




that the PER value of fish is 3.55 which is
higher than beef (2.30) and milk proteins
(casein = 2.50) and close to that of egg
(3.92).

Mazid et al. (1997) reported that
protein quality affects PER values. They
also found that the dietary protein content
was similar among diets, but different PER
values suggest differences in dietary
protein quality. Nevertheless, PER results
must be interpreted carefully because this
parameter assumes that all protein is used
for growth (Tacon, 1989).

Table 5 shows the in vivo AD of
anchovy, mackerel, canned sardine and
casein. Results shows that mackerel has
the highest percentage of digestibility
(96.99%) followed by casein (96.96%),
canned sardine (96.88%) and anchovy
(91.29%).

Digestibility of protein is related to
the quality of the protein in the feed. This
is supported by the study conducted by
Albrektsen et al. (2006) which showed that
a fish meal with a high quality protein pro-
duces higher AD value compared to a veg-
etable meal which has low quality protein.

Carolina et al. (2005) has also shown
that feeding of flour-based diets mixed
with mechanically deboned chicken and
fresh chicken breast meat gives a high
PER, thus resulting in high true digestibil-
ity value.

CONCLUSION

Among the samples of selected fish
studied, it was observed that canned
sardine had the highest value of PER
value, reflecting higher protein quality
than the casein reference protein. The
mackerel-based diet had the highest per-
centage of in vivo digestibility while the
anchovy had the lowest percentage. In rat
bioassay, all rats gained positive body
weight. The rats fed diets of canned
sardine fish had the highest mean body
weight compared to the other diets.

REFERENCES

Albrektsen S, Mundheim H & Aksnes A
(2006). Growth, feed efficiency,
digestibility and nutrient distribu-
tion in Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua)
fed two different fish meal qualities
at three dietary levels of vegetable
protein sources. J Aquaculture 261(2):
626-640.

AOAC (1980). Official Methods of
Analysis of the Association of
Official Analytical Chemist Wa-
shington DC. USA.

AOAC (2000). Official Methods of
Analysis of the Association of
Official Analytical Chemist. Wa-
shington DC. USA.

176 Babji AS et al.

Table 5. Percent in vivo AD of anchovy, mackerel, canned sardine and casein1
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g/rat/8 days consumed g/rat/8 days g/rat/8 days dried feces (mean±sd)
(mean±sd) g/rat/8 days (mean±sd) (mean±sd) g/rat/8 days
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