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The effect of back fat management on sow production

performance and cost

—— Based on the practice of Dan line breeding pigs
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—_ §|=l. Introduction

« BREEEESRQVINNREST LT —, FERNREBRESFETHRE, ERBEREST (FHRIEF48e. BN
WIEENMRFAIEE) TSN (SAVFREEHL S KR

« Danish sows are one of the worlds most recognized high-yielding sow breeds, and their popularity in China
continues to rise. Their outstanding features are high yield (excellent production performance, excellent
lactation ability and good maternal nature) and high efficiency (high feed conversion and growth
performance).

- BREBRUEEQNNRR: EFRkE. KINE, SEERIE. S/8AE. MiDNERME. MYPERFER,

« Danish sows also have recognized disadvantages: high nutritional requirements, limb problems, high mortality
rate of sows, high culling rate, low weaning survival rate, low weaning weight and other problems.

- REKBEAMEBEAEHENSHHEREERZOEME, B2010FHR, BEEFHEMESHISE, EREBEFEELE
Eiﬁé%?%ﬁ%ﬁ&ﬁ’ﬂﬁ@, REREEFES KRG E, HAINHRASEM TFENALTIIE, BEERES

SERY R,

« Anhui Nature Breeding Company, as one of the first national core breeding farms for Dan pig breeds, has
dedicated 15 years since 2010 to specialized breeding. In managing Dan breed pig operations, we
encountered challenges with native sows and persistently sought solutions. Through continuous
domestication efforts, we have gradually developed a breed specifically adapted to local farming conditions.



—_ §|=l. Introduction

o [FIHERIEARIESA SRR FIRIREREE, WA REA =48R TR T IIRHZ AL
KR,
* In the post-ASF era, cost reduction and efficiency increase have become the key strategy for

enterprises to maintain competitiveness. How to reduce the cost of feed input under the premise

of ensuring production performance has become a key topic.
- BEEEFAENHRAEEFRIIFEANEHER AKX B A FTAIER.,

« Back fat management has become a key focus of natural research as an effective technical

management and cost reduction measure.
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—. A BRI Research Obijectives

- RECEEENARSIEE TN, DT ARE~MRIVRESEEETNK.

« To explore the effect of back fat management on production performance of Dan
breed sows and analyze the optimal back fat thickness requirements in different

production stages.
s AIRARABEKEGHREBRERAIEN, SKREEEESEFRASIEFHER,

« To study the influence of different back fat levels on production cost of Dan breed

sows and find the optimal balance between back fat thickness and production cost.
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=. M#;:Ell. Materials and Methods

- BT LHEEMNHREE, thibikdCERIBX,

« The pig farm is located in Taoyuan Town, Suzhou City, Anhui
Province, in the plain area of northern Anhui.

« F=1500 kIR REEYT &, BRRREA7EE.

« The breeding farm houses 1,500 Dan breed sows, with all
breeding stock retained on-site.

« NipA "ECkR-WRED" ¥E3m, mARHUT21RREERS.

 This is a "breeding-weaning" pig farm, and the farm
implements 21-day batch production.

- HIREAEANIAR A ETASF, PRRSFIPEDFEXNKR, NHEE T
FHMMEEESTIRERS.

« No major diseases such as ASF, PRRS, or PED occurred during
the study period at this farm, which is equipped with a
seasonal positive pressure air filtration system.




=. #¥lA:ENL. Materials and Methods

. 202361 0B FATIEEMETE, SIEEREHT6MER, BitEraEE
55435, SEEAOAIL:, EMELT350050R,

» Since October 2023, the fine management of back fat has been
iImplemented. Up to now, a total of 26 batches have been implemented,

with 5,543 sows bred and 4,943 sows delivered, and about 13,500 back fat
measurements have been made.

. ZIK‘E/FWQWW\EQ‘L&?-}: This study was conducted in two phases:
E

S—HTEL

v'The first
18mm (1

SRR EPeEEE (16-18mm) 4T (12#t) .

phase focuses on achieving a target backfat thickness of 16-
2 batches).

