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Competiveness of the Australian porkindustry




AR The industry

. a “F )
PNVt Industry Statistics K\%’/S} ' 4
EiHEE Producers(n) 1,400
BEHEEIE Sows(n) 277,000
E=ZEEE Pigs slaughtered (000) 4,930
zﬁii(oiﬁ{é%stgwiight) 342,638
B EE ( kg ) Carcassweight (kg) 74
Hi[0= (t) Exports (tonne) 34,093
H[OE (t) Imports (tonne) 171,911
A %= Per capita consumption (kg) 26.0

E¥PYiHZEE Fresh (kg) 9.8
PIHImiBZE = Processed (kg) 16.2
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AEERFFIEIEIKEREIEIR(2014)

Performance Indicators for selected countries (2014)

Ex/iEHF ot
: EAFHIE MEX EJ5 =E
Country/ Indicator
AUSTRALIA Canada USA Denmark Netherlands GB

A E A (BIT/AT)

COP ($ AUS/kg carcass weight) 2.71
e} A Feed (SAUS/tonne) 438
Tkl IR AE HFC (Kg/kg CWT) 3.68
HALEE: Rk E =00

HFC (MJ DE/kg CW)

BRI 7= Wi 38 2L

Pigs weaned/sow/ 2349
g Y

B e

REE (AR 3

Carcass weight (kg)

BB FET AR (kg/HIREHE)

Carcass/sow/y (kg progeny) 1e
Wi e T (%) 4.0
Wean-finish mortality (%) y

2.02

348
3.90

52.3
22.7
21.5
98
2105

5.5

2.02

327
3.94

56.3
24.6
22.4
97
2167

8.9

2.56

421
3.65

51.1

30.5
28.5

84

2378

6.6

2.73

465
3.44

48.2

29.2

27.8
92

2565

4.8

2.90

475
3.72

52.8
24.1
22.7
80.5

1823

2.9 I



(TS E-20145F0201 SERNE
Puttmg industries in context —prices m 14 and 15

EZ BRI RRM ESjES ik B
Country AUS EU USA Canada Brazil

2014 3.15 (2.71) 2.50 (2.80) 2.65 (2.02) 2.64 (2.02) 2.25 (2.12)
2015 3.35 2.10 1.93 1.80 1.80
2016 3.80 2? ?? ?? ??

BN (TRTT/ S ERIE )
Price (SAUS/kg CW)
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(ILEEFOH 1B Advantages and opportunities
0 AIERR I R

Animal Health and antibiotic use

> BEARSEREETES WIRGSIE  ERREEE M TILESRS | F RS/ SR B IEE |
FENAYRTLUBMAERRER - EERA

Australia does not have PRRS, Swine influenza or PEDv and has the potential to have a low disease status
herd and reduced antibiotic use accordingly —investment needed

0 XEZEMTRAFTERFRHNANIZE - BREELASMNE . BEEANBKBEFREOME.
a] LU ERIH O,
High and increasing support for Australian product and High Integrity product by major retailers — currently
expressed in high prices and will be in growth of the industry. Potential to replace imports.

O BEEMIEEZHFEMEI. S EMEER - SR SeIFT.
Active and inclusive R&D and Training across the industry. Excellent models for R&D and training —continual
improvement and innovation.

O HEZR180-1000YE AR AR E RS N H B M1 T 75%-80%HI%EH.
Top 80-100 producers are cost'competitive and produce 75%-80% of pork.

O STM7KSEZE R Close proximity to Asia




PEEXAON1I8  Challenges and opportunities

ABYFIERIE A - EESERREIMIAEARER | LAl ERER. High
grain and ingredient costs - need systems and animals which don’t require much

feed and alternative feed sources.

MEFRREFFZHNEIRES - EEREANE , FEUFHEIES (FiEsE
and housing systems — need investment and new business models (|

= ) Old housing
ike the US)

ARERIIARE | SEEETRMATINLARYS - RERRSER , SERER
LiBBIEEEEK (A8 |, A S HEZHRAF AR I T EA.
Low carcass weight and associated high over head and processing costs — need to
convince retailers that consumer demand {portion size) can be met with heavier

carcasses and to have more Australian gork used in processing.

AEFAVETEMERE — nIeeH fEE B BIRH N EETE4EE Better reproduction

— potential to import genetics andimplement wealth of knowledge available on

improving reproduction.
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K 2k Bottom Line

DRAFTTFE W EBEIER LREES. &8 8087 LZ—Australianindustryis'currently one of the most

profitable and “vibrant” in the world.

