS T RER 22 54 35 (P <0.01)

Note; Different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely significantly differences( P <0.01)
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Fig.1 Effects of housefly pupae powder on daily egg production
amount of laying hens
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Table 3 Effects of housefly pupae powder on egg quality of laying hens

0 HILRE HEAXE  HFEART R
4151 ; . i
Grou Egg shape Relative of Relative proportion

P index egg yolk /% of egg shell /%
X HBZH 0.7729 +0.002 0 0.252 0 £0.001 3 0.124 5+0.001 4 B

Control group
1X64H Test group 0.780 1 £0.002 3 0.252 9 £0.001 4 0.127 5+0.001 1 A
T FAA RIS TR R 22 50 825 (P <0.01)
Note : Different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely sig-
nificantly differences( P <0.01)
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Table 4 Effects of housefly pupae powder on the concentrations of

three kinds of immunoglobulin in laying hens ng/mL
5
Group IgA Igk jre
X HEZH Control group 62.704 £19.359  81.628 +47.909 B 70.602 +19.425

BRG] Test group  68.042 £19.562 89.219 £27.804 A 73.804 +19.623

T RIS FRFOR 22534 B35 (P <0.01)
Note : Different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely signifi-
cantly differences (P <0.01)
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