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Possibility of Bull Frog (Rana catesbeiana) Culture in Northern Thailand

with Cheap Commercial Feeds.
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Abstract

A study of nursing bulifrog tad poles fed with four commercial diets including fish
feeds(44.56 % Protein), frog feeds(41.47 % Protein), dog feeds(26.86 % Protein), and
chicken feeds(20.93 % Protein) was conducted using a completely randmized
design(CRD) for 76 days. The stocking rate was 1,000 tadpoles per square meter. The final
result showed statistical significance of growth rates of tad poles fed with fish feeds, frog
feeds, dog feeds and chicken feeds were 0.036, 0.034, 0.025 and 0.023 gram per day,
respectively. Among these, however the growth rates of tadpoles fed with fish feeds and
frog feeds were not statistically different. The survival rates among the four treatments
showed no statistical significance. Although the tadpoles fed with fish feeds revealed the
best trend, followed by the frog feeds, the dog feeds and chicken feeds with the survival
rates of 43,56, 35.80, 32.30 and 31.63 percent, respectively. Ancther growth experiment
was conducted on a completely randomized design(CRD) using four commercial diets.
ie. fish feeds(29.32% Protein), frog feeds(28.50 % Protein), dog feeds (26.86% Protein)
and chicken feeds(20.93% Protein). The initial weight of juvenlle bulifrogs used in this
study was averaged 3.86 gram. The stocking rate was 60 frogs per square meter. After 120
days of the experiment period, the final result showed highly statistical significance among
the four treatment. The juvenile bullfrogs fed with fish feeds and frog feeds galned better
growth rates of 1.40 and 1.34 gram per day with the mean weight at the end of 168.78 and
160.68 gram, respeciively. The growth rates of juvenile frogs fed with dog feeds and
chicken feeds were 1.13 and 0.40 gram per day with the mean weight at the end of 135.42




and 51.87 gram respectively. The productivity of the frogs fed with fish feeds, frog feeds,
dog feeds, and chicken feeds were 6.31,6.18, 1.91 and 0.28 kilogram per square meter,
and the food conversion ratios(FCR) were 1.18, 1.23, 1.76 and 9.86, respectively. The
survival rates were highly statistical significance among the four treatments. The frogs fed
with fish feeds and frog feeds had higher rates of 83.10 and 65.00 percent, and the frog
fed with dog feeds and chicken feeds had survival rates of 25.93 and 2.50 percent,
respectively.
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