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Ouenka 3¢ peKTUBHOCTH HCNOJIbL30BAHUS KOPMa MOJIOJHAKOM reped)opAcKoil mopoabl
Pa3HBIX IK0JIOr0-TeHeTHYECKUX TPy

K.M. /Dicynamanos, HIL. I'epacumos
DedepanbHblil HAY4HbILL YeHMp OUOTOcUYeCKUX cucmem U aspomextonoauti Poccutickotl akademuu nayx (2. Openbype)

AnHotanms. Co3nanue BbICOKO3()(PEKTUBHOTO MSICHOTO CKOTA SIBIISIETCS] IPUOPUTETHON 3ajaueil celek-
[IUOHHO-TUIEMEHHON paboThl B CKOTOBOACTBE. Llenmp Hamiell paboThl — CpaBHUTEIbHAS XapaKTEPUCTHKA
repeopACKOro MOJIOAHSAKA Pa3HBIX IKOJOTO-TEHETHYECKUX TPYI M0 3(PPEKTUBHOCTH HCIIOIH30BAHUS
kopMma. MccnenoBanus mpoBeeHB! Ha ObIYKax U TENKaX repeopacKoil Mopoabl, IPEACTaBISIONUX IPYI-
Bl Y palibCKuil repedopa, KaHaACKYIO CEIEKINI0 B UX Kpocc. st onenkn 3¢ heKTHBHOCTH HCIIOIB30Ba-
HUS KOpMa OMpEIesUIH OKUAAaeMOoe MOTPEOICHIE CyXOro BEUIeCTBA KUBOTHBIMH ITyTEM PEIICHUS] MHO-
KECTBEHHOW PETrpeccHH, YUNTHIBAIONIEH (aKTHIeCKoe MOTpeOIeHNe CyX0oro BeIlecTBa, CPEAHECY TOUHBIN
IPUPOCT U METabOINYECKYIO0 MacCy Teia. Y POBEHb KOPMJICHHUS MOJOAHSKA ObUI TOCTaTOYHO BBHICOKUM, a
COCTaB PAlMOHA IO CTPYKTYPE M YHEPTETUIECKON IICHHOCTU BIIOJIHE yIOBIECTBOPSUIT OPTaHU3M KHBOTHBIX
BO BCEX BHJIaX IMHUTATEIHHBIX BEMIeCTB. BIUKH U TEMKM KaHACKOW CENEKIINH CYIIECTBEHHO MPEBOCXOIH-
JI1 CBEPCTHHUKOB T10 BEJIMYKMHE BECOBOTO pocTa B 15 Mec. Ha 40,0-58,8 xr (8,80-13,51 %; P<0,001) u 20,2-
37,1 kr (5,27-10,12 %; P<0,001) coorBeTcTBeHHO. B pe3ynbraTe ObUIN ONpeaencHbl MOJIEIH ISl ONHca-
HUS TIPOTHO3UPYEMOT0 MoTpebieHust kKopMa. C UCHOIB30BAHUEM MTOTYUYSHHBIX MOZENei yCTaHOBHIIH TTO-
Kazarenu ocTatodHoro norpednenus kopma (RFI). JKuBoTHBIE HMITOPTHOTO IPOUCXOKICHUS XapaKTepH-
30BayTUCh Jyumied agdekruBHOCTEIO (-0,043 KT — 1o Obr4kaM u -0,049 — o TénkaM) HUCHONIB30BaHUSA KOP-
Ma, UCXOMS U3 Pa3HUIBI MEXAY (aKTHUECKUM U OKHJAEMBIM MOTpeOJIeHHEeM CyXOoro BemecTBa. Momo-
HSIK OTEYECTBEHHOM celeKIuu 3HaunTesnbHo (Ha 0,077-0,092 kr cyxoro BemecTBa B JieHb; P<0,001) ycry-
MaJI TI0 BEIMYMHE W3y9aeMOro IMoKa3aTeis KaHaJCKUM CBEPCTHHKaM. BKiIroueHue MaHHOTO mapamerpa B
CEJIeKIIMOHHBIE TIPOIPaMMBI ITO3BOJIUT CO31aTh BBHICOKOI((EKTHBHBIE CTaJa MSCHOTO CKOTa M IOBBICHTH
PEHTa0eNBbHOCTh MSICHOTO CKOTOBOJICTBA.