VB _ME

ZHR EFRIE (14-16mm) 34T (144) .

v'The second phase targets the upper back fat layer (14-16mm) with 14

batches.
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- BEHbR EFE S EERBack fat production per litter in the sow batch
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=. #¥lA:ENL. Materials and Methods

. tElI=FtREFeed nutrition standards

1 KBAZEIZRHSFHFIRE
YRR ER IEZLENER
= =1 v}
BAEHE ABAES BEHE ABAES

SID¥EH % 10 12 12.5 15
SIDEES % 042 0.55 0.84 1

IFHe w/A 2270 2300 2420 2600

FRLTHE % / 7:5 / 4

£&5E: remarks :

1. SID-Standard ileal terminal digestible

1. SID-tREEGRIRAEIL

2. The current customized nutrient concentration of sows is significantly higher than the Danish recommended standard
2. HRIEHRIEREEFRREESES THEEFNE

3. Dan line sows require high fiber diet

3. HRBEFESTHAR

4. The above standards are the lower limits

4. LA EFRES /TR
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- B AR A&Feeding strategy for sows

2 B HIREEEI S IEEIR 2 Table 2: Feeding Procedures and Backfat Management Plan for Sows
%51 R&IR BYER taAEl S HiAIREKg | EIRBE | iTHESE =i
<12mm 2.3-2.5kg
| P (1-30%) 12-14mm | 2.2-2.4kg 13mm S‘;ﬁﬂ”ifﬁ
Zre >14mm 2.0kg 100%, 30
2R (31-90K) / 2.0kg 14mm | FI90KHH
"B MRS 2.3K 30% i
e WRER (911125%) | / 3.0-3.2kg 9 [at6mm g
A Z2E1HA (1-30XK) / 2.0kg 13mm Eﬁ%}ﬂfg
sps | WREchR (31-90%) / 2.2kg 14mm_ | DO
VREBSHE (91-112) / 2.8-3.0kg 15-16mm
PRI / 2.0kg /
FEFEX / 0.5kg /
WIS | BF/EE =2 6d LR / 1-6kg 6.5kg / ’%ﬁ%ﬂﬂ
FEE7d-HA / SERA 11-13mm 13%%5”




=. #¥lA:ENL. Materials and Methods

.+ EENEBEFIEERenco LEAN-MEATERISIEIY, IS EF-sfimBaiHTm@uE, WEtHI100%,

« The lean back was measured with the American Renco LEAN-MEATER lean back meter, and the lean
back was measured with 100% proportion respectively before delivery and before weaning.

. *HE’\ZHQD‘F EFrEES=H—{EE (<14mm) | FEE (14mm<X<16mm) . §8E (>16mm) ;
M ESES=HB—EKEE (<12mm) . BF5E (12mm<X<14mm) . E5E (>14mm)

« The back fat was divided into the following groups: Upper production back fat was divided into three
groups—Ilow back fat (< 14mm), medium back fat (14mm<X<16mm), and high back fat (>16mm);
weaning back fat was divided into three groups—Ilow back fat (< 12mm), medium back fat
(12mm<X<14mm), and high back fat (>14mm).

- WESHXRSELE. £ etnl AR EF A TSR, FHERIBM SPSS Statisticsi I TREARTED .

 Collect the back fat data, production efficiency index and production cost index of each batch, and use
IBM SPSS Statistics software for one-way ANOVA.
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Science-driven solutions™

- SEEMTE Backfat measurement

Renco LEAN-MEATEREHF{Y HREERNE EFEiENE FEEERRR
Renco LEAN-MEATER back Weaning back Back fat measurement Back fat measurement

fat meter measurement before delivery before delivery



—. 5I&

l. Introduction

—. iREnN

Il. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

=. MHEBE

lll. MATERIALS AND METHODS

M. SRAth

IV. RESULTS ANALYSIS

h. Fie5idie

V. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS




.

ZERHTIV. Result Analysis

1. EFEENBREE~EaERm

=IIEFE

1. Impact of back fat percentage on sow productivity: average litter size

=AEEFEMELL, BEIEA15.355L> FEIEA15.10k>KEEAR14.943L, HAeEEASK
BEEHERTE (P <0.05) , PEEASHMEREERAESES (P> 0.05) .

