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TREE AR A 4 x K7 o022 38 610 44 3k, FLR AT
] MR ] — A AR, RS AR 4 1% 00 LR B S IO S 8 .
20 .28 h i [f] —#PE G BOR N k47 N T2
K3 W KGR IE — B BESEBCR G AT 2 K fn] iR
1.5 kg/d falke, FBLFPJE 55 3 KW L ARE , % 1K & bl
MLABCE] 4 AN, 3% 4 414 BR AT IR T BB BRI
[6) 75 72 K403k 75% NRC 41 . NRC 4 .125%
NRC 4 .150% NRC 4,4 11 MEE , GIELE
1 kBl

R PR, 25 A B G IR AT 8 3R OKF 43
k0. 75M(M ER4EFHrF %) 1. 00M ., 1. 25M
FIL. 50M; 4R S E SR K-S BEOCHR (4],
R[4 O rh 40 7 T 09 B il R R 20% 5 4 Uik e B AR
HO LA E 8RR 25% o N [RGB M BoR 1 i
EFFAE AR € , T SR B 4R
Wikfe[ DE, (kI/d) =460 x BW ™ | Hirh BW it
FhEHATE + 172 BUSE &, BRJ% WG 858 55 kg ]
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Table 1 Nutrient intake levels of sows during pregnancy different stages

UEIRAP (31 ~90 d)
Middle pregnancy (Day 31 to 90)

WEIRE (91 ~ 112 d)
Late pregnancy (Day 91 to 112)

25 UEURATH (0 ~ 30 d)
Groups Early pregnancy (Day 0 to 30)
75% NRC 0.75M

NRC 1.00M

125% NRC 1.25M

150% NRC 1.50M

0.90M 1.08M
1.20M 1.50M
1.50M 1.80M
1.80M 2.25M

1.2 RIGRR

TR ) MR AL B E R LR 20 W R IR
YRR 0 ~90 d fA KL DA f& 91 d 243 R il AR,
5 00 R 2 5 2 R K 4 9 1 AR
RIEFRAE R, HAvE 97K -2 M Johnston™ . I8 F|
AR R 2 B R /K OF- 2 IR Dourmad 257 4 75
HABFAK VS H NRC(1998) 7
1.3 FFEE

A 0 B Y R SR AE WA kK 2E Bh
FRWFFE T AR B0 FE o 6 B 5 1 4 A X 4
EHATHRE T H . REEF] 90 kg 5, i
BERE R 1738 2 R 4 e, B 15 d B 1 IR A
RS e R E S T 8 g RHA
WAE 2 W, LA BRI E B, BB 7R 2 4 15
AT N TN U B P9 4 Ok B8 H W 2 K
(09:00.,15:00) , H KK, FRFEHE &8 A, IF
I I N B RE B 1 IR Ir A B ™ i 1
JA 28 b Il 6 0 B i e A o i L IR IRER 112 K
RSk BERE ML 2 keg/d TR o BERE A W IS I 4 KB
womkl S RIRBIAHRE. FEIBERST R
FRaE#hRE, B B OK, 55 28 RINTG, HAB R AER
AL TR HE i1 T

1.4 RIEIEIRHNE
1.4.1 BRSEEFEPERE

SIS FREATRE AR D SRR B AT
AR S A R (R AE R E =0.85 kg)
TR A A7 R Y 5 Sy A s . A W L AR
21 .28 RATHE o S seAF 8L, THE AT 48 W 3L T
5521 .28 RAMAIYE 63 3 DA W LA R
FbFLIA S DR B WY - KA bR, T
BRI 10 d N R,
1.4.2  BHEAREARL KB H R E &

BT RCA A ORI S 30 F1 90 K 431 i LA
Rt Ja Wi ok (LA SR 28 K) FREE, It
ARG UR 0 ~30 d.31 ~90 d.91 d & 43 i3
AT YR S R (B 1S R S T
FiiARTE 2 22) 40 i % 35 o6 3L A 2 R B
il — W53 & (WA S RO AR Z 25) . idsk
B U L D) R O (%) )RR A5 R o R R iy i, TR AR
FLIA(1 ~28 d) P HREE,
1.4.3 W) FLF0HE PR BT o B