KiroueBble cioBa: O6braku, TENKH, repedopacKast HOpoaa, KOPMIICHHE, BECOBOI POCT, MOTpedIeHHE KOp-
Ma, CyX0e BeIecTBO, 3P(PEeKTHUBHOCTD MCITOIH30BAHHUS KOPMA.
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Summary. The development of highly efficient beef cattle is a priority task of selection and breeding
work in cattle breeding. The aim of our work is a comparative description of young Hereford animals of
different ecological and genetic groups in terms of feed efficiency. The studies were carried out on bulls
and heifers of th Hereford breed, representing the groups of the Ural Hereford, Canadian breeding and
their crosses. To assess the efficiency of feed use, the expected dry matter intake of animals was deter-
mined by solving multiple regression, taking into account the actual dry matter intake, average daily gain
and metabolic body weight. The level of feeding of young animals was quite high, and the composition of
diet in structure and energy value completely satisfied animal organism in all types of nutrients. Bulls and
heifers of Canadian selection were significantly superior to their peers in terms of weight growth of 15 months.
40.0-58.8 kg (8.80-13.51%; P<0.001) and 20.2-37.1 kg (5.27-10.12%; P<0.001), respectively. As a result,
models were identified to describe the predicted feed intake. Using the obtained models, indicators of re-
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sidual feed intake (RFI) were established. Animals of foreign origin were characterized by better efficien-
cy of feed use (-0.043 kg for bulls and -0.049 for heifers), based on the difference between actual and ex-
pected dry matter consumption. Young cattle of Russian selection was significantly inferior (by 0.077-
0.092 kg of dry matter per day; P<0.001) to Canadian animals in terms of the studied indicator. The inclu-
sion of this parameter in breeding programs will create highly effective herds of beef cattle and increase
the profitability of beef cattle breeding.

Key words: bulls, heifers, Hereford breed, feeding, weight growth, feed intake, dry matter, feed efficien-

cy.

Beenenmue.

PacTymiue 3arparhl mpu KOPMOIIPOU3BOJCTBE M IMOTEPU MUTATEIBHBIX BEIIECCTB B OKPYIKAIOIIYIO
Cpely C HaBO30M, a TaK)Xe IpHU 3ar0TOBKE, XPAHEHUH U CKapMIIMBAaHUH KOPMOB TPEOYIOT OT CeJIEKIMOHE-
POB CO3JaHMsT MaKCHMAIBHO 3(P(HEKTUBHOTO MSCHOTO CKOTA JJIsI TPOW3BOACTBA ToBsuHBI (MupomankoB C.A.,
2011). Uzyuenne ocobeHHOCTEH TOTpeOIeHUs KopMa TIpU pa3paboTKe MPOTpaMM CEIEKIMU OYIEeT CIIO-
cOOCTBOBATh TEHETHYECKOMY COBEPIICHCTBOBAHMIO d(PPEKTUBHOCTH U PEHTA0EITBHOCTH MSICHOTO CKOTO-
BozctBa (Jleraxun I'.U. u ap., 2005). OnHako 11t 3TOro Heo0X0 UM 00BEKTHBHBIN MMOKa3aTelb, KOTOPBINA
OBl oOecrieyrBan MaKCHMaJIbHO TOYHOE ONHCAaHUE 3aTpaT Ha BBIPAIIMBAHHME MSICHOTO CKoTa. Pacmomaras
COBPEMCHHOW TEXHOJOTHEH, M3yUeHHEe MOTPeOIIeHUs KopMa U ero 3(pQEeKTHBHOTO HWCIOIB30BAHUSI BO3-
MOYKHO MTPOBOJIUTH TIPU UCIIBITAHUU TI0 COOCTBEHHO MPOTYKTHBHOCTH MOJIOJIHSKA HA CTAHIUAX IO OICH-
K€ TUIEMEHHOW IIEHHOCTH, TJIe €CTh BO3MOXKHOCTh M3MEpeHus 3arpar kopmoB (Basarab JA et al., 2003).
OTH HCCIeNOBaHNS aHATIOTUYHBI T€M, KOTOPBIE B HACTOSIIEE BPEMS IMPOBOISITCS MPH OIECHKE [0 MHTECH-
CHUBHOCTH POCTa Ha MCITBITATENILHBIX CTAHIIUAX, HO B TO K€ BPEMs IIO3BOJIIOT KOMIUIEKCHO U3yYUTh CKO-
pocTh pocta, MoTpediieHre U dPPEKTHBHOCTh HCIIOIB30BAHUS KOPMa B IPOM3BOJCTBEHHBIX YCIOBUSIX.
Tak, Koch RM ¢ coaBropamu (1963) myisa pacuéra pazHOCTH MKy PaKTHUECKUM M OXKHJIaeMbIM OTpeO-
JIEHUEM KOpMa HCIOJIb30BAJIA MOJIENTb OCTaTOYHOTO TToTpedsienus kopma (RFI), 00bequHSAIONTYI0 YPOBEHb
MPOAYKTUBHOCTH, CPESIHECYTOTHEIN IPUPOCT U 3aTPATHI MUTATEIHHBIX BEIICCTB.