DEFKESORISKTRER - R 7 INHRARTFE W 4552509553 Expect growth based on longer term

contracts —reflection of demand for high integrity Australian pork
QIR BIRZHEE Still a lot of money remaining on the table
»ZIEIReproduction
» /R EaCarcass weight
> 58} kA Feed Cost
> a3 = Feed efficiency
HE— =B Y Further differentiation

AT E2RFHNER - (BEEE St EHEHEIPE(IETIIERIGlobal benchmarking interesting but-Need to

selland protect what we have

AR BIIEDRSHI A BIERIE < LAK FAi130/a]4b 8 ? What can go wrong—and what are we doing about it?

_



N ( BR ) REERREE-SE

Major reason for success (profit) -Transformation

4 f ; ¥
19>
lt.

PR{F= STALLS BY2= GROUP HOUSING




15 B i AYIENEIRYS
Making the best of what we have

7] PLIE LR B 55 Some lessons from the ‘best” in
benchmarking
> BRSISERA (14/156F ) -M2.42-3.2385C/ 2 FF

COP (14/15) — ranged from $2.42 -$3.20/kg carcass weight
~ R 2R EPSYRIIE ?

Interesting how participants are improving pigs
weaned/sow/y
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14-155F B AR AT B8
Bench Marking 14-15 annual (All)

BRI TES I 3 BT
KPI Pigs weaned Per sow/y PWM (%)

3E15 Average 23.4 114 85.4 11.7
BJ= Best3 27.2 12.7 90.5 8.8

%$— Best 29.6 13.3 92.7 1.7

E=2=HJ Worst 20.9 10.4 76.7 16.5
=E[E usA 25 13.5 85 11.5
IMZEX Canada 23 14.5 86 15-20
= Denmark 30 16+ 86 16.0



HERBI=RYEICIERE

Performance of the best three herds

EHEEF=BRU{FIEEL Pigs/sow/y

SE(FEL 1B (sows) 15.1 14.8 12.2
F=iE{FE) BA (sows) 13.8 13.5 11.5
ERWSHASET_ZE PWM (%) 11.7 12.9 11.1
IR FR (%) 91.7 89.3 89.3
Ei & Weaning age (d) 21 28.6 18.5
T} i 44 B2 HF C NA 3.62 3.63
BEHEEE ( 22 ) Carcass weight (kg) NA 79 75
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RS Hi I B T —iotF a1 IEReRIF I

Effects of weaning age on progeny performance

T S S

ERi{F3&= Pigs weaned

BRI B Weaning age (d) 21
BB ERIFE T NA
Mortality— Wean-sale (%)

H A= J5 H 1% & ROG from birth (g/d) NA
W 4 J5 H 3% # ROG wean-sale (g/d) NA
Wi 45 J5 vl B 4L 28 FCR wean -sale NA
B R &

Sow feed used (tonne/sow) e

29

5.4

624

715

2.47

1.17

19

5.2

672

725

2.32

1.28



K==

Take Home Message
JIRAERINTINER R+ AR ?

What is the ideal weaning age?
- ETRERBEAET19
Probably not <19 days

r_J 71'er8 W2
Probably not 28 days

> R T B S M B 5 HURE

Depends on weaning weight and quality of weaner
accommodation
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IR RIESHEIRERFE
R&D Outcomes likely to contribute to improved competiveness
0 BoMHEETEIRO - SRERLEEX I EEEIRIERE. ERIHREAF &I bCAIEI SR
Effects of higher omega 3 fatty acids around mating on:reproduction and
summer infertility and the sex ratio of the litter

JAusScanfE 225 - SHEFIRMARiHEE. RBTEEE, SEHaR. aiEt

AusScan online -immediate
determination of DE and AME and reactive and SID lysine and other
amino acids for Soy bean meal and canola meal

AEIFEUESEREERRIIR  Technologies which genuinely improve feed

MRERMH e BERREIEHET

efficiency

R YRR S IESE RER TS

=t ¢ FE]

UK |, 4EfhanE , ESRYE

S ZEL 7K

2 )

Strategies to reduce inflammation in weaner and grower pigs (Aspirin,
Vitamin E , Higher Methionine levels)

ARTIBEREIZZHEIP  Synchronisation of ovulation at weaning

OATIEHE Post Cervical Al



XTI T EHAFINIE X R F P BT T SN TR IR E T

Quick update on NIRS calibrations for amino acids in soy beanmeal and
canolameal

JI{ET LASEI{ES XS SRS AHSAFHIEOE-AusScanTs &
Calibrations now available on line for both soy bean meal and canola

meal —AusScan On Line

A PHIEREHNEOEEHE R T LA EEN EEE L MU EEP
Calibrations for grains and protein meals can be licenced and placed on

NIRS machines

JSH-S2EE , SRR SIDRER
SBM - total amino acids ,reactive lysine and SID amino acids