TEAT W 25 R (W1 FL) DL S b FLIA 28 28 K (HF
FL) B REHLIEI 5 Sk B, 2 BINET S 3 A4S
FULREFFFIR S, B35 R 20 mL, A 45 R 5
Ja —20 CHAA7. FLIR ALE O ERREIE Y 2L b
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Table 2 Composition and nutrient levels of experimental diets (air-dry basis) %
it H LR 0 ~90 d UEURI 91 d B4M WL
Items Day 0 to 90 of pregnancy = Day 91 of pregnancy to farrowing Lactation
JE ) Ingredients
E K Comn 61.93 64. 50 62.12
¥4 Soybean meal 13.75 18.05 22.74
i 7y Fish meal 1.50 2.00 3.00
il Soybean oil 2.00 2.50
/NFE %k Wheat bran 19.00 9.56 5.50
L — i d IR Eh R L-Lys - HCI (78.8% ) 0.08 0.03 0.23
L-#%® L-Thr (98% ) 0.03 0.03
L - %R L-Trp (98% ) 0.01
TRIR S CaCO, 1.26 1.28 1.10
IR E 44 CaHPO, 1.35 1.48 1.27
/NIRFT NaHCO, 0.40
fiLF# Choline (50% ) 0.15 0.15 0.15
&3k NaCl 0.40 0.40 0.40
YA Z R AR Vitamin premix’ 0.05 0.05 0.05
W B WR R Mineral premix® 0.50 0.50 0.50
&1t Total 100. 00 100. 00 100. 00
H 3% K F Nutrient levels
H1k#E DE/(MJ)/kg) 12.55 13.39 13.81
HEH R CP 14. 50 15.47 17.52
45 Ca 0.90 0.96 0.90
B P 0.72 0.85 0.68
AR AP 0.45 0.48 0.45
B ER TLys 0.71 0.72 1.11
1§ AL #i 2 i® DLys 0.60 0. 64 1.00

D Y 2 R R N B T 5w iR 32 It Vitamin premix provided the following per kilogram of diets; VA 16 000 IU, VD,
4000 IU,VE 10 IU,VK 2 mg,VB, 0.8 mg,VB, 6.4 mg,VB, 2.4 mg,VB,, 0. 012 mg, 4{fi% niacin 14 mg,JZ ik pantothenic

acid 10 mg, g folic acid 0.2 mg,

25 B IR A 4 T v AR kR 3 4k Mineral premix provided the following per kilogram of diets: Fe 165 mg,Cu 16 mg,Zn

165 mg,Mn 30 mg,Se 0.3 mg,10.3 mg,Cr 0.2 mg,

1.5 Zitorin

IR ZE R I3 = pifE 22 %R, >R il SPSS
20. 0 PEATHHEGETT 3. ] ANOVA BEAT LN
J7 2253, 2R 1 LSD ¥k #4722 5 b B A A 35 00
Mro XFEEHR I E 7K B B 500 AR AT A 2 T
B LI HOoR i R IR ) 7L
JeszLrb FUIE AN FL A P R OC R R AT [ A 4y
Pro P<0.05 KFRREFRE,P<0.01 FnE
TR

R
FIRAAREF KX SFEEESEED

Hi % 3 AT, B A R4S AH B B 2 S
(P>0.05),150% NRC 41 %5 P {G - 506 1% T
125% NRC )i # (P =0.081), 125% NRC
P AR W A s T 75% NRC 414351 i 3%
P70 2.26 13,41 kg( P <0.05) , H 150% NRC
AR 1.70 3L (P =0.083) 1 2.07 kg(P =
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0.090) ,fH5 NRC =5 A B E(P>0.05), P
G IR B E SRR &L W AR E A
HhnrEE EIRINIE LR A X(MI/d) 5]
HEAFHEIE Y, (kg) BIRIHE R R Y, =0.932 +
0.014X(R*=0.454,P <0.01) ., WIIME 21 K,
125% NRC 255 & fiwfm , bt NRC 4 .75% NRC 4]
Ay R e 7,11 .8.83 kg (P <0.05), F 150
NRC 2 #2755 6.00 kg(P =0.082), W FL W4 28

®3 HRAFEEFRKEXFEEE R

K ,125% NRC 2 %5 5 435l lt NRC 4 ,75% NRC
HiEr 6.82(P=0.077) .8.92 kg(P <0.05), It
150% NRC Z1#2#% 7. 09 kg(P =0.086) . W71
55 21 F1 28 RAFIE AR E W FL I 55 S = WAL
WA E A AR TR E 25 (P>0.05), 4
RS 7E FR 7K 7 8 W 5 A 4 L B A T — 1 T
bR W5 10 d MR TE R TCRE LW (P >0.05)