Ieap uccenoBaHMi.
CpaBHUTENbHAs XapaKTepPUCTHUKA TepeOpICKOr0 MOJIOAHSAKA Pa3HBIX JKOJIOrO-TeHETUYECKHX
rpymni 1o 3QEeKTHBHOCTH MCITIOIB30BAHHIS KOPMA.

MatrepuaJj 1 MeTOAbI HCCIEJOBAHMIA.

OO0beKkT McciaenoBaHuil. berukn W TENKM repeOpACKO MOpPObl, MPEACTABISIONINE TPYIIIIbI
VYpanbsckuii repedopa, KaHaICKYIO CEIEeKINI0 U X KPOocC.

O06ciry>xuBaHNE KUBOTHBIX M SKCIEPHUMEHTAIbHBIE UCCIEOBAHHUS OBUIN BBIIIOJIHEHBI B COOTBET-
CTBUU C MHCTPYKUUAMHU U pekomeHnanusaMu Russian Regulations, 1987 (Order No. 755 on 12.08.1977 the
USSR Ministry of Health) and «The Guide for Care and Use of Laboratory Animals (National Academy
Press Washington, D.C. 1996)». [Ipn BEIMOTHEHHN HCCIEAOBaHWN OBUTH TPEANIPUHSATHI YCHIIHS, YTOOBI
CBECTH K MUHHMYMY CTpaJIaHHs1 )KUBOTHBIX M YMEHBIIEHHS KOJHYECTBA UCIIOIB3YEeMbIX 00pa3IoB.

Cxema skcnepumenTa. Mccnenoanus nposeneHsl B OO0 «A® Kanuaunckasy YenssOuHCKoU
obmnactu. Ilpu dpopmupoBarym rpymt (n=20 TONOB B KKIOH) YUUTHIBATH MPOMCXOXKICHIE MOJOIHsKA: | rpyrma —
OBIUKU-TIPEICTABUTENN BHYTPHUIIOPOAHOTO THMA Ypanbckuil repedopn, Il rpymma — cbIHOBBS OT MCKyC-
CTBEHHOT'O OCEMEHEHHS IPH 10100pe MaTOK YPaIbCKOTO TUITA M OBIKOB-TIPOU3BOUTENEH KaHaICKOH ce-
nexiyy, 11 rpynna — 6b19KH, TOTyYEHHBIE METOAOM Iepecagku IMOPHOHOB KaHAJACKOTO IPOUCXOXKACHUS.
KommnexroBanue IV, V u VI rpynmn npoBoauny Té€aKkaMu-aHaIOTaMH MO MPOUCXOKIECHUIO.

MoIOIHSIK MCIBITHIBAIN 10 COOCTBEHHOW MPOJAYKTHBHOCTH B MEpHOA € 8 10 15-Mecs4HOro BO3-
pacra. /Iy aTOr0 GBUIO OPraHW30BAHO MENKOTPYIIIOBOE OECTIPUBA3ZHOE CO/IEPIKAHUE B YCIOBHSAX MCIBITA-
TeNbHOM cTaHIuK 10 20 rojIoB B KaXK/10i CEKIIMM B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT NPOUCXOXKICHHS KUBOTHBIX. Paryo-
Hbl KOPMJICHHUS IUIAHUPOBAJIUCh Ha TMOJNy4YeHHE cpeaHecyTodHoro mpupocra 700-750 T Ha Ténkax, Oomnee
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1000 1 — Ha 6prukax (KamammukoB A.IT. u ap., 2003). Yuér pacxona KOPMOB IPOBOAMIICS I10 TPYIIIaM B 2 CMEXKHBIX
TTHS ©KEMECSIHO TI0 Pa3HUIIE 3aIaHHBIX KOPMOB M HECHEJICHHBIX OCTaTKOB.

Pocrt u pa3BuTHe U3yvany myTéM B3BEIIUBAHUS B OJHY U Ty XK€ JIaTy KaXKOr0 MecsIa 10 KOPMIICHHS.
I[To pe3ynbraTtaM BBIMHCISUIH CPEIHECYTOYHBIH MPUPOCT, a TAKKe META0OIMUYECKYI0 MacCy Tella B CepeliHe

HepHo/ia UCTIBITaHUA 10 popMmyte:
0.7s
MM, = (Wis+Ws)
2 )
rae MMT; — meTabonuyeckast Macca Telia, KT
Ws 1 Wis —kuBas Mmacca B 8 11 15 mecsres.
Osxmraemoe ToTpeOIeHne CyXOTo BEIeCTBa JKUBOTHBIMH ONIPEAESISUTH My TEM PEIICHHUSI MHOKECTBEH-

