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Selection of AI boars  

 
Data limits

Five boar subgroups based upon the birth year of their progeny were created. 

Boars can be represented in more than one year group. The number of boars in the 

combined year groups ranged from 20 to 48 and there were between 2,990 and 10,482 

progeny per year group (Table 1). Estimated breeding values for the BLUP selected 

sires were derived using all information available in the across herd genetic 

evaluations of the NPIP while EBVs for the non-BLUP selected sires were derived 

from the performance of their offspring only. However, given the large number of 

progeny per AI boar, all EBVs were highly accurate with average accuracies of 0.93 

or 0.90 for average daily gain (ADG) and 0.97 or 0.94 for backfat (BF) in the BLUP 

or non-BLUP selected boar group.  
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 1995-1996 1998-1999 2000-2001 2003-2004 2005-2006 

Non-BLUP selected boars  11 9 5 11 6 

BLUP selected boars  14 26 15 37 21 

Non-BLUP selected offspring   1029 1609 842 1145 677 

BLUP selected offspring   1961 5799 2207 9337 2331 

 

EBV trends
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Variation between boars

There was considerable variation between boars for both growth rate (Figure 3) and backfat 

(Figure 4) EBVs. The variation in EBVs between boars within a group was larger than the 

differences in EBVs between boar groups. However, the best individual boars for each trait were 

selected based on EBVs since the late 1990s and the mean EBVs of the BLUP selected boars have 

been superior to the EBVs of the best individual non-BLUP selected boars since 2003-2004 in 

backfat and since 2005-2006 in growth rate.  

Profitability of pork production is affected by a number of traits. The larger range of EBVs in 

the BLUP boar groups indicates that breeders were taking a wider range of traits into account in 

addition to growth rate and backfat to target individual herd and market requirements. 

 

 

Combining EBVs for growth rate and backfat in the $Index
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Index comparison

The mean $Index ($/litter) was derived for the two boar groups as the mean average 

daily gain EBV of each boar group times $1.00 plus the mean backfat EBV of each group 

times minus $20.00. Please note, differences in feed efficiency or sow performance could 

not be considered in this simple $Index since no information was available for further traits. 

The comparison of the mean $Index for each group (Figure 7) shows that there was a minor 

superiority of $6 per litter for the BLUP selected boars in the 1995-1996 boar groups. 

However, by 2005-2006 this superiority had markedly increased to $56 per litter. 

 

Conclusions
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