)5 i

Table 3 Effects of different nutrient levels during pregnancy on reproductive performance of sows

WiH 20 %) Groups

ltems 75% NRC NRC 125% NRC 150% NRC

ELPEAFEL Total litter size born per litter/ 3k 14.44 +3.28 15.11 £2.03 15.20 +1.87 13.29 +2.43

B PEIE4 Piglet born alive per litter/ 3k 13.44 +£2.96 14.22 +1.39 14.50 £2.37 12.50 £1.51

55 P fi {4 Piglet born healthy per litter/ sk 11.44 +2.01% 13.44 +£2.30" 13.70 £2.11° 12.00 +1.15%

B AR 1.17 £0.14%  1.28£0.14*™  1.33+0.08*™  1.38 £0. 14"

Live piglet average weight at birth/kg

¥4 558 Litter weight at birth/kg 16.08 £2.19° 18.62 +1.78° 19.49 £3.08*  17.42 £1.86™

WFLIE 21 R & he b
.37 +7.53°¢ .09 +£6.86> .20 £8.28" 1.20 +4.42°

Litter weight on day 21 of lactation/kg 0837 £1.53 00.09 %6.86 07.20 £8.28 61.20=

WFLENEE 21 KA

%?L%ﬂg KA /jﬁ . 5.09 +0.86 5.31+£0.42 5.60 0. 34 5.50 £0.57

Live piglet average weight on day 21 of lactation/kg

WL 28 RE5 ) ) .

{M.?Lﬁﬁ%. ARE . 74.06 £9.73°  76.16 +7.87"  82.98 £8.42"  75.89 +4.99"

Litter weight on day 28 of lactation/kg

A st 28 A~ '3

{’K,?L%% A 1zlii’j.ﬁ . 6.45 +£0.97 6.72+£0.35 6.93 £0.47 6.87 £0.90

Live piglet average weight on day 28 of lactation/kg

I ,—\—»i

{JA.?LEH% HE . . . 58.94 £9.26 59.97 £5.11 64.53 £8.39 58.83 £6.43

Litter weight gain during lactation/kg

WAEL A 1< it

LZ_?L,J? Mk E.E . . . 5.27 +0.92 5.44 £0.30 5.62 £0.50 5.47 £0.90

Live piglet weight gain during lactation/kg

liﬁil)}ﬁ%iéf(. ) N 11.78 £1.86 11.33 £1.12 12.00 +1.25 11.14 +1.07

Number of piglet alive at weaning/ 3k

FEREWIS 10 d YRR

Percentage of sow estrus during 10 78.00 78.00 82.00 71.00

days post weaning/ %

ST o ]

W - S A1l 7.76 £2.56 7.00 £2.54 6.82 +2.99 7.75+3.65

Weaning-to-estrus interval/d

RIFT R B AR AN R NG TR 2253 .3 (P <0.05) , A FRRE FRER R 2200 # (P <0.01) o T

In the same row, values with different small letter superscripts mean significant difference (P <0.05), and with different

capital letter superscripts mean significant difference (P <0.01). The same as below.

2.2 BRBAREFRKENBIEEER D ZLH
FHHRXRRENZME

H 2% 4 AT BERE R IR 0 ~ 30 d.31 ~90 d
WO R S E AR AR EE (P <
0.01) , M UE YR O1 d 5431 45 4 ] AR 348 B 22 53 U

/N,150% NRC 41 % i 3 = T NRC 41 5 75%
NRC 4] (P <0.01), PFfizg &FURHHE F2 KA/
Py, WL S FE AT N i #A,150% NRC 41 4
FUW R E R 25 T 75% NRC 4] NRC 41 (P <
0.01),125% NRC 41 % = F 75% NRC 41 (P <
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IR 7/ B S S

S

25 4

0.05) , WAL B3 R Y, (kg) 5 4 3 00 7 fL fiE
AR X(MI/d) [ EIHE R N Y, =0. 781 +
1.056X(R* =0.992,P <0.01) , BRREECFP — W73
WAL ] 22 R 0 (P <0.01) o ik A
SEAEYRIE TR KB (P >0.05) o Bl Uk

*4

WIESRAKF 1 32 5, 20 7L 2 R B oA
RS WFUTH AL REREA R Y, (MI/d) 5 {4k )
HALRE S A X (MI/d) [T C R N Y, =

75.60 —0. 743X (R* =0.572,P <0.01) ,

FRBAREFK TN FEGERDABFHERTENZW

Table 4 Effects of different nutrient levels during pregnancy on sow weight and average daily feed intake during lactation