HOHM perpeccus, yUuTHIBAIOIIEH (haKTHUECKoe MOTpeOIeHHe CyXOro BEIIeCTBa, CPEHECYTOUHBIH MPHPOCT U
MeTaboIMYecKyIo Maccy Tena B cienytommei moaenu (Archer JA et al., 1997):

¥, = PBo + By XCCIL; + B, X MMT,; +¢;

rre Yi — oXXugaeMoe oTpediIeHre CyXoro BeIecTBa, KT;

o — cBOOOIHBII YJIEH perpeccuu;

B1 — ko3 HULIMEHT YaCTUIHON perpeccuu MOTPEOJICHUS CyXOT0 BEIIECTBA HA CPETHECY TOUHBIN
MIPUPOCT;

B2 — K03 PUIMEHT YaCTUIHOM PerpeccHu MOTPEOTICHHS CYXO0T0 BEIIECTBA HA META0OIHMUYECKY IO
Maccy Tena,

CCII; — cpenHecyTOYHBIN IPUPOCT 3a TIepro ¢ 8 10 15 mecsies, Kr;

MMT; — meTabonurueckast Macca Tella B CepeliHe TIepruo/1a UCIIBITaHUs, KT;

€ — OCTaToK.

Ocratounoe norpebnenue kopMa (RFI;) mpencrasnser coboli pasHUIly MexIy (akTHYECKHUM H
0KHUJIAEMBIM TIOTpeOJIEHHEM CyXOro BelecTBa. TakuM o0pa3oM, 4YeM HUKE JJAHHBIN [T0Ka3aTenb, TeM d¢-
(hexTUBHEE KUBOTHOE HCIIONB3YET KOPM.

CratucTnyeckasi o0padorka. B pacuérax MCIosb30BaIM aJTOPUTM MHOXKECTBEHHOM perpeccuu
nporpamMmsbl «Statistica 10.0.» (Stat Soft Inc., CIILIA). OnucaTenbHy0 CTATUCTHKY MPOBOJWIHA MPOTPaM-
Moit «Microsoft Excel» («Microsoft», CILIA).

Pe3yabTaThl HCCIETOBAHMIA.

3HAYUTETBHBIX MEXKIPYIIIOBBIX Pa3IHUUil MO0 MOEAAEMOCTH KOPMOB ObIYKaMHU HE HAOII0Aanoch
(tabn. 1). I[Ipu atom 3a nmepuox oT 8 g0 15 Mec. ObIUKHM KaHAJICKOW CEJICKIIMH UMETH MPEUMYINECTBO 110
MOEaeMOCTH KOPMOBBIX cpenctB. Tak, monomusik 111 rpymmmsr motpebmn cena Ha 12,2-30,4 kr (1,33-3,37 %), ce-
Haxka Ha 33,5-57,7 xr (2,06-3,60 %) Oomnbllle IO CpaBHEHHUIO CO CBEpCTHHKaMH. KOHIIEHTpHUpPOBaHHEIE
KOpMa (STYMEHb U JKMBIX ITOJICOJIHEYHUKOBBIN) MTOCTATUCH BCEMH TIOJIOTTBITHRIMUA OBIYKAMHU OJTHHAKOBO.

3a mepro/1 UCIIBITAHUS 110 COOCTBEHHOM MPOJTYKTUBHOCTH (OT 8 10 15 Mec.) OBIYKH pa3HBIX AKOJIO-
ro-reHeTudeckux rpym norpeduwmm 1495,0-1520,5 xopm. en., oomenHoit sreprim — 17960,1-18329,0 Mk u
158,3-160,2 T mepeBapumoro nportenHa. [Ipr 3ToM OBIYKM UMITIOPTHOH CeNeKIy Ha (POPMHUPOBAHHE MPO-
JYKTUBHBIX KauecTB UCIoJib3oBanu Ha 12,4-25.5 kopm. en. (0,82-1,71 %) u oOMenHoit snepruu Ha 175,0-
368,9 MIx (0,96-2,05%) Gomnbliie aHATIOTOB U3 APYTUX IPYTIIL.