The total number of piglets in the three groups was 15.35 in the high back fat group, 15.10
in the medium back fat group, and 14.94 in the low back fat group. The difference between
the high back fat group and the low back fat group was significant (P <0.05), while the
difference between the medium back fat group and the other two groups was not
significant (P> 0.05).

=HREFH =hRFE
16.0 16.00
B 15.80
15.0 | B B N | ] a
15.60
[ 111, [ I = J b fe
14.0 | . | . E B B B B | | ﬁ 15.40 :
] ‘ ' - o th b
g Prlavye1an| 3 1520
o 13.0 PRt nn ﬁ?@ 15.00
2 5
T 120 R B I ' B B B B B B B B R % 14.80
= 14.60
110 o 8 o 8 | | n o o o 8 i 14.40
10.0 R R B | § B B B B B B B N 14.20
B % ? 9 90,0 NN O KD B O N D D G kY G A D :
TN N R A R R N NN RN SN R N NN I RN X 1400

FEEE (<14) FHIE (14<X=16) BHE (>16)
P Emm LR,




M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis

1, EFEERNEEAEFERERR

1. Impact of back fat percentage on sow productivity: average number of healthy piglets per litter

- ZHEIIETFEMELL, BEIEHT3.443k >{KEEA13.255k > FEIEH13.203k, BESAEZE (P > 0.05) ;

« When comparing the number of healthy piglets in the three groups the high backfat group had 13.44
piglets, followed by the low backfat group (13.25) and the medium backfat group (13.20), though the
difference was not statistically significant (P> 0.05).

- (REEEENESHIRFEEIAK,

« Low back fat management had little effect on the number of healthy young per litter.

=T =hatirE

16.00

134 a a a
1 i ﬁ 14.00
3 ‘ 13.44
.EE\ 13.2 | \ ia 13.25 13.20
g 130 % 13.00
% 12.8 1 2 R 11 5

m©

126 e < 1200

124 I R R R B

12.2 HEEN —_—

12.0 | | . j

9 5 A0 0 N L R T TR T T T S e T 10.00
Q'@'@'@'@'§'¢'Q'Q'Q'@'@'@‘@'&'&'\'&'0'@“@’@'@'@'@J&

EAE (<14) RETE (14<X<16) EAE (>16)
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M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis

1. k£

1. Impact of back fat percentage on sow productivity: Invalid piglet rate

SRTHFRAELL, KESEET1.45% <BSEH1236% <FEEH12.64%, HPRSEASHSEAESEE
(P <0.05) , HtBAERAEZ (P> 0.05) ;

The three groups showed a significant difference in backfat percentage: low backfat group (11.45%)

<high backfat group (12.36%) <medium backfat group (12.64%). The low and medium groups showed

significant differences (P <0.05), while other groups showed no significant differences (P> 0.05).

(REEEEREEERFETIUFE,

Low back fat management can significantly reduce the rate of invalid piglet.

TBIFEE ToBUF=

16.0% 13.50

m 13.00

1250
= 12.00 b
1150
11.00
1050
Vo N2

10.00

ab

1236

Mean of ;'.’E,sdl'[?ri

R (<14) FHEE (14<X<16) REE (19
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M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis

1. Impact of back fat percentage on sow production performance: average number of weaned
plglets per litter
=EFIIMTIEUELL, BEEHE13.133L> P EEH12.943L>(K5EH12.893, BEFAEZE (P > 0.05) ;
« Compared with the number of weaned anlmals in the three groups, the number of weaned animals in
the high back fat group was 13.13> the number of weaned animals in the medium back fat group
12.94> the number of weaned animals in the low back fat group 12.89, but the difference was not
significant (P> 0.05);
- (REEEEEEIBERE AL,

« Low backfat management has little effect on average weaning per litter

SIERnE RIERIDE

13.13
1289 12.94

REE (<14) HEEE (14<X<16) SEE (>16)
S Emm LS EMm
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ZERHTIV. Result Analysis

1.
1.