AMEXHFAFR-SREEL SRR
Canola - total amino acids and reactive lysine

_




SR L L IT e ( 14391 #4a ) Variation

in lysine and reactive lysine content of SBM (1439samples)

125 Soybean Meal Total Lysine (asis) (n=143%) Soybean Meal Reactive Lysine (as is) (n=143%) 105 Saybean Meal Reactive Lysine as % of Total Lysine (n=1439)
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HSA P SR B S I R R ERAYZR {C Variation in

canola meal total and reactive lysine

2 Canola Meal Total Lysine (n=132)

Canola Meal Reactive Lysine (n=132) Canola Meal Reactive Lysine as % of Total Lysine (n=132)
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LAFEFERIETL In tabulated form

A5#H ( 1430/ EES ) Soy bean meal (1430 samples)
BHMFEE ( 73/F 52 ) Total lysine (g/kg) 28.2 32.0 24.4
ETETZES ( 572/F 58 ) Reactive lysine (g/kg) 26.8 32.0 19.6

R SRR GELE (5L )

Reactive lysine/total lysine (%)

EFFE (132/MF8n ) Canola meal (132 samples)
BFZEE ( 72/F 52 ) Total Lysine(g/kg) 20.6 21.9 17.0

EFEBERR (52/F55 ) Readtivelysine (¢/kg) 17.6 19.0 14.7
EPERERY SIER (FHLL ) Reactive

lysine/total lysine (%)

94.2 100 80.4

85.4 88.8 382.3

ﬂ



SHE-STERERIPR S

Inflammation —the hidden robber of efficiency

OSSELRH—LEWRIENITH (Y ) SEMEREZ ( WREFIHEE ) R
RIS RS | EEI’J Inflammatlon can be and is induced by common

commercial practices such as weaning and by stimulation of the immune
system by the pigs environment (dust and bacterial particles).

IR SRAEXS sPRIMERE (FMERR 7 ) sUIOHIfaERis

Strategies to reduce the impact on animal performance (and health?) include

> Y FERBEI IR E S S =094 =E Higher vitamin E levels for weaner
pigs

» TR ZRBA9YESE I Z]PTAR  Aspirin for all classes of pigs
T ERENREEHETHE =R ( S8R )

Higher sulphur amino acid {Methionine) levels for all classes of pigs

_




S BN E TECI S B FIE K2 S (LR e X I

Effectsof higher SAA level on the performance and acute phase protein (APP)index of weaner
pigs challenged with ETEC

121 HREIBFE IR SMaEiR: MimERa0/40.52510.6 , malEt ERER:H=E/0.16F]

0.24 , Pigs weaned at 21 days and offered diets with SID SAA :SID lysine ratios of .52 and 0.60 (added
Methionine) each at Trp:Lys ratios of 0.16 and 0.24

ITESES, 6, 7 SR A FEINE Challenged with E colion days 5,6 and 7
J14KZ EtENE < EEEPerformance measured over 14 days

P<0.05 | APP INdex

3.5

3
)

) g
- 2. : 5
— ‘ 14
3 8
B . :
3 Day

0.56 0.6

S5AA:Lysine ratio

n
SAA.B0

i“.[.

o= A 2 &
Feed:gain

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

ETryp.24 ETryp.l6é



EREEERTE KB B EIKIEREHIRND

Effects of Sulphur AminoAcids (SAA) on grower-fi msherperformance

AEE4F N EUAZS Animals under constant immune

stress/challenge

DEMRaERSRENESFIREEHZYIHEK SAA involved in

iIimmune responses and immune proteins

A0S AT EAE ARSI ERR H/DMay result in reduced
amino acids for protein deposition

_




SfEERRXI T REEE A E KIS

Effectsof Sulphur AminoAcid (SAA) levels on the performance of immune activated pigs

ESRE SRR IR KSR AR EERYRE Z HEPigs injected twice weekly with

saline or a bacterial cell wall Lipo -poly saccharide

> B RNEE7EERectal température measured
daily.
>AEHRSHMESEDR | #hEkao 8 /9045, 055, 0.65. 0.75.

Responses to dletary SAA Lysine ratios of 0.45, 0.55, 0.65 and 0.75

BN INERER NS HE SRR EBRLLAISAA ratio altered

by increasing Methionine content of the diet

>R I&GHA4 2K Duration - 42 days

_




XJEIEEARRAE

=]

E

=

IR/

Effects on growth rate and carcass weight
RIAE

Carcass weight

HigE

Growth Rate (g/d)

$ 5583888868

I< H BN
S
g

0.45 0.55 0.685 0.75

SAA:Lysine ratio

B AR R

SAA:Lysine ratio

R MER




*X5#=E Take home messages
BB RGHSER S R R E AT S N i LSy o

Immune system activation and inflammation is realand probably common in
commercial pork production.