[Tocne oThéMa paroH KOPMIICHHUS MTOAOIBITHBIX TEIOK COCTOSIT U3 CEHA, CCHaXKa M KOHIICHTPATOB
(Tabmn. 2). Ténxu KaHAJCKON CeNeKUINN OTINYAIUCH JIydIleld MoenaeMocTbio ceHa Ha 24,1-45,3 xr (2,28-
4,37 %) u cenaxxa — Ha 48,2-84,7 kr (2,18-3,89 %) 1o CpaBHEHUIO CO CBEPCTHUKAMU U3 APYTUX IPYMIL
Nmu xe moTpebiaeHo Ooblile MUTAaTENbHBIX BEIIECTB: CyXOoro BemecTBa — Ha 35,9-65,5 kr (1,84-3,41 %),
KopMoBBbIX enuuul — Ha 20,8-37,8 kr (1,52-2,80 %), oOMeHHOM sHepruu — Ha 298,8-546,3 MIx (1,70-
3,15 %) u nepeBapumoro nporenHa — Ha 2,2-4,0 kr (1,60-2,94 %). MuHUMaNbHOE KOJMYECTBO MUTATEb-
HBIX BEUIECTB C KOPMOM IOJIYYIHII MOJOAHSK Y PajIbCKOIO THIIA TepedOopIoB.
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Tabnuna 1. [loTped/ieHHe KOPMOB U MUTATENbHBIX BellIeCTB ObIYKAMHU Pa3HbIX IKOJIOI0-
TeHeTHYeCKHMX I'Pyni 3a nepuoj ot 8 1o 15 mec. (B pacuére Ha 0THO :KUBOTHOE)

Table 1. Feeds and nutrition intake by bulls of various ecological-genetic groups in period
from 8 to 15 months (per 1 animal)

I'pynna / Group
Moxaszarens / Indicator Ypanbcknid KaHa/ICKasl CelleKus X KaHaJCKasl
repedopn / Ypaabckuii repedopa / cejiekius /
Ural Hereford | Canadian selection x Ural Hereford |  Canadian selection

CeHo pa3HOTpaBHOE, KT /
Hay of mixed herbs, kg 902,4 920,6 932,8
Cenax, xr /Haylage, kg 1604,0 1628.,2 1661,7
Humenw, ke /Barley, kg 354,0 354,0 354,0
JKMBIX TIOICOTHEYHUKOBEIH, KT /
Sunflower cake, kg 354,0 354,0 354,0
B xopmax conepxwurcst / Feeds content:

CyXOTO0 BEIIeCTBa, KT / dry matter, kg 1882,0 1905,1 1926,2

KOPMOBBIX €JIUHHIL, KT /feed units, kg 1495.,0 1508,1 1520,5

obmeHHoH sHepruu, M/J[x /

metabolizable energy, MJ 17960,1 18154,0 18329,0

MepeBapuMOro MPOTEerHa, KT /

digestible protein, kg 158,3 159,3 160,2
KonuenTtpauust O3 B 1 kr cyxoro
Beecta, MJ[x / Metabolizable energy
concentration per 1 kg of dry matter, MJ 9,54 9,53 9,52

Tabnuia 2. [loTpedeHne KOPMOB H MHTATEIBLHBIX BEIIECTB TEJIKAMH Pa3HBIX IKOJIOI0-
reHeTHYeCKHX rpyni 3a nepuoj or 8 10 15 mec. (B pacuére Ha 01HO :KHBOTHOE)
Table 2. Feeds and nutrition intake of heifers of various ecological-genetic groups in period from

8 to 15 months (per 1 animal)

I'pynna / Group
Moxasarens / Indicator Ypaabckuii KaHa/ICKast CesleK s X KaHaJACKa ce-
repedopa / Ypaabckuii repegopa / Jekuus /
Ural Hereford | Canadian selection x Ural Hereford |  Canadian selection

CeHo pa3HOTpaBHOE, KT /
Hay of mixed herbs, kg 1035,5 1056,7 1080,8
Cenax, xr /Haylage, kg 21787 22152 2263,4
Samens, kr /Barley, kg 204,0 204,0 204,0
JKMEIX MTOICONMHEYHUKOBEIH, KT /
Sunflower cake, kg 204,0 204,0 204,0
B xopmax coneprxurest / Feeds content:

CyXOro BellecTBa, Kr / dry matter, kg 1923,2 1952,8 1988,7

KOPMOBBIX €IMHUIL, KT /feed units, kg 1351,7 1368,7 1389,5

obmeHnHoOH 3HEprIn, MJIx /

metabolizable energy, MJ 17322,7 17570,2 17869,0

MepeBapuMOro MPOTEHHA, KT /

digestible protein, kg 136,2 137,9 140,1
Konnentpanusa O B 1 xr cyxoro
Berecta, M/l / Metabolizable energy con-
centration per 1 kg of dry matter, MJ 9,01 9,00 8,99
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TaxuM 00pa3oM, ypoBeHb KOPMJIEHHSA ObLIT JOCTATOYHO BBICOKHM, a COCTAaB pAIFiOHA IO CBOEH
CTPYKType M SHEPreTHYECKON IIEHHOCTH BIIOJIHE yIOBJIETBOPSUI OPTaHMW3M PacTYIIETO MOJIOJHSKA BO BCEX
BU/IaX TIMTATEIbHBIX BEIIECTB, YTO CIOCOOCTBOBAIO MPOSBICHHIO JKUBOTHBIMU TPUCYIINX UM MPOTYyKTHB-
HBIX Ka4eCTB.

