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THERE ARE TWO TIMES IN PIG FEEDING
WHERE IT IS A BAD TIME TO TRY TO SAVE
MONEY!
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WEANED PIGS AND LACTATING SOWS
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- Ingredient decisions are not easy .7 ik € IFAE 5
« Complexity of lactation diets W4, F ¥R 1) 5 4

- 18 ingredient categories 1877255

- >100 ingredient choices >100% 7} i% %

= Sow research is difficult to execute and data is limited
« BRRE A S DAPAT, B IR A R

= But, the value of the sow, reproduction, and the pig are
very important to profitability
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SUPPLEMENTS FOR SOW HEALTH AND
PRODUCTION H T BF%E {1 AE 72 ) i 5]
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ADDITIVES ZIn#|

- Phytase #t 2l = Probiotics: 754 1 -
» Feed intake, litter weaning * Source and strain
weights and pig survival dlfggr%nces K I A
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EFFECTS OF HIGHER LEVELS OF SOY PROTEIN
AND METHIONINE ON PERIPARTURIENT HEALTH
OF SOWS
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EFFECTS OF SOY PROTEIN AND METHIONINE ON
WEIGHT LOSS X5 &\ MEZ RN M E K7W

Lactation Weight Lactation Weight
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PHYTASE INCLUSION INCREASES LITTER
GROWTH HEREFHI AN T BHFHEEK

Table 1. Effect of hi hyvtase supplementation in lactation dicts on sow and litter performance’

Phytase, FYT/kg’ Probability, P =
0 1,000 3,000 SEM Lincar Quadratic

SOWS, n 36 16 17 - - -
Sow body weight

change, kg (farrow 10 wean) -10.5 -10.6 -10.6 1.64 0.943 0,943
Sow ADFI’, kg

d 107 to farrow* 2.2 2.4 2.3 0.06 0.112 0,009

d0w? 43 4.7 4.6 0.13 0.140 0.144

d7io14 6.2 6.4 6.5 0.18 0.367 0.793

d 14 1o wean 6.8 1.2 7.4 0.20 0.020 0.264

Farrow 1o wean 5.6 5.9 6.0 0.13 0.093 0.285
Farrowing duration, min 199 376 350 1.08 0.226 0.873
Pigs weaned/sow, n 12.9 13.7 13.1 1.05 0.961 0.337
Piglet survivability®, % 96.0 97.0 97.0 1.28 0.387 0.714
Overall litter gain, kg 46.3 50.3 48.2 155 0.543 0,047

'A total of 109 sows and their litters were used ina 21 d study,
‘Ronozyme HiPhos 2700; DSM Nutritional Products, Inc., Parsippany, NJ
'ADFI = average daily feed intake,

‘Sows were loaded into the farrowing room at d 107 of gestation,

"Piglet survivability = litter count at weaning/litter counton d 2.

SR AR LD Batson et al 2021 Effect of high-phytase supplementation in
) | Coltege of Agricuture, Foud lactation diets on sow and litter Trans Anim Sci

and Environmental Sciences



DIETARY ENERGY AND ENZYMES IN SOWS
2 ) H R RE E B

Table 5. Effects of energy density and intervention with a multicarbohydrase containing e-galactosidase enzyme on litter uniformity using standardized
litter size as a covariate to improve the fit of the model ®

T1 T2 T3 T4 Pooled SEM |

Added Far, % 0 1.5 3.0 0

Enzyme ", gftonne U 0 0 250
Avg piglet weight, kg 5.38" 5.54% §.728 571 0.095 0.037
Litter uniformiry *, % 21.06 19.78 2065 19.78 0.91 0.664
Light pigs 4, %

<3.2kg 5.26 3.12 3.80 3.81 0.90 0.390

<4.1kg 16.54 11.95= 11.817 11.20 1.73 0.097

* A roral of 208 sows (DMA) and their litters were used in a ~20 day study.

b A multicarbohydrase conraining o-galacrosidase, recovered in each batch of feed corresponding to T4 as ~100%.
¢ Lirrer uniformiry is expressed as the coefficient of variation (%) of individual piglet weights within the same litter.
4 Proportion of light weighed piglets (individual weight < 3.2 or < 4.1 kg) within each litrer.

Sara Llamas-Moya et al. 2022. Effect of a multicarbohydrase containing a-galactosidase in sow lactating diets with varying
energy density, Translational Animal Science, Vol 6, Issue 4, October 2022
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BIO-SECURITY MITIGANTS FOR FEED
IR = R

« Formaldehyde-based FF i J&

= Organic acids A LR

» Medium-chain fatty acids %/l
iR
« E.g. Mono-laurate %40 H H: 1 #.1

» Benzoic acid7x H IR
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" DRIVERS RESPONSIBILITY [ § DO N(

Eb 1 Talep perwork into the mill 1
SN 7 When instrucled pui pas! dump
341 pit an d ncover

B 3 DO NOT DRIVE OVER AN UN-COVERED PIT
S8 4. Position ovet pit an nd open hopper per producl. |
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CEE a. sall, lime and monocal must be regulated. [}
S 5. Atter unioaded pull past domp pit and sweep up. §S
BB £ 6. Cover dump pil

= Don’t forget about time and
temperature A~ Z S0 [A] AR
i3

= Assess the disease risks
carefully

A APPAL TR A
Shurson GC, Urriola PE, Schroeder DC. Biosecurity and Mitigation Strategies to

Control Swine Viruses in Feed Ingredients and Complete Feeds. Animals. 2023;
13(14):2375. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani13142375
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EFFECTS OF FEED MITIGANT CANDIDATES ON PIGS
EXPOSED TO VIRAL DISEASE THROUGH FEED
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TABLE 4A Summary of clinical scores, post-mortem diagnostics and pig performance from Experiment 3

Post-mortem diagnostics Post-mortem

Clinical scores diagnostics Performance

Diarrhoea Lameness Dyspnoea Rectal swab Serum Tonsil ADG (kg) Martality
Daafit®s 0.5% 17%* 0%* 0% 8/30% 0/6* 0/30° 0.35* 0%
Daafit®s 0.3% 17%" 17%* 0%* 12/30" 0/6* 10/30° 0.35° 0%
Dominnate 33%" 0% 0%"® 7/30* 0/6" 0/30° 0.32° 0%
SalCURB®K2 17%* 17%* 0% 8/30% 0/6 6/30" 0.35° 0%
Finio" 50% 17%* 0%" 3/30° 0/6" 9/30" 0.32° 0%
(+) control 100%" 100%" 100%" 23/30° 6/6° 6/30" 0.20" 5%
p-value 02 004 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0006 <.0001 NA

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

An evaluation of additives for mitigating the risk of virus-
contaminated feed using an ice-block challenge model

Scott A. Dee' | MeganC.Niederwerder2 | Roy Edler' | DanHanson' |
Aaron Singrey® | Roger Cochrane! | Gordon Spronk! | Eric Nelson®
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THERE ARE TWO TIMES IN PIG FEEDING
WHERE IT IS A BAD TIME TO TRY TO SAVE
MONEY!
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POSTWEANING AND LACTATION
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= Cost management considerations Jil A& PRy = 55 1
 Duplication of effects — don'’t overdo it.
« HERNRR, NEFEME.
« Interactions — positive and negative FR % F17H 1
« Manage shelf-life and storage issues

o B BRI AL Ak )
= Consider health and productivity of the sow
= FRE— N RPE A A 7
= Focus on efficacy evaluations!!
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