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Research and application of milk replacer for calves and lambs in China

TIAN Li',SONG Zhen',GUO Jiangpeng®®
(1.National Animal Husbandry Service/China Feed Industry Association, Beijing 100125, China;

2.Beijing Gengeral Station of Animal Husbandry Service ,Beijing 100107, China)

[Abstract] In the past two decades, the breeding level of young animals in China has been constantly

improved, which strongly supports the development of cattle, sheep and other herbivorous livestock breeding

industry. The research and development of milk replacers for calves and lambs are from scratch, the formula are

from imitation to completely independent innovation, the feeding management is from simple manual operation to

standardized, emerged a number of basic and applied research, formed a characteristic feed product research

and application system. In this paper, the researches and application of the nutrient levels, ingredients

composition ,feeding techniques of calf and lamb milk powder were summarized, in order to comprehensively

review the development status and trend of this special product.

[Key words] calf milk replacer;lamb milk replacer;nutrient levels;ingredients;feeding technology