EFrEEN BRI I—S RN E

Effect of upper back fat on sow production performance average weaning weight per litter
=A=IIRTERELL, BEERTkg/Sk> PESIEHE6.94kg/3k > (KEIER6.81kg/sk, —HERAEE (P>
0.05) ;
Compared with the weaning weight of the three groups, the high back fat group was 7kg/ head> the
medium back fat group 6.94kg/ head> the low back fat group 6.81kg/ head, and the difference
between the three groups was not significant (P> 0.05);
REEEENEYMNERINAK,

Low backfat management has little effect on average weaning weight per litter.

78 800 5 a a
76 6.94 7.00
B 7.00
74
72 6.00
)]
mzo Esm
gsg a2
" 66 ﬁE 400
oy 6
64 5 300
6.2 2
200
6.0
5.8 1.00
56 i
2 @A A AT AT AT QPG P D e WD LS ‘?‘ . T W g I '
'(\ \fo o7 o '\‘0 T RATRAT A AT AT A 0T RO W \"‘ NN I AN N AR RPN RSE (<14) hiSEE (14<X<16) EEE (>16)

EFEEEmm L Emm




M. &R 21rIV. Result Analysis

1. EFSENEEE~EaERm

1. Summary of the influence of upper back fat on production performance of sows

UR

- EHFITIREE (<14mm) AREESFEELIUFZE (P<0.05) ;| WEIRFE. SHRTBEFIEISMT
MERINAK, MNEHRYFEEREENME,

« Feeding of low back fat (<14mm) in sows could significantly reduce the rate of ineffective piglets
(P<0.05); it had little effect on the average number of healthy piglets, the average number of
weaned piglets and the average weight of weaned piglets; it had a negative effect on the average

number of piglets in the litter.

g A RS EEEY S ERERYS2AmThe effect of different backfat thickness on production performance of sows entering the delivery room
ErfElr  |RSIRE (s14mm) PEEE (14<Xs16mm) |SEIRE (>16mm) EEH
BERIFE 14.94 3L 15.10 3k 15.35 3k & vs SE% (P<0.05)
EIfRFE 13.25 sk 13.20 3k 13.44 =k AEE
ToRUFZR 11.45% 12.64% 12.36% % vs REE (P<0.05)
= IUTIHEN 12.89 =k 12.94 sk 13.13 3k NTE S
=EWTLE 6.81 kg/k 6.94 kg/3k 7.00 kg/3k yNTE=




M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis

Science-driven solutions™

2. Impact of weaning back fat on sow production performance: conception rate

- ZATRAFRALL, KEEZHY4.49%>FEEHI2.48% > 5 5EH1.41%, BERAEZE (P > 0.05)

« When comparing three groups, the Iow backfat group showed the highest conception rate at
94.49%, followed by the medium group (92.48%) and the high group (91.41%), though the
differences were not statistically significant (P> 0.05).
- (REEEENZIRBZNAK,

« Low back fat management has little effect on conception rate.

I

Sha%ke

100.00 a a ]
94.49

91.41

98.0%
96.0% 95.00

94.0% 90.00

85.00
92.0%
0 80.00
90.0%
%r 75.00
BX 88.0%
70.00
i 65.00
84.0% 60.00
82.0% 55.00
80.0% 50.00

13.913.414.214714.613.513.513.913.614.514.713.612.513.012.412.212.011.612.311.910.912.411.611.210.9 13.2 B (<12) chiSE (12<X<14) BEE (>14)
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ZERHTIV. Result Analysis

2.
2.

PRI

ER S BRI B A FE I e I —— 5o e =2

Impact of weaning back fat on sow production performance: farrowing rate
=ASGRFTELL, KEIEH1.72%> hiiELH89.00% > 55 ZE4H88.35%, (BESAEZE (P > 0.05) ;
When comparing the three birth rates, the low backfat group showed the highest rate at 91.72%,
followed by the medium group at 89.00% and the high group at 88.35%, though the differences
were not statistically significant (P> 0.05).
EEEEEN D RRZMAK,
Low back fat management had little effect on farrowing rates.