BbIuky KaHAJICKON CENEKIMU CYLIECTBEHHO MPEBOCXOJUIN CBEPCTHHKOB MO BEIMYHHE BECOBOTO
pocta (tabn. 3). Tak, K KOHIly MepHOAa HCIIBITAHMSA 10 COOCTBEHHOH NMPOMYKTHBHOCTH MEXIPYIIIOBBIE
pasnuuus nocturanu 40,0-58,8 kr (8,80-13,51 %; P<0,001) B mons3y »kuBotHbIX 111 rpynmel. 1o cpennecy-
TOYHOMY MPHUPOCTY ObLIa Takke 3aduKcHpoBaHa BhICOKOOCTOBepHas pasHuia (P<0,001). MuauMansHOM
METaboJIMYeCKON Maccoil Tena B cepellMHe Mepuoja UCIBITaHUS XapaKTepHU30BalUCh OBIYKH YPaIbCKOTO
THna repedopacKoi MOPOIBL, KOTOPHIE YCTyHald cBepcTHHKaMm Ha 2,19-6,21 kr (2,74-7,38 %; P>0,05,
P<0,001).

Tabnuna 3. XapakTepucTuka repeopackux 0bIYKOB Pa3HbIX IKOJIOTr0-reHeTHYECKUX TPYIII
110 BECOBOMY POCTY M NMOTPeOJIeHHI0 KOpMa
Table 3. Live weight and feed intake in Hereford bulls of various ecological-genetic groups

I'pynna / Group
Moxasarens / Indicator Ypanbckuii KaHajcKasl celleKuus x KaHa/ICKast ceslek-
repedopa / Ypaasbckuii repedopa / uus / Canadian
Ural Hereford Canadian selection x Ural Hereford selection

JKusas macca B 8 mec., kr /

Live weight at 8§ months, kg 230,0+3,78* 236,4+3,79 243,1+3,13
JKusas macca B 15 mec., kr/

Live weight at 15 months, kg 435,3+5,09%** 454,1+6,52%** 494,1+£9,18

CpenHecyTOUYHBII IPUPOCT
8-15 mec., kr / Average daily
gain at 8-15 months, kg
Merabonuueckas Macca Tela,
kr / Metabolic weight, kg
dakTryeckoe noTpedieHne
CyXOro Beltiectsa, Kr/ Feed intake, kg
OsxugaeMoe moTpedIeHue cy-
XOT'0 BEIIECTBa, Kr / Expected
feed intake, kg

OcraTouHoe moTpedieHne
CyXOTO BeIIecTBa, Kr /
Residual feed intake, kg

0,964+0,0200%**
77,88+0,693***

8,941+0,0110

8,907+0,0064***

0,034+0,0064***

1,022+0,023 1 ***
80,07+0,826**

8,941+0,0110

8,931+0,0082%**

0,010+0,0082%**

1,178+0,0365
84,09+0,966

8,941+0,0110

8,984+0,0121

-0,043+0,0121

ITpumeuanue: paszuuna orHocutensHo 11 rpynmer mocroBepHa * — P<0,05, ** — P<0,01, *** — P<0,001
Note: the difference relative to group III is significant * — P<0.05, ** — P<0.01, *** — P<0.001

Cpennee ¢dakTuyeckoe MOTPEOJICHHE CYyXOro BElIecTBa COCTaBIsIo 8,912 Kr B CyTKU. DTO MO3BO-

JIMJIO COCTaBHUTh CIICAYIOIIYIO MOZCIb IS OMUCAHMS MPOTHO3MPYEMOT0 MOTPEOICHUS KOPMa ITOIOIBITHBI-
MU OBIYKaAMHU:
CBoxarz, = 8,286 + 0,198 x CCn; + 0,006 x MMT; + ¢;