DRAHERSERIEEEZ RIS TR AR RN

Australian scientists working on an on-farm diagnostic kit to assess herd immune
status.

1[G In the meantime
AR A AR SMmaERREIREEIEEBRBEIK¥E Formulate Methionine :Lysine ratio at

the higher end of current recommendations for all classes of pigs

> EEENDBFERRDIES 4 SZ=E/KIE (200-2501U) Consider increasing Vitamin E level
of first stage weaner diets (200-2501U)

» R TERIE (o =] P Ui Strategic use of aspirin

_




e AR

Improving Feed Efficiency

QT EENR X105, HESEERENAR D ER.SEHE. Apart from genetics there have

few advances in improving feed efficiency in growing —finishing pigs in last 10 years.

QCETETFIR0 PS TANE IAEAR e LUSINE BRI G0 - S LIER RN , FERER
>,
Metabolic modifiers such as PST and Ractopamine both increase protein deposition and feed efficiency —
both have fallen out of favourand use is decreasing.

JRIEAZEFRENZIAFEEN— ZERESFESERIEAZREAR , HEEFTES
ZHHS , XUEKIIEHEDEAR). Recentlarge US project managed by ISU told us what we
already knew and considered health as the factors requiring more research.

JBEZPHERAFEAEE |, EAZEPANEEENZE - HRTET N EEmSERIIAE s
2RFIBHIRSEIBYEEE. Easyto reduce feed efficiency below the genetic potential of the
animal — the challenge is to fully exploit the animals potential in commercial situations and
ideally to enhance it.

_




R BIEREBE Manipulating intake in finisher pigs

O HARIAEERREHSKSTUDYWITHENTIRE MALESAND IMMUNGCASTRATES
> FJUEEE-75KG STARTING WEIGHT -75 KG
> k38 HE-28K DURATION -28 DAYS

> EEHBERNRNNERBEITE ZABEEBRIEFMSECOND 'MPROVAC VACCINATION GIVEN AT
START OF EXPERIMENT

J B iETREATMENTS
> B - B H#E CONTROL -CONVENTIONAL DIET
> 3% HWEE_/KE3% , 1.6% =35m0 — £h
CALCIUM CHLORIDE DI-HYDRATE“126% SODIUM TRIPOLYPHOSPHATE —SALTS
> BEPBET-30% , 0-7K [ “15%", 7-14% ; 20% , 15-28XK
LUPIN ALBUS -30% FORDA¥0-7,15% D 7-14 AND 20% FOR D 15-28




0-28K , XTigFRBEHI=AN
Effects on feed intake 0-28 days

Feed Intake (kg/d)
3.50
S P<0.001
2.50
2.00
1.50
1.00
Control Salts L albus

# Entire males M Immunocastrates

S N G E RN



0-28% , XTHIEERI=Z
Effects on growth rate 0-28 days

Growth rate (kg/d)

1.40
1.20 | P<0.001

1.00
0.80
0.e0
0.40
0.20

s@
o

Control Salts

0.00

B Entire males ®mImmu
A GRER AR



0-28XXTTFIEAAL FRIZAMT Effects on
feed conversion ratio 0-28 days

P=0.001 -

FCR

2.7

2.6

25 "{\?

$\

2.4

2.

2.2

Control

B En
N A

2.8

w




XA EHISZ M
Effects on carcass weight

Carcass weight (kg)
o8 P<0.05
66
64 '
62
60 |
58 é
- B |
54 ) e
Contrél Salts
B Entire males ® Immun

B N et



Wr)IEHIR R =

Suppressing Feed Intake in finisher Pigs

0 Byt FAVIEMEIE INDIVIDUALLY HOUSED FEMALE PIGS
0 YR E-76/AF STARTING WEIGHT -76 KG

3 38 HA-21K DURATION-21 DAYS

J 4B B FOUR TREATMENTS

> YWHE4H - B HIE CONTROL—CONMENTIONAL DIET

> MA% AT +2.2% =E355E850 ( Z2) CONTROLPLUS 4% CA CL2+2.2%
NAS5P3010 (SALTS)

> 12021/ N ESHEBE (CDCA) 120 MG/KG CHENODEXYCHOLIC ACID (CDCA
- TOP DRESSED)

> 5% BB 5% LAURIC ACID




ZZEH  Resylts

LEBA =5 2 SRS BE EFE& P(E
Treatment Control Salts CDCA Significance
AHE (uF)

. . . . 0 039

*RRE (+7=/X)

Feedﬁta ke (kg/d) 3.56 3.01 3.37 3.20 0.007

EEE ( T52) 1.28 1.09 1.33 1.26 0.039
aily gain (kg)

(G2

FCR (kg/kg) 2.81 2.81 2.52 2.55 0.023

Pluske etal 2015

_
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