100.0% 100.00 A
95.00 91.72 a a
9 89.00
0% 90.00 88.35
- 85.00
y -
£ 80.00
R
85.0% % 75.00
c
g 70.00
R 65.00
60.00
75.0%
55.00
70.0% 50.00
13.913.414.214.714.613.513.513.913.614.514.713.612.513.012.412.212.011.612.311.910.912.411 .611.210.9 13.2 REE (212) HhIE (12<X<14) BEE (>14)

R Emm B Emm




M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis

2, ERNEEEREAEr IS IN—IEN & 5

2. Impact of weaning back fat on sow production performance: weaning estrus rate

- ZHMINABEFREEL, E5EH3.13%>55E2092.15%>PEEH1.56%, BE=HEFAEZE (P >
0.05) ;

« When comparing estrus rates among three weaned groups, the low backfat group (93.13%)
showed the highest rate, followed by the high backfat group (92.15%) and the medium backfat
group (91.56%), though the differences were not statistically significant (P> 0.05).

- (REEEENHN A BRI,

« Low back fat management has little effect on weaning estrus rate.

HRip & EEE B iEEE

120.0% 100.00

100.0% a

a a
W 9400 93.13
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R
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84.00
20.0%
82.00
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M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis

2, HRASIEXEEEF e IN—UERECElE

2. Impact of weaning back fat on sow production performance - Weaning and mating interval

- =AWECIEIFRMELL, (KEIEE4. 45K < EEHS.3IKR<EEEH6.99K, HPEEEESEEEEEREE (P <
0.05) , SHEEAERAEE (P> 0.05) ;| PFEEASSEEAEREZE (P <0.05) ;

« The three groups showed a 4.45-day interval in low backfat, 5.39 days in medium backfat, and 6.99 days in
high backfat. The low and high backfat groups showed significant differences (P <0.05), while the low and
medium groups showed no significant difference (P> 0.05). The medium and high backfat groups also showed
significant differences (P <0.05).

- (REEEIERE TS RHERRR.

« Low back fat management can significantly reduce the interval between weaning and mating.

] ErEcIElE
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M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis

2, ERNEENEREEr ISR I—AIFEF~XE

2. Impact of weaning back fat on sow production performance: Non-productive days

» ZHIYAFEFREELL, (REEEH27. 29K <P EEH29.19KR<EEEH33.30K, B=HEFA EE

(P >0.05) ;

« The three weaned non-productive days were 27.29 days for the low backfat group, 29.19 days for
the medium backfat group, and 33.30 days for the high backfat group, with no significant
differences among the groups (P> 0.05).

- (REEEEXNIFEFREENAK,

« Low back fat management has little effect on non-productive days.

EEFRE EEFRE
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M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis

2, EMPSRXIEEEEaERI

2. Impact of Weaning Back Fat on Sow Production Performance — PSY

- =ZHPSYHELY, S5EH30.83>{KEELH30.71>FEE2H30.69, B=HERAEE (P >
0.05) ;

* In the three PSY groups, the high backfat group showed the highest value (30.83),
followed by the low backfat group (30.71) and the medium backfat group (30.69),
though the differences were not statistically significant (P> 0.05).

- (KEEESEXPSYS AKX,

« Low back fat management has minimal impact on PSY.

PSY PSY
33.00 33.00
32.00 32.00 a ]
= m | B | B ]
31.00 | | B | BB | . 31.00 30.71 30,69 30.83
4 1c¢1q 5
30.00 I s B B-RR 0 'K BUW B-R a 30.00
> k]
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29.00 | . | - = = | .. = . a 29.00
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28.00 | B I BN BN BN BN NN BN BE B NN B N | 28.00
27.00 B - 8- 8 B B B B B R B 27.00
26.00 | I B | I B | I B 26.00
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M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis

2, EMNSRXIEEE~ TR
2. Impact of weaning back fat on sow production performance - Summary

- HEHITIREE (<14mm) [EREEESIE(EHAECIEFE (P<0.05) ; XZREER, DIRE. B
FEFRAFEERDN (ERAEE) | WPSYRIEAK,
Feeding sows with low back fat (£14mm) significantly reduced the interval between
parities (P<0.05), positively affected conception rate, farrowing rate, weaning and
estrus rate, and non-productive days (though the differences were not significant), and
had little impact on PSY.