WH 41 5] Groups
Items 75% NRC NRC 125% NRC 150% NRC
By
RO A 2 i . 11 11 11 11
Number of breeding sows/3k
Eﬂﬁf@b dv weisht/k 148.29 £9.18 147.28 £7.78 148.23 £6.53 148.45 +4.35
reeding body weig g
P
iﬁgﬁ%ng body weight/ke 195.79 +12.53%  210.39 £10.97%°  229.44 +15. 79 240.34 £11.73*
/
gfgﬁfv%ng body weight/kg 175.56 8. 36™ 187.65 £8. 45 204.86 +9. 32" 219.33 +11.30™
geﬁfﬁiody weight/kg 154.86 £8.12% 161.73 £11.65%™  175.24 +6.30™" 183.37 £3.37™
YR 0 ~ 30 d 3
Day 0 to 30 of pregnancy 3.78 £2.70 11.52 £2. 54" 18.77 £4.15™ 20.05 +2.45*
weight gain/kg
SEYRIP 31 ~90 d H
Day 31 to 90 of pregnancy 25.82 +3.15™ 32.82 +4.41¢ 41.03 £4.91" 46.68 £5. 08"
weight gain/kg
YR 01 d /3 &
Day 91 of pregnancy to 17.90 +4. 13" 18.77 +4. 84" 21.41 +5. 555 25.31 +3.10*
farrowing weight gain/kg
R R .
SR - HE . . 47.50 £4.25™ 63.11 £6.57% 81.21 £11.30" 91.89 +8. 54*
Total weight gain during pregnancy/kg
R : .
ﬁﬂ)‘%ﬁﬁ.@ Hi . 27.27 +5.35™ 40.37 +2.24° 56. 64 +4.95" 70.88 +8. 04"
Net weight gain during pregnancy/kg
JAN
;ﬁ%%ﬁ ot Joss/k 20.23 +6. 74 22.74 +7.47 24.57 £9.02 21.01 +1.91
arrowing weight loss/kg
v%zﬁ?if during lactation kg 20.70 £5.10% 26.21 +7.79" 29.24 +5. 05" 36.57 9. 69*
— Pl i
FCAH . W4 EE . , 6.57 £6.14™ 14.09 +7.42 27.01 £5.57"° 35.37 +£3. 69
Breeding-weaning weight gain/kg
W AR A&
Average daily feed intake 4.49 +0. 62" 4.42 +0.35° 4.06 £0.35" 3.52 +0.37%

during lactation/ ( kg/d)

2.3 FREAREFKFXNFHEAIAMNE L F
FL A 5 B 2 i

HIZ 5 A, BE A SR ORI 5 A8 7 K P 1 32
i, MIEL R FUIE S R A e e, HRE R K S R0 FL

hA e SRR ENLERR (R =0.306,P <
0.01) ., H5FLAEE =AML, b A 4 IR 5 T2 KT 1%
ARSI, AL h AL E A A R 8 (R =
0.533,P <0.01), 3 75% NRC 4% & 2 /N F
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Hifth 3 41 (P <0.01),150% NRC 4 & % & F
125% NRC 20 NRC 4 (P <0.05) , #F. 34,
ENRETEY & 'L AR ZRARZE(P>0.05),
125% NRC 415 ZLhFL0E & & 8 3% @& T HAh 45 4l
(P<0.05),75% NRC 4% 3P 7LIE & & 2 &K

F NRC 4 (P <0.05), IR B EFRHEAKEE
I PSSR LB EMN KR (R =0.273,
P=0.013), FIRMBEFRKTFHASHAEAS
R R B EN IKER (R =0.291,P=0.010)

xS FRERRAEFKEXFHEMIINE I PIK S HIR 00

Table 5 Effects of different nutrient levels during pregnancy on colostrums and milk composition of sows %
i H #H 5| Groups
Items 75% NRC NRC 125% NRC 150% NRC
#1% Colostrum
AN Milk fat 7.15+0.41% 7.55 +0. 384" 7.67 £0. 55" 8.08 £0. 52"
#.E 1 Milk protein 7.72 +£0.22% 8.27 £0.50*" 8.35+0.32% 8.72 £0. 22"
A4 Lactose 4.23 +£0.56 4.24 +0.23 4.30+0.35 4.54 +0.33
JEAE Y Solid-non-fat 11.11 +0.81 11.35 +0. 62 11.21 +0.69 11.40 0. 44
# 3L Milk
AN Milk fat 4.98 +0.27% 5.45 0. 294 5.89 0. 58" 5.31 £0.46%
A% 11 Milk protein 4.11 £0.13" 4.61 0. 38%™ 4.71 £0.49™ 4.51 £0. 42"
ZL4E Lactose 5.83£0.17 5.65 +0.26 5.60 £0.24 5.61 £0.33
A5 B4 Solid-non-fat 10.93 0. 50 10.76 +0.45 10.98 +0.95 10.48 +0. 74