AHanu3 NOTYYCHHBIX JaHHBIX CBUACTEIBCTBYET, YTO IS TPOSIBIICHUS TIOKa3aHHOW MPOyKTHBHO-
CTH MOJIOJIHSAKOM KaHaJCKOW CeleKIUu oxuaanock 3arparutb Ha 0,053-0,077 kr (0,59-0,86 %; P<0,001)
CYXOTo0 BEIIECTBA B ICHL 0OJIbIIIE CBEPCTHUKOB M3 APYTUX rpymil. OIHAKO OBIYKH UMIIOPTHOTO MPOUCXOXK-
JIeHUS XapaKTepH30BAINCH Jrydiiet 3¢ dexTuBHOCTHIO (-0,043 KT) MCIIONB30BaHUS KOpMa, UCXOA U3 Pas-
HUIIBI MEXTY (aKTHISCKHM U 0XKHJACMBIM MTOTpeOIeHnEM cyXxoro BemiectBa. Hanmenbmel 3¢ ekTuBHO-
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CTBIO BBIPAIIMBAHUSA CPEAN N3YyYaEMBIX 3KOJIOTO-TE€HETHYECKUX IPYMIT OTIINYAINCh )KUBOTHBIE Y PaIbCKOTO
tuna repedopackoi mopoxasl. Orn pacxomosanu Ha 0,024-0,077 kr GobIIe Cyxoro BEIecTBa B ICHb.

[Ipy KOHTPOJIBLHOM BBHIpAIIBAHUH TEOK-aHAJIOTOB 10 TMPOUCXOXK/ICHHUIO ObIYKaM OBLIO IOATBEp-
JKCHO 3HAUMUTENBHOE IIPEBOCXOJICTBO KAaHAJICKUX KMBOTHBIX 110 BEJIMUMHE BecOBOro pocra (tadum. 4). Ilpu
OJIMHAKOBBIX YCIIOBUSX KOPMIIEHUS U COJEP KaHHs BBICOKAs MPOLYKTUBHOCTb 0COOEH MMIOPTHOTO MpPOUC-
XOXJICHHS COMPOBOXKIATach MaKCUMAIbHOH 3(P(EeKTHBHOCTHIO BRIpalmuBaHus. Tak, MOKa3aTeilb OCTaTod-
HOTO TOTpedienus cyxoro Bemecta B VI rpymme cocramsut -0,049 kr, uyto Hmxke cepcTHul Ha 0,054-
0,092 xr (P<0,05-0,001). IIpu 3TOM B KauecTBE MOJEINIH, ONHUCHIBAIOLICH B3aMMOCBS3b BECOBOTO pOCTa U
pacxos KOpMOB y TEIOK, HCIIOJIB30BAIIH CIEYIOIIee ypaBHEHUE:

CBosarn. = 8,062 + 0,419 x CCN; + 0,011 x MMT; + ¢,

Tabmuia 4. XapakTepucTHKa repe)opacKuX TEI0K Pa3HbIX IK0JIOr0-reHeTHYeCKHX IPynn
10 BECOBOMY POCTY M MOTPedIeHUI0 KOpMa
Table 4. Live weight and feed intake in Hereford heifers of various ecological-genetic groups

I'pynna / Group
Mokasarens / Indicator Ypaabckuii repe- Kaﬂauucaﬂvce.nelcunﬂ X KaHaJcKasi
dopa / Ural Ypaabckuii repedopn / cejexuus /
Hereford Canadian selection x Ural Hereford | Canadian selection

JKusas macca B 8 mec., kr /
Live weight at 8 months, kg 221,0+£2,82%* 232,8+4,15 238,9+5,39
JKusas macca B 15 mec., Kr/
Live weight at 15 months, kg 366,5+3,76%** 383,4+4,61* 403,6+7,27
CpenHecy TOYHBIN PUPOCT
8-15 mec., kr / Average daily
gain at 8-15 months, kg 0,683+0,0168** 0,707+0,0205* 0,774+0,0125
MeTtabonnyeckast Macca Teja,
kr / Metabolic weight, kg 70,95+0,505%* 73,52+0,680* 75,83+1,114

daxrryeckoe NoTpediIeHHe CyXo-
TO BeliecTBa, Kr/ Feed intake, kg
OsxumaeMoe moTpedIeHue cy-
XOT0 BEIIecTBa, Kr / Expected

9,178+0,0164

9,178+0,0164 9,178+0,0164

feed intake, kg 9,134+0,0103%** 9,173+0,0121%* 9,226+0,0165
OcraTouHoe OTpeOICHHE Cy-
XOro BellecTBa, Kr / Residual
feed intake, kg 0,043+0,0103%** 0,005+0,0121* -0,049+0,0165

ITpumeuanue: pazuuna orHocutensHo 11 rpynmer mocroBepHa * — P<0,05, ** — P<0,01, *** — P<0,001
Note: the difference relative to group III is significant * — P<0.05, ** — P<0.01, *** — P<0.001

OO0cyskaeHne N0JIy4eHHBIX Pe3y/IbTaTOB.