N NG

ERBEE AR SRR R~ EaERI= T

ErFEln  |IRBEREE (s12mm) BEEE (12<X<14mm) (S5RE (>14mm) EEE
Zha=R 94.49% 92.48% 91.41% AEE
DI 91.72% 89.00% 88.35% AEBE
YRS 93.13% 91.56% 92.15% AEE
T B PR 4.45 X 539 X 6.99 X & vs S2% (P<0.05)
FREFKEY 27.29 X 29.19 X 33.30 X REEH
PSY 30.71 30.69 30.83 AEE




M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis

BN EF AR I —ERIN I RS

3 Impact of back fat management on production costs: weaning costs

« =HETINFIERATELL, (KEEE205.57T/2k < EEH2345T/k<EEEA268.187T/5k, H
FHAEZAEREE (P <0.05) ;

« The cost of weaning piglets in three groups was 205.5 yuan/head for the low backfat
group, 234 yuan/head for the medium backfat group, and 268.18 yuan/head for the
high backfat group, with significant differences among the groups (P <0.05).

- (REEEEREEE RN,

« Low back fat management can significantly reduce the cost of weaned piglets.
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M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis

3. BIEEENEFARIRIE—ERihkia A s

3. Impact of Backfat Management on Production Costs: Average Feed Cost per Weaned Head

- =EIYERBAELL, (KEEZE105.3870/2k <hEEE112.437t/2k <55EEH125.9155/2k, EPR
BEESEEEAEREE (P < 005) , ¥EEESEMEBERAFEES (P> 0.05) ;

« The feed cost per head was 105.38 yuan for the low backfat group, 112.43 yuan for the medium
backfat group, and 125.91 yuan for the high backfat group. The low backfat group showed
significant differences compared to the high backfat group (P <0.05), while the medium backfat
group showed no significant differences from the other groups (P> 0.05).

- (REEEEREEE RTINS,

« Low backfat management can significantly reduce the average feed cost per head.
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M. EEStRIV. Result Analysis
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3. The impact of back fat management on production cost-Summary
- BIEHTITIREE (<14mm) (FREEEEEFFESIYEAR AT 7B
(P <0.05) .,
« Feeding management with low back fat (<14mm) in sows significantly
reduced both feed cost per head and weaning piglet costs (P <0.05).

B ARGEREEM IS~ A IR

FEAEIE  |[IRSEA (<14mm) [HREEH (14<X<16mm) |SEEH (>16mm) EEH
Wi {F3& Bl A~ 205.5 jo/3k 234 t/3k 268.18 JT/3L ZHBEE (P<0.05)
S SN SN 105.38 55/3L 112.43 55/3k 125.91 55/3L € vs SE&E (P<0.05)
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>#&i Conclusion

- (KEEEREE (L8R 14mm, sE12mm ) |, SRS ERERIAE
=, ERNITRUFERAE RS EnE B & ERR0.,

« The low backfat feeding management (14mm backfat at peak production
and 12mm at weaning) showed no significant impact on sow production
performance, while significantly improving key efficiency indicators
including the invalid piglet rate and breeding interval.

- (FEFERERE (EFSR14mm, BiEER12mm ) EARMAREREESE
BERVRIEE T, BEEEPRRETINFIERA.

« Low backfat feeding management (14mm backfat at peak production and
12mm at weaning) can significantly reduce weaning costs without
compromising the reproductive performance of Dan breed sows.
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202554 7=gtR: Production targets for 2025:

T
Science-driven solutions™

- T =100 18 2R3 38 4R 5H 68 7H 8H FESiIt

Eﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁ]ﬁﬁﬁﬂ(e‘k) 1406 1434 1437 1442 1464 1483 1494 1479 1456

