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The Study on the Effect of Natural Plant Feed Additive on the
Growth Performance and Carcass Quality of Hybrid Porcine

CAO Zhen-hui' ,GE Chang-rong' ,HUANG Qi-chao’ ,GAO Shi-zheng',
TIAN Yun-bo®,ZHOU Zhen-huan*, JIA Jun-jing'
(1. Faculty of Animal Science and Technology, Yunnan Agricultural University, Kunming 650201, China;
2. Faculty of Food Science, Yunnan Agricultural University, Kunming 650201, China;
3. Faculty of Life Sciences,Zhongkai Uuiversity of Agriculture and Technology, Guangzhou 510225 ,China;
4. Department of Husbandry and Veterinary, Lijiang 674100, China)

Abstract; Total hundred of piglets of each twenty from the five hybrid pigs of Duroc x N, (YN, ),
Duroc X N,(YN,), Duroc x N,(YN,), Yorkshire x Landrace x Saba (YLS) and Duroc x Land-
race X White large ( DLW) weighting 20 kg were fed ad libitum the same feed with a supplement of a
dried extract of a mixture of ‘medicinal herbs’ (NPE) at the rate of 4 ¢ supplement per kilogram of
feed in feeding trial for 120 d to investigate the effect of genotypes on the growth performance and body
composition. Average daily gain (ADG) and feed conversion efficiency (FCE) in DLW hybrid pigs
were the highest among the hybrid pigs and it has been shown that crossbreed selection significantly in-
creased growth performance and feed conversion efficiency in DLW hybrid pigs. The ADG and FCE
were trend to high in DN, even though there were no significant differences among the DN, , DN, and
DN,. The eye muscle area in DLW was the highest and the backfat thickness was the lowest among the
hybrids and no significant differences were observed among the other hybrids.
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Tab.1 The formula of basal diets and nutrient levels
JEUBHEA B B Bt stage
formula of basal diets 20 ~30 kg 30 ~70 kg 70 ~ 110 kg
FK maize 51 50 52
M soybean meal 13 20 19
b K= toasted soybean 10 — —
F %k wheat bran 8 14 13
K} fish meal 4 — —
A rapeseed bran 10 5 5
SEFFH rapeseed meal — 5 5
WA zeolite power — 2 2
TR AEL premix 4 4 4
BRI B Bt stage
nutrient levels 20 ~30 kg 30 ~70 kg 70 ~ 120 kg
DE/(MJ - kg™") 13.04 12. 14 11.70
CP/% 18.00 16.90 16.40
Lys/% 0.96 0.79 0.77
Met + Lys/% 0.63 0.59 0.58
Ca/% 0.77 0.65 0.55
P/ % 0.65 0.54 0.40

SIS (AT HHR) - 4.2 ¢ MgSO, + 7H,0, 400.8
mg CuSO, - 5H,0, 448 mg ZnCO, - 7H,0, 13.6 mg MnSO, -
H,0, 512.7 mg FeSO, - 7H,0, 0.6 mg Na,SeO,, 0.2 mg IK.

Y P (BT HIR) 230 mg AR, 16 mg D — IZ R4S,
7 mg 4/E 2 B6, 6 mg EEZ Bl 6 mg K, 2 mg M,
0.2 mg AEMFE, 2.5 mg 44 E B12, 300 mg 4i/EE E, 16
mg A A, 2.5mg 4i4EEK D3, 0.75 mg 4iEEK K.
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A kL a Rk 2, £3, %4 kS,

H 262 7l 0L 76 20 ~ 30 kg BB, ARIZAZH S
FIAREMAMEZFARE( P>0.05), MK
KA FL I b L 4 RS RIG, S AL TR
FOFEE B FE VR BE L 29 KOO H A i BRI T

R2 RAEWEELRMFIZ 20 ~ 30 kg REILZTHAEE KM

12.50% (P <0.05),9.03% (P <0.05),9.55% ( P
<0.05)F111.54% (P <0.05) ,MiAtHEE FHE .
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Tab.2 The effect of natural plant feed additives on the growth performance of the pigs weighting 20 ~30 kg

