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(Effect of back fat thickness during late gestation on the litter performance)
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Table 1 Effects of back fat thickness of sows at 109 d of gestation on litter performance during different parities.

back fat thickness (mm) of sows at 109 d of gestation p-value

Parity ltem <=10 11-12 13-14 15-16 17-18 19-20  21-22 2324 25-26 >=27 > L Q ’
3 Little weight gain, kg 42.07 44.39 46.18 47.07 47.48 47.34 47.08 45.44 45.75 40.93 1.21 0.102  <.0001 19.53 + 1.06

Survivability, % 86.94 8643  89.72  88.53 89.24  89.06 8833  85.99 9209 8786 188  0.959 0.110 NS
Pig weaned, n 9.49 982 10.14  10.13 1032 1032 1041  10.20 10.46 834 015 0385 <0001 20.50 £ 0.81
4 Little weight gain, kg 40.98 43.78 43.95 46.43 471.12 471.21 45.91 47.81 42.64 4246 133 0365  <.0001 20.05 + 1.24
Survivability, % 85.31 90.64 88.70 90.81 89.77 90.07 89.80 88.94 87.93  86.82 1.98  0.880 0.031 18.00 + 2.63
Pig weaned, n 9.39 993 10.19 1024  100.36  10.25 1034  10.22 10.19 9.79 015 0.289 <.0001 17.00 + 1.27

SEM: Standard error of means. Linear (L) and quadratic (Q) effects of increasing back fat thickness (<10 to 227 mm).

B: Break point estimated from broken-line model

NS: not significant
fin: Kim et al. (2015)



Table 2 Effects of gestational housing and back fat thickness on litter size and piglet

performance during two consecutive parities

Parity 3 Parity 4 SEM p-value

Housing type Group Group
Stall Stall H B HxB
housing housing

Back fat thickness (mm) <20 >=20 <20 >=20 <20 >=20 <20 >=20
n=16 n=16 n=16 n=16 n=15 n=14 n=15 n=15

Numbers of total born 11.21 11.49 11.32 11.32 11.55 11.83 11.66 11.59 0.18 0.19 0.93 0.70
Numbers of born alive 9.63 9.87 9.96 9.96 9.93 10.17 10.26 10.50 0.23 0.73 0.77 0.80
BW of born alive (kg) 12.07 12.36 12.07 12.52 12.42 12.73 12.44 12.89 0.19 0.40 0.30 0.43
Numbers weaned 9.35 9.57 9.76 9.78 9.33 9.46 9.96 10.06 0.21 0.03 0.02 0.06
BW at weaning (kg) 57.49 58.90 64.61 65.98 59.20 60.66 66.55 67.96 241 0.13 0.03 0.15

SEM: standard error of the mean.

H: main effect of housing type (stall vs group housing)
B: main effect of back fat thickness (<20 vs >=20)
#ian: Kim et al. (2016)
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Table 3 Effects of back fat thickness of sows at 109 d of gestation on litter performance

Back fat thickness (mm) of sows at 109 d of gestation p-value
[tem SEM
<=16 17-18 19-20 21-22 23-24 >=25 L Q
Little size, n
Total born 11.49 11.26 11.44 11.63 11.29 11.48 0.10 0.82 0.98
Born alive 10.51 10.63 10.91 11.01 10.90 10.85 0.11 0.10 0.22
Weaning 9.23 9.27 9.95 9.92 9.61 9.51 0.10 0.41 0.62
Little weight, kg
Born alive 15.75 16.04 16.76 16.64 16.24 15.66 0.11 0.99 0.03
Weaning 52.79 56.00 61.51 59.41 56.42 53.89 0.58 0.89 0.05

SEM: Standard error of mean

fian: Zhou et al. (2018)
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Table 4 Effects of gestational housing and different back fat thickness on back fat thickness

changes, feed intake and weaning to estrus interval in sows during two consecutive parities

Parity 3 Parity 4 SEM p-value

Housing type Group Group
Stall Stall H B HxB
housing housing

Back fat thickness (mm) <20 >=20 <20 >=20 <20 >=20 <20 >=20
n=16 n=16 n=16 n=16 n=15 n=14 n=15 n=15

Back fat thickness (mm)

D 1 of lactation (A) 19.51 21.50 19.61 21.49 19.53 21.52 19.61 21.54 0.31 0.03 0.60 0.65
D 21 lactation(B) 15.54 16.29 17.00 17.64 16.51 17.31 17.94 18.23 0.22 0.05 0.87 0.79
Change (A-B) -3.97 -5.21 -2.61 -3.85 -3.02 -4.21 -2.67 -3.31 0.12 0.04 0.02 0.06
Feed intake (kg/d) 6.02 6.29 7.11 7.08 6.38 6.21 7.23 7.14 0.21 0.04 0.43 0.67
Wean-to-estrus (d) 4.46 4.68 4.29 4.28 4.49 4.50 4.17 4.20 0.11 0.04 0.28 0.35

SEM: standard error of the mean.

H: main effect of housing type (stall vs group housing)
B: main effect of back fat thickness (<20 vs >=20)
i Kim et al. (2016)
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