== Eﬁﬁﬂﬁyﬁtgﬁ(%) 0.5 0.07 0.63 0.42 0.48 0.54 0.54 0.81 3.98
Eﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁlﬁ(g(%) 1.92 3.56 2.23 5.48 3.28 1.35 2.48 5.88 26.24
Iﬁﬂﬂl&ﬁ(ék) 209 422 238 457 214 462 416 221 2429
|Eﬁ!l}37§’l%ﬁﬂf¢l‘ﬁll!ﬁ?&§$l(9€) 4.22 4.62 4.14 4.56 4.1 5.65 5.01 4 4.44
Ah R 7 KRR IGECHRER (%) 88.89 90.65 94.33 91.16 88.77 97.19 91.76 90.36 91.27
35KIEIREE(%) 95.85 94.26 92.18 91.18 954 95.14 90.87 87.02 92.69
PIEEE(%) 87.98 93.81 93.26 92.52 90.02 92.86 87.39 92.12 91.07
PIEEEH(E) 388 197 401 198 SAS 195 409 220 2387
SIGRFEI(EL) 13.16 13.49 13.58 13.18 13.12 13.34 13.01 13.2 13.25

yag] |ﬁi‘a.§?z1¥(§k) 15.05 1529 15.53 14.81 14.73 15.01 14.53 15.12 15.01
= IIURIBEL (k) 13.06 12 13.22 13.39 12.86 13.39 13.29 12.51 13.08

GERAFNAR TR (%) 6.46 5.38 6.38 4.78 4.7 4.9 4.21 6.63 5.6
SIIERIRE (kg) 6.8 6.9 6.9 7.12 7.55 6.47 6.72 6.4 6.85

— BB RLEZE (%) 99.17 98.78 98.78 98.77 99.18 98.67 99.54 96.03 98.6
FEE EEFMBZE (%) 82.7 92.5 87.1 90 91 94.7 97.87 98.28 91.77

HZL I ZLHA (XK) 25 25 26 25 26 23 24 25 25
HEAEF=KEI(NPD) 20.77 29.28 22.17 27.31 17.76 17.56 20.48 28.17 24.6
BRETD EFRIR(LSY) 2.41 2.37 2.4 2.36 2.38 2.41 2.39 2.29 2.37
CEIR(LERIBIFIEEL(PSY) 31.47 30.6 31.73 31.6 30.61 32.27 31.76 28.65 31.03
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2025FERIA{FIERLAS: Cost of weaning piglets in 2025:

Science-driven solutions™

RRAIRE 18 28 38 48 5H 6A 7H 8H 19
$&HIR 24.1 237 | 23.1 177 | 196 | 202 | 238 19 21.1 192 | 194 | 129 | 20.3
i} | 1024 | 1141 | 100.7 | 109.2 | 978 | 956 | 1064 | 1059 | 1103 | 1025 | 103.7 | 119.9 | 105.6
==Fo] 12.6 | 13.1 15.1 115 | 108 | 105 | 119 | 113 | 102 | 116 | 125 | 119 | 119
EE 13.3 | 20.1 4.6 5.7 4.6 5.5 3.7 2.6 8 8 6.3 6.7 7.2
AT 40.1 379 | 388 | 368 | 334 | 327 | 326 | 298 | 297 | 298 | 302 | 31.1 33.5
EEEF=HIA| 11.1 11.2 | 105 | 102 | 10.1 9.9 10.3 9.9 106 | 10.8 11 114 | 10.6
tHEEZE 5.8 5.9 5.6 5.5 5.5 5.3 5.5 5.2 5.6 5.7 5.8 6 5.6
RIS
i S hipa) 8.9 8.5 7.8 7.2 6.7 6.4 6.4 5.9 6.9 7.2 7.8 9.4 7.4
(KEZHEm 3 3.3 3.1 2.6 2.1 2 2.2 2.1 2.2 3.6 4.2 3.9 2.9
DIYN- 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.3 2.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.8
3L 2 3.8 2.5 2 2 1.9 1.9 1.2 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.5 1.6
G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.7 2 2.9 3.5 4.3 5.2 1.6
Hth 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.5 2 2 1.8 2.4 2.7 2.8 2.8 1.6

ait 224.1 | 242.3 | 212.5 209 194.2 | 192.2 | 208.6 199 | 211.1 | 206.1 | 209.7 | 223 210.4




H. Zit5ihEtV. Conclusions and discussions

>i‘_|'ie Discuss
- RERFRRERHIRRBIISEEEAEH—TEE.
« The feeding strategy and backfat management plan for the future new Dan

breed pig herd will be further explored.
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