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STUDY ON THE NUTRITIONAL VAL UE OF LOW ERUCIC AND
GL UCOSINOL ATE RAPESEED MEAL INLAYERSDIET

GAO Yu- peng
(Shanxi Institute of Animal Science and Veterinary Medicine, Yangling 712100, China)

ABSTRACT : Nutrients and antinutritional agents contents in DL - RSM (double low rapeseed meal)
were analysed and 500 layers were randomly divided into 5 groups and fed with 0, 10%,15%,17 %,20 %
DL - RSM instead of soybean meal (SBM) in the dietsfrom 21 to 56 week of age. The following results
were obtained: there were no differencesin CP, AA contents between DL - RSM and common rapeseed
meal ,and DL - RSM had only 30 % glucos nolate in common rapeseed meal . With diets containg 10%,15%
DL - RSM, no significant differences (P> 0.05 werefoundinlayingperformance, feed/ eggs ratio , egg
quality ,thyroid and liver size and Ts , T4, TSH in the serum ,activity of GOT ,GPT in plasma of the hens as
comparing with those in control groups. With diets containing 17 %,20% DL - RSM ,obvioudy ill effects
(P<0.05) were found in laying performance ,feed/ egg ratio ,and there were significant differences (P>

0.05) in eggs quality ,thyroid and liver size,Ts,Ta, TSH in the serum ,activity of GOT ,GPT the plasma
between control group and those groups.
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Table 1. Nutrients and antinutrition agents Table 2. Composition of diets( g/ kg)
contentsin DL —RSM ( %)
Control Treatment groups
Item Content Amino acids Content In CP 1 2 3 4 5
CP 38.2 Ayp 2.81 7.36 Corn 577.3 605.7 618.7 611.5 600.8
CF 11.9 Thr 1.52 3.98 Wheat bran 88.1 32.2
EE 1.9 Ser 1.53 4.01 BM 224.4 153.7 122.8 107.0 82.4
NFE 29.3 Cys 0.74 1.94 L G- RSM 100.0 150.0 170.0 200.0
ASH 8.6 val 1.76 4.61 Plant oil 3.1 7.6
Ca 0.68 Met 0.82 2.15 Bone meal 20.7 19.9 19.5 19.2 19.8
P 1.13 lle 1.31 3.43 Limestone meal 74.2 73.7 73.5 73.5 73.5
Fe(mg/ kg) 813.6 Leu 2.36 6.18 Met 1.4 1.0 0.8 .7 0.6
Cu(mg/ kg) 8.1 Tyr 0.89 2.33 Lys .0 .3 1.7
Zn(mg/ kg) 59. 4 Phe 1.49  3.90 NaCl 3.7 3.6 .5 .5 3.5
Mn(mg/ kg) 136.3 Lys 1.21 3.17 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Se(mg/ kg) 0.14 His 0.85 2.22 Trace mineral premix
2.38 Arg 1.91 5.00 Vitamins mix 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Total GS(mg/ g) Trp 0.45 1.18 ME:11.10% MJ/kg;CP:16.5%;Ca:3.5%);
OZT (mg/ kg) Lys:0.74%;:Met + Cys:0.63 %;Met :0.35%
511.6 (g/kg)Mn:7;Zn:5;Fe:4;Cu:
I TC(mg/ kg) 0.6;1:0.04;Se:0.02
VA:5400 1U;VD::1080 IU;
Phytate 2.68 -
] V E:15g;V Ks :5g;VB: :2g;VB2 :10g;VB:2 :30mg;; Niacin:
Tannin 0.87

30g; Folacin:0.59g; Pantothenate Ca:25¢g
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Table 3. Effect of DL - RSM levelsin diets on performance of hens
ltem Control Treatment groups
1 2 3 4 5
Hen No. 100 100 100 100 100
L aying rate( %) 83.8 84.1 83.4 79.4° 78.6
L aying eggs 205. 3 206.0 204.4 194.5° 192.6°
Egg size(g) 62.8+0.7 62.7+0.9 62.4+1.2 62.2+1.1 61.6+1.2
Haugh units 79.8 79.6 79.1 79.3 79.1
Feed intake(g) 121.6 122.3 120.7 119.3 118. 4
Feed to egg ratio 2.31 2.32 2.32 2.42 2.45°
Mortality ( %) 5.0 6.0 4.0 7.0 6.0
* P<0.05
4
3ml, GPT,GOT; 85 185 Table 4. Effects of DL - RSM level in diets on
2ml Ts Ta TSH main target organs of the hens
' Groups Thyroid Liver Kidney
(mg/ 100g wt) (g/ 100g wt) (g/ 100g wt)
, Control 1 13.6+2.3 2.30£0.29 0.67+0.18
1.5 Treatment 2 13.7+3.6  2.39+0.64 0.66%0.07
GB6423 6435 —86 GB 6438 —86 3 14.1+4.8 2.31+0.57 0.64%+0.09
. 6N HCO 100 121MB 4 14.4%+3.6 2.41+0.25 0.67%0.10
5 15.1+6.7 2.66+0.87 0.69+0.15
17 ;
; Fe Cu Zn Mn;2,3- Se; GS;
ITC, OZT; Wheeler(1971) , ;
(1992) ; GOT GPT , Ts T« TSH
Ts Ta ,TSH
2
2.1
3 , DL —RSM 10% 15%
(P> 0.05); 17% 20% : (P<0.05) , DL —
RSM ) ,
; ) 35 , 20 (P>
0.05) ;20 , DL —RSM ,
2.2
3 , DL —RSM 6
,15%DL —RSM 12.6 % , 5%
100 20 %DL —RSM
Goh  (1984) , DL —RSM 1/4 1/6,
(TMA) ,
2.3
( 4: (P>0.05) Ts Ta TSH
GOT GPT (P>0.05, 5 :10% 15%
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Table 5. Effect of DL - RSM levelsin diets on biochemical parameters in blood
ltem Control Treatment groups
1 2 3 4 5
GTP(IU/L) 16.32+5.30 14.41+2.76 16.78+3.89 15.19+2.57 17.12+5.50
GOT(IU/L) 130.99 + 24. 62 130.15+23.75 123.36+30.95 130.90+ 13.56 134.35+32.79
Ts (mmol/L) 01.51+0.19 01.46+0.34 01.38+0.34 01.47+0. 26 01.56+0.28
Ta(mmol/L) 33.74+6.41 32.26+3.48 30.04+3.69 32.60+3.50 32.07+6.36
TSH(mmol/L) 06.31+1.83 05.94+2.31 05.77+2.40 05.61+1.53 06.41+2.12
* GPT,GOT ;Ts T« TSH 233 333
17 % ,
; ; 20% , ' 3/
10, , 17% 20%DL —
RSM
3
3.1
DL —RSM 31.68%, 82.93%, 95.5% ; 10
13.68 %, 43.18 %, 46.3%
4.08%, ( )
DL —RSM oZT ITC ( 1/ 3 ) ,
, , ,DL —RSM ,
3.2
DL —|RSM , 10% 15% 17 % 20%4 ,
23% 35% 40% 46% :17% 20% ,
, Ts Ta TSH Clandinin(1983)
, Summers(1983) , Vanetten (1969) ,
Campbell  (1991) , 600mg/ kg (1992)
, ITC OZT 500mg/ kg DL —|RSM
476mg/ kg ,ITC OZT 102. 32mg/ kg 106. 42mg/ kg,
DL —RSM ,
DL —RSM
, , Herad , 0.5%
; O’ Dell (1964) ,
0.6% 17% 20%DL —RSM
Blair (1986) , DL —RSM
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