KIS & S

AW, BEAE W) B A ORI 5 57 K F
PEE, BRI AT R I AR5 T 2200 T (3% 2 B
ABe 36 TR ), 00 LI 2 o L Bl 2 e, 45 R 5 R
A Sinclair 2617 —%, NRC 41 i3 £ 1A 39
55 kg, SZI{E K 63 kg,125% NRC 4178 F K
AR5 NRC(2012) "ML, B R R EE 2 148 kg
F91 7= BE 5% NRC (2012) 10 470 4 397 4 U 10 et 43
Fhy 63 kg, A K 5 B} 5% 4 UF 0] B F L NRC
(2012) "V 18 kg, BN B HLAT B 0 A R,
L9077 4 01R BF 5 b T A K B, BRRDLIA BiE ) O
SR T 2K P A LA R AR R R D e
R RAT o g R K™ . Young 251 B 5Y 3
W], B SR B T eI 5 00, 0% 1 5% 4 4R 399 3%
T4 % . NRC(1998,2012) 1] fEfL A T
W B R T .

B F W, B R RS R A 2, W
FLIBERE R i 3 T % . Dourmad'™ 45 i Bl 5
TR AE R4S AR 1 MI/d, 0 7L 30 B 5 i
A EFEAL 0. 64 MI/d, A 5T 48 R 01 BE 45 TH AL
B AR 1 MU/d, I 3L B g 1 4 AU
/0. 74 MI/d, Uk /0 s B 2 F Dourmad ™ f 5T,

Al REARAIE 5 B A W FLI IE A0 T 52 & i, 4 W ik
U B LR B B O B Bl W EL
WIRERE -2 HOoR & 2 R AIG, 0 FL 0 2% T 0 bl 2 3
T, A R A AR R BE AL RE B R 1 MI/d, L B
TN 1. 056 kg, 5 Prunier 251 H A7 A L 4%
o B MWA LI AT ORI AR AR AL 2 UM OC (HBE
FEBCAP — W5 3% 5 55 4 U 10978 R A & — 2, B
IR A E IR 2, BEFEBL P — Wi 3 S48 iy, X
SHTAGER A ORI SR A Rk
FEBEREECFP — W7 0% 3% T 0 OC B, A 2 0 4 = AR IR
B SRR AT Ad ) 7 B BT T R AR DL o

AHIF ST AT PRI 78 TR K VB B XA 7 B R
FEAF R B PR IE ARG B E Y W, X 5 R A B
GRS AT R R A IR IR
JE A7 16 652 ), 4 O AT 300 /5 5 R KO 3 BUR IS A
WRTRE T BE R A 3 d R EREA
X G 4R 7300 S 7 05 AT B R Y AR R 4%
HREIA G 2 d NZE— 1R 1.5 ke/d fa L, Al
BN T 5 KT X BE R 7 AT B0 A 5 i D R
NRC 4] .125% NRC 4 & 7= 1% A1 8088 % = T HoAth
2 4, Kim 2" ks 20, IR 5 T A E
S TRI, R ERA R FEUN A E
FEH6 S BEARE 2 1, TR e 4 5 78 R KO o] — R
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% 25 %

i 85 5 R AT 4. Close 2510 Ak 4 R 1 8 7%
KR 1 MIZd AP R A E LS 8 go AWFFRER
W, BERE AE R T AL REFR A X (MI/d) 5 ) A 415
W Y, (kg) BIIHEZR K.Y, =0.932 +0. 014X, 5
Pluske 25V [y [l 956 R — 5k, BARVIEAFHEIE
BB 7R KT B A3 in i 4 5, {5 125% NRC 41 8%
PR ATFBCE T 150% NRC 41, 9) 4= 55 o T
150% NRC 4, LR35 LA B 5 32 B1 0 R 1 1 L
FAT AR DL R ), T AT BRI LU R &
VR 2T IR O . Quesnel 2512
G, o3 00 1A B v B4 AR 06 L BT TR B
T, WAL REAS 32 ), Al g ST, AR R
AT URI B TR K A WAL H R B &
Bl 2 90, AEL 6 L A 0 A A i D e e T Y
ANZZ AT YR B SR KOV 5 ), 3% B A v 4 R 0 R
KPR fifi B EL AR 08 B 43 W A £ TIE IR L AT
WK T, R IT B, W 3L % PR
KRR RG-S IR B B A
HERR , B 0 L A 2K B 0 BT % — KI5 [R] B Y 2
WD o AR A% A BB TS 10 d PN &R R DL
Wrdrh — K 155 180 B 35 AN 32 B 4 b L 101 O JE A s
5 geeg F BT 4E R 3