®dakTopsl, AeTepMuHupyloue pazaudus B nmapamerpe RFI cpenu kpymHOro poraroro ckora, 0

cux mop maino u3ydensl (Connor EE et al., 2013). OgHako psim aBTOPOB CBSI3BIBAET OCOOCHHOCTH HCTIONB-
30BaHUS KOpPMA C ITHUIIEBBIM MTOBEACHNEM U (r3rdeckoit aktuBHOCTHIO (Nkrumah JD et al., 2007; Golden JW et al.,
2008). UccnenoBanus Van Arendonk JAM c coaBropamu (1991) cBUIETEIBCTBYIOT, YTO IOKa3aTelslb
octaroyHoro norpebnenus kopma (RFI) heHoTHnHUeckn He KOppeIUpyeT C pasMepaMH Teja, CPeIHeCy-
TOYHBIM MIPUPOCTOM U MPOAYKTUBHOCTHIO. J[aHHBIN mapaMeTp B OOJBINEH CTEIIEHN XapaKTepU3yeT pasiiu-

yus B 06M6He BCHICCTB MCIKAY KUBOTHBIMH IO CPABHCHUIO C MTPOAYKTHBHBIMH Ka4€CTBAMU (CI'GWS DH JI',
2005).
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Kpowme Toro, nccnemoBanmst KaHaJCKUX YIEHBIX TTOKA3aJH, YTO CENEKINSI Ha COKpAIleHHE MToKa3a-
tenst RFI obecnieunt cHmkenue morpedienns kopmoB Ha 10-12 %, yMeHbIIeHHE TOTEPh MUTATEIbHBIX
BEIIECTB C HaBO30M — Ha 15-17 % u BRIOPOCOB MapHUKOBBIX ra30B B atMochepy — Ha 25-30 % 6e3 cyie-
CTBEHHOT'O BIIMSIHUS Ha JIpyTue MPOAyKTHBHBIE KadecTBa MscHOTo ckora (Alberta Agriculture, Food and
Rural Development, 2006).

B Hammx nccnenoBaHMSAX BIIEPBBIE IPOBEAEHA OIEHKA 3((EeKTHBHOCTH HCIIOIB30BAHHUS KOpMa
MSACHBIM CKOTOM C NPUMEHEHHEM I10Ka3aTellsi OCTaTOYHOIro MoTpedsieHns cyxoro BemecTBa. [Ipu sTtom
repeopACKUi MOJIOMHSAK Pa3HBIX HKOJOTO-TEHETUYECKUX TPYII XapaKTEpPHU30BaICS HE TOJIBKO pa3iuy-
HOW MHTEHCUBHOCTBIO BECOBOTO POCTa B MEPHOJA HCHBITAHUS MO COOCTBEHHOH NMPOIYKTHBHOCTH, HO H
3HAYUTEIBHO OTINYAJICS IO Pe3yJbTAaTHBHOCTH MOTPEONICHISI MUTATEIBHBIX BEUIECTB paruoHa. JKuBot-
HBbIE KaHAJICKOW CEJIEKIINH CYIECTBEHHO MPEBOCXOMIN KaK oTedecTBeHHbIX aHayoros Ha 0,077-0,092 kr
CyXOTO BeIlleCTBa B JIeHb, TaK U KpoccOpenuyto rpymnmny — Ha 0,053-0,054 kr. YcTaHOBJICHHBIN paHT pac-
IpeIeNeHIs KOIOTO-TeHeTUIECKUX TPYIIN, M0 HAlleMy MHEHHIO, CBSI3aH C ()aKTOM JUIUTEIEHOW CEeeK-
X TepeOpICKOro CKOTa KaHaICKUMH )KHBOTHOBOJIAMH C YUETOM H3ydaeMoro ImapaMeTpa.

BbiBoabI.

B pesynbpTare ncnbITaHUA 10 COOCTBEHHON NMPOAYKTHBHOCTH MOJOAHSKA repedopICKOi MOpoIs!
OBUTH OmpeseneHbl MOAETIH IS OIHCAHUS NTPOTHO3UPYEMOTO MOTpeOsIeHns KopMa OBIYKaMU M TENKaMHU
Pa3HBIX HKOJIOrO-TeHeTHYecKuX rpyni. C HCIob30BaHUEM NTOJTyUYEHHBIX MOJEIEeH YCTAaHOBIIIN MTOKa3aTe-
M octaTo4HOro rnorpedienns kopma (RFI). Brimtouenne naHHOTO mapaMeTpa B CeNeKIIMOHHBIE MPOTpaM-
MBI TTIO3BOJIUT CO3AATh BEICOKOI((GEKTUBHBIE CTala MACHOTO CKOTA.

HccaenoBanus BBINOJHEHbI B cooTBeTcTBHM ¢ miianoMm HUP ma 2019-2021 rr. ®I'BHY
®HII BCT PAH (Ne 0761-2019-0012)
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