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Differential Analysis of Growth Traits
in Angus Cattle on Different Levels of Residual Feed Intake

YANG Chao-yun', KANG Xiao-long's, DAN Xin-gang',
ZHOU Jing-hang', LU Xin', YE Lian-meng',
ZHAO Guo-li"*, LI-Peng"?, SHI Yuan-gang'”’

1. School of Agriculture of Ningxia University, Yinchaun 750021, China;
2. Ningxia Modern Cattle Engineering Technology Research Center, Yinchuan 750021, China

Abstract: To explore the effect of different residual feed intake levels on the growth performance in beef
cattle, thirty Angus beef cattle of similar weight and age were selected for an 81-d feeding trial in this
study. After the experiment was finished, the expected feed intake (EFI) was estimated by regression a-
nalysis of individual diet (feed intake, FI) to the average daily weight gain (ADG) and mean medium met-
abolic weight (MMBW), and then residual feed intake (RFI) of the tested cattle was calculated by the
difference between FI and EFI and, ultimately, the tested cattle were divided into a low residual feeding
group (LRFIT group) and a high residual feeding group (HRFT group). The differential of mean value for
growth performance was tested with the TTEST process in SAS 9. 4. Correlation coefficient calculation
and its significance test of the growth data were carried out by the CORR process in SAS 9. 4. The results
showed that there were significant differences in FI (p<C0.01) only between HRFI group and LRFI
group, and none of the remaining indicators reached the significant level of difference. There was a signifi-
cant positive correlation between RFI and lumbar width in LRFI group (»=0. 61, p<<0.05), and a highly
significant positive correlation between tube circumference and FI ( p<<0.01), with a correlation coeffi-
cient of 0. 71 and 0. 78, respectively. Conclusion: The feed conversion ratio of LRFI group was higher than
that of HRFI group, and the FI was saved by 8. 8% compared with the HRFI group. And differences of
remaining growth traits involved in this study did not reach a significant level.
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