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Table 1. Feed ingredients and chemical composition of experimental diets of fattening lambs (%6 of diet dry

matter).
Experimental diets .zt 37 cleo >
395 Ao s Ve 395 Aoy Ve Js Loy Sy esle
Pea 20 percent Pea 10 percent Control Feed ingredients (percent)
s amiy
15 15 15
Hay
(’"‘5 oS
10 10 10
Wheat straw
<
40 46 52 e
Barley grain
x5
10.5 115 12 (o o
Wheat bran
U goe oS
2 5 8.5 T
Soy meal
3 g5 &l
20 10 0 T
Pea grain
ol
1 1 1 “““ls o
Calcium Carbonate
#
ey ¢
05 05 05 ol e e
Mineral vitamin premix1
PR ol S
0.5 0.5 0.5 . .
Sodium Bicarbonate
S
0.5 0.5 0.5
Salt

A
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(Chemical composition) _le.s <Ls 5

= -

14.8 14.8 14.8 et
Crude protein
3o las
2.7 2.7 2.7 e
Ether Extract (EE)
Jﬂ o3le
93.0 935 935 ; .
Organic Material

38.0 37.0 37.0 Neutral detergent fiber(NDF)
215 22,0 22,0 Acid detergent fiber(ADF)

b e ol
385 385 38.2 St Han

Non fiber carbohydrate

0.36 0.36 0.36 C

Calcium
0.24 0.24 0.24 s

Phosphorus
g 5K Lo G 53,
2.60 2.60 2.60 (055 2 5 >V“~J”‘1 H S5
ME (McalKg™)
\Awwtwi;ﬁbb\“'E;,:Al:‘uggl‘..ﬂcﬁbb\ ~~~~~ Dgwnl;u‘\;\ul&ﬁbbo """ AWQ)J»LALJ.,\M}WLQ)J&#

pobor 0 S ke Ve o S e Ve SIS 2 SV g0 ST 5K S e Yo e 0 SY a0 50 e 0 SV i 0S4 id 0 S

il 0SS 2 3 0 S e Ve DIeSI T e S e VO g i S (e Ve
Each kilogram of vitamin—mineral premix contained: vitamin A (50,000 IU), vitamin D3 (10,000 IU), vitamin E
(1000 1U), Ca (196 g/Kg), P (96 g/kg), Na (71 g/Kg), Mg (19 g/Kg), Fe (3 g/Kg),Cu (0.3 g/Kg), Mn (2 g), Zn (3
9/Kg), Co (0.1 g/Kg), | (0.1 g/Kg) and Se (0.001 g/Kg), Monensin1500 mg/Kg and Antioxidant100 mg/Kg.
b Calculated using feed composition tables of all ingredients (NRC, 2007)
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Table 2. Comparison of average daily gain and body weight in two breeds with difference of pea’s level.

(65 w355 035 Sl (o 858D 04 055
s JS Average daily gain (gr) Body weight (kg)
Total Sias M Siss ot Sias YA Sias At Sisy ol S35 YA
84 days 56 days 28 days 84 days 56 days 28 days
Dalagh &Vis

294.10 282.65 258.55 341.10 52.60 44.10 37.26 Control
267.15 235.53 267.62 298.32 49.57 42.90 36.06 10 percent
265.61 285.67 204.80 306.37 50.48 41.81 36.62 20 percent
17.03 34.67 38.94 36.34 1.17 1.32 1.23 SEM

0.11 0.13 0.09 0.13 0.32 0.45 0.6 P-value

Dalagh-Romanov il s~ GVs
288.78 313.58 238.42 314.35 53.40 43.68 36.62 Control
283.45 328.11 201.57 314.69 53.32 42.99 36.67 10 percent
294.07 312.61 252.80 316.80 53.69 44.10 36.70 20 percent
20.85 35.06 39.49 35.45 1.19 1.34 1.20 SEM
0.65 0.16 0.08 0.87 0.90 0.48 0.89 P-value
(Ration) 1, =
291.44 301.03 247.68 325.62 53.08 43.85 36.89 Control
275.30 280.62 234.92 307.37 51.40 42.98 36.38 10 percent
279.84 297.43 229.27 312.83 52.03 42.95 36.55 20 percent
13.82 3221 17.74 18.72 1.14 0.63 0.52 SEM
0.67 0.89 0.75 0.78 0.58 0.53 0.49 P-value
(Breeds) si5 i
VI
275.62 298.63 235.18 293.05 51.83 42.58 35.97 e
Dalagh

Yoo
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288.10 287.41 239.40 337.49
17.75 41.38 22.78 24.04
0.69 0.88 0.91 0.31

Ciley @Yl
52.82 43.96 37.24 Dalagh-

Romanov
1.46 0.81 0.66 SEM
0.58 0.35 0.30 P-value

VP B S-S NNV P D PP ST RS PPRT
e S Sl des s Y lad 5 (V/OY) S
055 0L 5o Culg o Lo g Dl 5 (0/4) s
i S Al e, S fdS S s
J=S o5 sl jolanstl sy s as (0/08) Lo
Oles BYIs 515 & e Ciilog, X 3YIs glaazsesel
S5 p S s e rp Sl a5 als Sl el
aS Wsls OLES (Y00 9) 0L 5 63,Y s
Sy 53 (K5 3555 &l ol g slan 5l eslinad
S fd et St e Sla g LS
A SL 2 s b O el GRIEIL

ALk e

&M%r@@uwmw\yt}@u

Lo ialosT oy Jl 55, YA &S sl Olas ST, 5
GRIPIL s oo sl 2 ol bl o 2
ool ol Js ol anl il STy s
Y’J}J_?)J d)}bw ">-}'-‘J.)\'>L5.‘M LS)LATLL}J
%JJ@J_ZQS;@MLBYBJ\;);‘MJ”)}T
by i Ve SVIA GSSLe b L
St Ll e el Jled 5o Lo T jle
Slro 3 s s s gme Jool sl g Ll s
Lo 5lass e Jisl 5oy YA ccibo g X BYIs azsesel

55 s kil (88 80ke) plie LAs oo

2355 &l ilee g o b GYISX Elay, glaasiusl 5 GYI5 315 93 53 liE hdd o ke amlis Y U

Table 3. The compression of average of feed conversion in two breeds of Dalagh and crossbred of
RomanovxDalagh with difference of pea’s level.