T H parameter FEE DN, FIHE DN, FEUFS DN, KA YCS A K DLW
3k /n 20 20 20 20 20
b
PRl /d 20 20 20 20 20
days of treatment
Ly
) .ﬁ.”i/kg 20.65 £0.36 20.70 +0.43 20.85 0. 18 20.42 +0.36 20.55 +0.29
initial tody wt
.*i/kg 30.96 0. 64 31.14 £0.44 31.26 £0.59 30.68 0. 38 32.54 £0.54
final tody wt
R
Hiﬁﬁ;}gi d=) 515.50 +12. 34 522.00 £9.57 520.50 +12.75 513.00 +13.84  599.50 +14.25
B b FCE 1.84° 1.77° 1.78° 1.82° 1.61°

I [ A7 P BRI FoR 2257 3% (P <0.05), R,

Note; The letter in the same row means significant difference (P <0.05) ,same in next tables.

23 nl 0L, 7E 30 ~ 70 kg BB, AR 4458 41
AHREMHMEZET AR E (P >0.05), 1 flhk
AL b i L 4 Fh 2SS R IG, S AL
AR R RE R RG24 K HOM E A i RS T

R3 RAEWEELRMFIX 30 ~ 70 kg REIZZHAEE KB

4.75% (P <0.05),3.77% (P <0.05) ,2.77% ( P
<0.05)F12.43% (P <0.05) ; My K4 FIHEE |
FEEL RS AR TEL BT (R R B 1L 4 ZH IR 22 59 AN i 3
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Tab.3 The effect of natural plant feed additives on the growth performance of the pigs weighting 30 ~70 kg

T H parameter FEE DN, FIHE DN, FEUEFS DN, KA YCS A K DLW
S B /n 20 20 20 20 20
STRS
R ] /d 60 60 60 60 60
days of treatment
N
. flni/kg 30.96 +0. 64 31.14 +0.44 31.26 £0.59 30.68 +0.38 32.54 +0.54
initial body wt
AR kg 73.09 £2.31 73.22 £1.87 73.82+£2.42 73.15£2.15 75.08 £1.94

final body wt
HigE/ (g-d ")
ADG
KIE I FCE

702.17 £12.31 701.33 £15.36

2.95° 2.92°

709.33 £11.96 707.83 £13.65  709.00 +16.24

2.89% 2.88" 2.81"

4 ] W 7E70 ~110 kg BB, AN[FIZ438 40
HIARELZERABE(P>0.05) ;F K KM A HE
MR AR R R A O L4 4R
T 13.49% (P <0.05),8.09% (P <0.05) ,4.37%

(P<0.05)#15.07% ( P <0.05), i 5 # ¥ £ A
Fb, FEVE R FRVECRE 29K 80RG H 3 R 4 0 4R
4.99% (P <0.05),8.74% (P <0.05),8.01% (P
<0.05) ,FEVE R A VR ki R0 24 K i R) O B 3 25 5
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(P>0.05), 0.05) , GHIELEAH L, AR AL IE R AT 20 [

AR AR e S AHE E AR AERS 2
A FE 2 AR T 11.03% (P <0.05),7.25%
(P<0.05),7.94% (P <0.05) # 3.39% (P <

BHE A IR T 4.07% ( P >0.05),3.36% (P
>0.05),10.41% (P <0.05) ,#:16 E£  F-E B Fk:

HEFRR R 22 R A (P >0.05)

T4 RAEMERRMFAIT 70 ~ 110 kg FRZZAEHE EKMERER M
Tab.4  The effect of natural plant feed additives on the growth performance of the pigs weighting 70 ~ 110 kg

T H parameter FHEE DN, FLIEE DN, #LE i DN, A YCS KKk DLW
KHu/n 20 20 20 20 20
ST,
HECHS 8] /d 20 40 40 40 40
days of treatment
—
. élni/kg 73.09 +2.31 73.22 £1.87 73.82+£2.42 73.15£2.15 75.08 £1.94
initial body wt
Xi/kg 105.93 £2.46 107.70 £1.33 109.53 £1.45 108.62 £1.53 112.35 £1.35

final body wt

HIHE /(g-d™)
ADG

BLE L FCE

821.00 +18.35° 862.00 +16.98"

