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Abstract

This study was aimed at investigating the effects of probiotic supplementation in commercial
pellet feed on the growth performance of juvenile climbing perch (Anabas testudineus) and some
parameters of water quality. A completely randomized design (CRD) with triplicates was used in this
study, Juvenile climbing perch with an average initial weight of 0.54+0.11 ¢ and an average length of
3.0£0.4 cm were used. Five groups of experimental treatments: a group without probiotic
supplementation (a control group), probiotic-supplemented commercial feed at concentrations of

0.5%, 1%, 1.5%, and 2% respectively. After 60 days of experimental period, the result of this study
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showed that in growth performance consists of average weight, average length, survival rate, feed
conversion ratio (FCR), average daily weight gain (ADG) and specific growth rate (SGR) of all groups were
not significantly differences (P>0.05). In terms of water quality parameters, dissolved ammonia in 1.5%
and 2% probiotic-supplemented groups have a significantly different (P<0.05) when compared with a
control group. The ammonia concentration in this group was 2.7+0.6 mglL™ and 2.6+0.6 mglL™
respectively. In addition to the ammonia levels, other water quality parameters showed no statistically
significant differences (P>0.05). In conclusion, probiotic supplementation at a rate of less than 2% may
not affect the growth performance of juvenile climbing perch. However, the supplementation at least

1.5% of commercial feed weight can positively impact on water quality improvement.
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Table 1 Nutritional value of the commercial carnivorous fish feed.

Nutrients Percentage (%)
Crude Protein 42
Crude Fat 6
Crude Fiber 3
Moisture 10
Total Ash 12
Nitrogen Free Extract 27

Total 100
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Table 2 Growth performances of climbing perch after 60 days experimental period.

Treatments MW (g) ML (cm) SR (%) FCR ADG (g.day?)  SGR (%.day
R
control 7.36+1.30° 7.0+0.6° 93.3+11.5° 1.8+0.4% 0.11+0.02° 4.34+0.31°
0.5% PS 6.24+1.50° 6.7+0.7° 86.7+5.8% 2.2+0.5% 0.10+0.022 4.05+0.38°
1.0% PS 6.69+1.50° 6.8+0.4° 83.3+5.8° 2.0+0.4° 0.10+0.02° 4.17+0.35°
1.5% PS 8.17+2.00° 7.3+0.6° 85.0+10.0° 1.6+0.5% 0.13+0.032 4.49+0.42°
2.0% PS 7.52+0.70° 7.3+0.1° 93.3+11.5° 1.7£0.22 0.12+0.01° 4.38+0.15°

Note PS: probiotic supplementation, MW: mean body weight, ML: mean total length, SR: survival rate,
FCR: feed conversion ratio, ADG: average daily weight gain, SGR: specific growth rate Mean+SD (n=3).

Different letters in column indicate significant difference (P<0.05)
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Figure 1 Effects of diet probiotic supplementation (PS) on growth performance parameters in 60 days

experimental period. A: Body Weight, B: Total Length, C: Survival Rate (SR), D: Feed Conversion Ratio

(FCR), E: Average Daily weight Gain (ADG), F: Specific Growth Rate (SGR).




A Nsansinumsouginiaguiilue T 2 adufl 2: 1321 (2568)  Agri. GMS. Vol 2 (2) : 13-21 (2025)

vnqéf’mqmmwﬁmé’amnﬁyuqmmwmaau‘f’luiwsnm 60 Tu NUIMNYANITNAARIEARUNT
senduufiazargluii (00) wavArnudunsa-as (pH) lddauunns1an1adia (P>0.05) nasan1mnaes
(Figure 2A-C) dhuruaslanily wuirdarsunnsisnaadegnafidoddaa (P<0.05) leifisudunaumuny
(Figure 2D) Tnsnguiliaialnslulofin 1.5% uag 2% sotmiineims 1 Alandy fednian (2.7+0.6 way
2.6+0.6 un./An3) &3 Table 3 visil1iosanlulnsluledniildluntsvaasadulnsluleinsnd sfingu
Heterotrophic bacteria \iu Bacillus subtillis ‘1'7iLﬁaazmaaﬂejﬁﬂ%ﬂhEJEJEJaaawa'ﬁéuﬁéﬁnﬂm‘wmmmaz
Y0u.d8 Tudsgesaasuenludouarlulnsidaduasivdedn T ldiunseuiums nitrification (Boyd,
1979; Azim and Little, 2008) ﬁgaﬁmiﬁmuaﬂmﬁaLﬁuamaqa&Jwaﬁﬁ’aﬁwﬁ’aﬂumjuﬁLa%uiwsluiaﬁﬂf??aLLGiﬁ
sy 1.5% Tuld Mmsjmmiﬁzﬁuﬁaﬂéwaag"lu‘daﬂﬂaWL“ﬁu%u%uﬁﬂ (Threshold Concentration) Tun1sinda
yeudeiiintuanmstuievesaegafiussansnm nadnanaonadesiun1sinuves Dwiardani et al.
(2021) Adnwnnsldnsluledin Nitrosomonas sp. uay Nitrobacter sp. lumsidssUanfianiuszuveniily

1 ol

ind wan1sfnwisenuivsinavenisidinsluledniivss@nsamanianegnlidindt 1.5 Tadnsusiedns

q

Fragylimnsiulnvesarladenian

35.0 A 80 B
0 ;
> 30.0 . 6.0 %
> S £ ——
£ 25.0 . - Z4.0 %
g g,
g 200 2.0
L O
15.0 ?;) 0.0
inital 15 30 45 60 9 initial 15 30 45 60
Experimental Period (Days) a Experimental Period (Days)
@@= CONTIOl  an@ue(0.5% PS  au@ge=1.0% PS @@= CONIOl an@ue(0.5% PS  amgge=1.0% PS
10.0 C 150 D
8.0 -
on
6.0 W é 10.0
= = i ©
4.0 c
g 5.0 z
0.0 < 00
initial 15 30 45 60 initial 15 30 45 60
Experimental Period (Days) Experimental Period (Days)
=@ CONTIOl  an@ee0.5% PS  «mggem1.0% PS @@= CONTIOl an@ue(0.5% PS  amggem1.0% PS

Figure 2 Effects of diet probiotic supplementation (PS) on water quality parameters in 60 days

experimental period. A: Temperature, B: Dissolved oxygen (DO), C: pH, D: Ammonia.
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Table 3 Some water quality parameters of climbing perch after 60 days experimental

period.
Treatments Temperature (°C) DO (mg.Lh) pH Ammonia (mg.L?)
control 26.0+0.0° 3.0+0.0° 7.0+1.3° 10+0.0°
0.5% PS 26.0+0.02 3.0+0.0° 6.7+0.6° 5.0+0.0°
1.0% PS 26.0+0.0° 3.0+0.1° 6.7+0.32 3.7+1.20
1.5% PS 26.0+0.02 3.0+0.0° 6.5+0.52 2.7+0.6°
2.0% PS 26.0+0.0° 3.0+0.0° 6.2+0.32 2.6+0.6°

Note PS: probiotic supplementation, DO: Dissolved oxygen, pH: potential of Hydrogen ion

Mean+SD (n=3). Different letters in column indicate significant difference (P<0.05)
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