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Effect of Different Feed Formulations on Growth Performance and Nutrient Digestibility of Blue Fox in Breeding Period
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Abstract
foxes during the breeding period. [ Method ] The trial has adopted one-factor completely random design. A total of 60 healthy blue foxes ( half
male and female) in the breeding period were randomly divided into three groups (group 1 , group II and group Il ) , and fed three different
formula diets.[ Result] The average daily feed intake of group I blue fox was significantly higher than that of group I and group II ;the final
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[ Objective ] The aim was to study the effects of different formulations on the growth performance and nutrient digestibility of the blue

weight of male blue foxes in group Il was significantly higher than that of group II, and the average daily gain of female blue foxes in group Il
was significantly higher than those of group Il ;ratio of feed to gain(F/G) of female blue fox in group Il was significantly higher than that of
other two groups, there were no significant effect on male blue fox among three groups. Fat digestibility of group Il was significantly higher
than that of group II. [ Conclusion]The formulation of group III (dry matter 33.89%, crude protein 31.14%, crude fat 18.23%) was more
suitable for the growth and the nutrients digestion of blue fox during the breeding period.
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Table 1 Composition and nutrient level of test diets
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Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column stand for significant differences between different treatments at 0.05 level
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Table 3 Effects of different formulations on nutrient digestibility of blue fox in breeding period
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Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column stand for significant differences between different treatments at 0.05 level
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