4.17° 4.00"

892.75 +24.31° 886.75 +19.65>  931.75 +22.32°

4.03° 3.840 3.71*

25 [ 0L, 76 20 ~ 110 kg AY 2 4 553K
5 AFZ A AT AR EZE R AR E (P >0.05);
SFEEME, AEE MR SRR R K
H 388 5427 1.54% (P >0.05),3.50% (P <
0.05),2.94% (P <0.05) Fl 7.14% (P <0.05) ,
MR HERMAKHB EIL2Z R AR E (P >
0.05), FHKKRAEE S5 FEE FHER FE

Biti 29 HHOAE L A3 A BEAR T 7.65% (P <0.05),
5.92% (P <0.05) ,6.21% (P <0.05) F13.82% (P
<0.05) , KA A R b S5 AR T AR TR B RAE
VLR A L2 SIS T 3.98% (P <0.05),2.18%
(P>0.05)F12.48% (P >0.05) ,d:iHE FHEE
FIMLERS 3 Him 22 3R %,

TR

R5 RAEWRARRMFI 20 ~ 110 kg RERZAAEEKERE
Tab.5 The effect of natural plant feed additives on the growth performance of the pigs weighting 20 ~ 110 kg
T H parameter FHIEE DN, FHEE DN, FEELR DN, )R A YCS &K DLW
3k B/n 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00
STRS
Prutin Il /d 120.00 120. 00 120.00 120. 00 120.00
days of treatment
2
. .#ni/kg 20.65 £0.36 20.70 £0.43 20.85 +0.18 20.42 +0.36 20.55 +0.29
initial body wt
AR kg 105.93 +2.46 107.70 +1.33 109.53 +1.45 108.62 +1.53 112.35+1.35

final body wt

FHE/ (g-d™)
ADG

BLE L FCE

714.00 £31. 60°

3.27° 3.21%

725.00 +27.50™

739.00 +48.50" 735.00 +32.50"  765.00 +43.50"

3.22% 3.14° 3.02°

AN FIZS A HE R IR i S
13 6 AT UL, A K Y R K B 5 A AL
B AL RL A 2 KO EE 2 S 5 T 6. 21% (P <

2.2

0.05),4.71% (P <0.05),4.86% (P <0.05) Fl
4.06% (P <0.05) ALEE FEE FEEMA K
WA E 22 AR (P >0.05) , 1M R EHM
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Tab.6 The effect of natural plant feed additives on the carcass quality of hybrid porcine

TjiH parameter FHIEE DN, FLiEE DN, FHERE DN, KA YCS KK DLW
.ﬁi/.kg 105.93 +2.46 107.70 £1.33 109.53 £1.45 108.62 £1.53 112.35 £1.35
live weight
i k
Hmﬁ@/? 76.83 £ 1.36"  77.93 +1.98"  77.82 +1.04"  78.42+ 1.64" 81.60 +1.97*
carcass weight
)%%%3/% 72.53 +0. 88 72.36 +0. 88 71.05 +0. 66 72.20 +0.26 72.63 +0. 88
dressing percentage
J /k
@r&]i 8 45.47 + 0.68" 45.54 + 0.78" 43.72 + 0.59" 46.00 + 0.74"  52.87 = 0.84"
lean weight
Jel [R] 2%
TN % 59.18 + 0.23" 58.43 + 0.87" 56.18 + 0.34" 58.66 + 0.31" 64.79 = 0.47*
lean percentage
Sn—
HRALET AL cm 41.64 + 1.67°  40.28 + 1.32> 40.30 + 1.72" 40.66 + 1.02> 45.66 = 1.34°
eye muscle area
\/:b;ib ﬂji‘ B/
TR em 2.98 + 0.44°  2.63 +0.12"  2.41 +0.32"  2.37 = 0.41"  2.23 = 0.21°

average backfat thickness

3 g
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