Farmer 25 1 t £ 5% ) FL A0 32 BE RS 20 I 1
BURZIR . Yang 257 BIE ST Fe B, Bl 4 U 01 A R
AR, VA PIAED &R B2,
Long 45 ** F 5 . /i, 41 25 4 R 301 40 B 114 i kK
VAL R IR R R R, AR
b 2 AT U 01 SR KR A, w0 2L 3L s DA
N FUE A R R R R, WL NS FE AT R
WIREE 8 IR R A E A T 3L 43 52 W FLRE R AR
B FREE A B, Clowes 45 BIF5E £ W, Wb
LIV AR 1 Jo B A B 5 B A P R TR O &2
WFL 20 d FLEE & m B EE >, I8 S B
TRAH B B 3] — 5 PR s, B0 1A 43 it 0 /0 LA
PREE— 2 ARG DT I FLRE 1 Z 5. AR5
H1,75% NRC I H AL AIG L LA E A& =L E
G HoAth 45 41, 3¢ AT Ok 08 3R 48 A 2t 2> S BuiAk
AN 78 40, 52 W T 5 R AE FLBE . R R
150% NRC HFLIE FLEA & /W2 —E B E
T B R 3, BB RTINS R & s i T LA 47 o

4 £ it
@ X F i ALK R B R B R

1 ,NRC(1998) BRI IT IR E SRR C AT S, =
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Effects of Nutrient Levels during Pregnancy on Reproductive Performance and
Milk Composition of Primiparous Sows

YANG Mei WU De”® CHE Ligiang WANG Jun FANG Zhengfeng LIN Yan XU Shengyu
( Key Laboratory of Animal Disease-Resistance Nutrition of China Ministry of Education, Institute of
Animal Nutrition, Sichuan Agricultural University, Ya’ an 625014, China)

Abstract; This experiment was conducted to study the effects of different nutrient levels during pregnancy on
reproductive performance and milk composition of primiparous sows. Forty-four crossbred sows ( Landrace x
Yorkshine) with similar age and body weight were randomly allocated into four groups with different nutrient
intake levels (75% NRC, NRC, 125% NRC and 150% NRC) during pregnancy, and every group had 11
replicates with 1 sow in each replicate. All sows were fed ad libitum during lactation. The results showed as
follows: 1) nutrient intake levels of sows during pregnancy did not affect total litter size born per litter ( P >
0.05) , but the piglet born alive per litter in 150% NRC group had a trend to be less than that in 125% NRC
group (P =0.081). The number of piglet born healthy per litter and litter weight at birth in 125% NRC group
were significantly higher than those in 75% NRC group (P <0.05) , and had a trend to be higher than those in
150% NRC group (P =0.083,P =0.090), but were not significantly different compared with NRC group
(P>0.05). 2) Total weight gain during pregnancy, net weight gain during pregnancy and breeding-weaning
weight gain were significantly different among all groups ( P <0.01), and with nutrient intake levels during
pregnancy improving, weight loss during lactation was significantly increased ( P <0.01). 3) With nutrient
intake levels of sows during pregnancy increasing, average daily feed intake during lactation was decreased,
and regression relationship between digestible energy intake of lactation ¥, (MJ/d) and digestible energy intake
during pregnancy X (MJ/d) was Y, =75.60 —0. 743X (R, =0.572,P <0.01). 4) Milk fat and protein con-
tents in colostrum were increased with dietary nutrient intake levels during pregnancy increasing ( P <0.01),
but the contents of milk fat and protein in 125% NRC group were the highest, and regression relationship be-
tween nutrient levels and milk fat and protein contents was quadratic (P <0.01). Thus, 125% NRC nutrient
level provided during pregnancy can improve reproductive performance and milk quality of sows. [ Chinese
Journal of Animal Nutrition, 2013, 25(9) :1954-1962 |
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