(Feed conversion) i L5 oo

o355 IS Sy A0V Sz, 0114 S, YA A5 X sl 255 e
Total Day 57-84 Day 29-56 Day 1-28
(Dalagh breed) Vs si5:
6.00 7.47 6.87 4.45 Control
6.69 7.77 6.78 5.56 10 percent
7.18 7.93 7.93 5.00 20 percent
0.51 0.80 0.23 0.40 Pvalue
0.68 0.53 0.65 0.95 SEM
Ciilog X 3V axseal
Crossbred Dalagh- Romanov

5.41 5.54 6.62 4.35 Control
7.02 6.89 7.51 4.43 10 percent
6.16 6.59 5.90 4.43 20 percent
0.19 0.26 0.31 0.82 Pvalue
0.43 0.38 0.61 0.45 SEM

Lo Ve sl s Sl osbe G pae Ol o i
Goo 0 o8 Lawgme sbar WaV) Ll 31 5l
bge U SO e o catlog, X BYIs a5

AR

abudﬁﬁu‘ﬁéjjkjﬁ)-aﬁdf\)};—c:_'
u)‘éww)jéjyéua‘;)bﬁujj&é-
34 o abo>Ma ¥ Jgdr 53 457 skilen (P >0.05)
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Carcas weight (Kg)

30.00

28.00

26.00

24.00

22.00

20.00

Control

)3 3390 Sk e

P-value =0.74

10%

20%

Investigated treatments

® Dalagh

® Romanof

2555 &ls e g ghaw b GYIsX il Saatual 5 VI3 315 g3 53 gy 3550 sbosless 53 4dY O35 amlie N K3

Figurel. Comparison of Carcass weight in in two breeds of Dalagh and crossbred of Romanov-Dalagh
treatments in 2 breeds with difference of pea’s level.

Sl 5 Y15 315 53 53 sz 3550 Sles 53 STy (ke 3le gan Skl 5 Sy 5 D pae alis -

2450 &l il lea.« L oY X &lay,

Table 4. Comparison of digestibility od feed in two breed of dalagh and crossbred of Romanov-Dalagh

treatments in 2 breeds with difference of pea’s level.

cilog,mG3YIs S5 53 &Yis
P value
Crossbred of Dalagh-Romanov Dalagh
doys Ve Aoy Ve Aoy Ve
I o 355 2 ¥ .. g . iz
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Figure 2. Comparison of Carcass percent in two breeds of Dalagh and crossbred of Romanov-Dalagh
treatments in 2 breeds with difference of pea’s level
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Abstract

Background and objectives: The largest expense in the livestock industry is related to feed costs,
which accounts for about 70-60% of all current costs. Utilizing new sources of energy and
protein can help reduce these costs. Therefore, the aim of this study was to investigate the
performance and digestibility of lambs Dalagh and crossbred of Romanov-Dalagh lambs by
replacing pea seed with barley and soybean meal in ratio.

Material and methods: This experiment was conducted in a completely randomized design
with 3 x 2 factorial arrangement with three types of diets including 0, 10 and 20% pea seed and
two breeds of Dalagh and crossbred of Romanov-Dalagh. Totally, 15 Dalagh and crossbred of
Dalagh-Romanov lambs with an average weight of 30.66 + 2.30 and 24.2 + 1.5 kg that were
kept individually for 84 days (plus 15 days of habitually). Weighing and feed intake were
carried out and finally the carcass and the digestibility of feed for each treatments were
evaluated. All statistical analysis was performed in mixed regression (Proc Mixed) in SAS
software version 9.1.

Results: There was no significant difference between treatments for weight gain (P > 0.05). In
pure Dalagh, control and 20% pea diet, with 294 and 265 grams per day had the highest and
lowest daily weight gain, respectively. In Dalagh breed, the lowest and the highest final weights
were in pea and control treatments with a mean of 49.5 and 52.6 kg (P > 0.05). Also, in
crossbred Romanov-Dalagh, the highest and lowest daily gain was observed in pea and control
group with a mean of 294 and 288 g /day, respectively (P > 0.05). The average daily gain in two
breeds in the control, 10 and 20 % of the pea treatments, were 299.5, 27.3 and 798.8 grams,
respectively. The digestibility of diet in three rations did not differ significantly. Percentage and
carcass weight in Dalagh breed decreased with increase in pea in feed, unlike in crossbred
Romanov-Dalagh.

Conclusion: The use of chickpea seed instead of soybeans and barley did not decrease fattening
performance; In addition, the digestibility was almost the same as the control group. Fattening
performance and digestibility of feed in crossbred Romanov-Dalagh were better than that of
pure Dalagh. In general, it can be said that the replacement of chickpea seeds with existing
import restrictions can help to significantly contribute to the sheep's fattening industry.

Keywords: Crossbred of Romanov-Dalagh, Digestibility, Growth performance, Pea seeds,
Lambs of Dalagh.
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