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Reproductive Performance of SPF ICR Mice under Single Paired Mating
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Toxicology Research Center,

Korea Reseach Institute of Chemical Technology
SUMMARY

The reproductive performance of SPF ICR mice under single paired mating were examined to
get reproductive background data and to establish single paired rotational mating system.

average litter size was 15.4 + 2.0 heads : average

The results obtained were as follows :
weaning rate was 95.7 +4.9% ; sex ratio(male /female) was 1.09 + (.26 : average delivery inter-
val was 23.0 + 2.4 days.

It was given the largest litter size at the age of 121~150 days and in 2nd ~4th parities, but at
the age of under 90 days and in 1st parity weaning rate and delivery interval were higher and
shorter than those of the other ages and parities, respectively. In sex ratio, the number of male
litters was slightly increased from that of female litters.

The weaning rate of litters from dams which nursed 12 litters was the highest among those of
different litter sizes, and it was decreased dependent upon increment of litter size.

There were no differences among 4 groups for reproductive performance, therefore the present
study could have important sources for animal breeders who produce mice using the single paired
rotational mating system.

(Key words : reproductive performance, SPF ICR mice, single paired rotationa] mating system,

litter size, weaning rate, sex ratio, delivery interval)
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Age(day) Disparity in age
Group
male female (day)
A 57 64 7, male<female
B 68 54 14, male > female
C 60 53 7, male > female
D 57 71 14, male<female

Average age(day)60.5+8.6
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Table 2. Total average reproductive performance of ICR mice

(No. of dams : 165)

Trait Range Mean=+S.D.
Litter size(head) 2.0 ~ 18.8 154 £ 2.0
Weaning rate(%) 76.0 ~ 100 95.7 £ 4.8
Sex ratio(male /female) 0.60 ~ 2.13 1.09 = 0.26
Delivery interval(day) 20.3 ~ 34.0 23.0 £ 2.4
Table 3. Reproductive performance of ICR mice classified by group
Group  Delivery rate Litter size Weaning rate Sex ratio Delivery
(%)* (head) (%) {male /female) interval(day)
A 97.6(40 /41) 15.3%1.5 95.4+4.8 1.15+0.29 23.3+2.2
B 100 (43/43) 15.1x2.9 95.6+4.9 1.07£0.25 23.2+3.3
C 100 (40 /40) 15.8+1.2 97.0+3.5 1.07£0.23 23.1£2.0
D 95.5(42 / 44) 15.5+1.9 94.9+5.4 1.09+0.27 22.5+1.9

*No. of delivered dams /No, of dams
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Table 4. Reproductive performance of ICR mice classified by age

No. Age* No. of Litter size Weaning rate Delivery
(day) delivery(head) (head) (%) interval (day)

1 <90 160 13.6+22 98.2+ 4.6 21.6x1.8°
2 91~120 168 16.2+3.1% 97.3x 7.0¢ 22.8+3.3°
3 121~150 286 16.6+2.62 95.2+12.6 22.2+£2.7¢
4 151~180 166 15.6+3.2¢ 95.4+10.9 22.9+4.1°
5 181< 159 14.7x£3.5* 92.7£16.0 25.5x8.5
* Average age of first mating was 60.5+8.6.

a Significantly different from No.1 (p<0.05) in litter size.

b Significantly different from No.5 (p<0.05) in litter size.

¢ Significantly different from No.4 (p<0.05) in litter size.

d Significantly different from No.5 (p<0.05) in weaning rate.

e Significantly different from No.5 (p<0.05) in delivery interval.

Table 5. Reproductive performance of ICR mice classified by parity
Parity Delivery rate thter size Weaning rate Delivery
(%)* (head) (%) interval(day)

1st 98.2(165 /168) 13.4+2.4 98.2+ 4.5¢ 21.9+2.7°
2nd 97.6(164 /168) 16.4+2.0° 97.2+ 7.1¢ 22.7x3.4°
3rd 97.0(163 /168) 16.4+2.8® 96.9+ 9.3 22.5+3.5°
4th 96.4(162 /168) 16.4+2.7%® 93.8+14.5 22.7+4.2°
5th 94.6(159 /168) 15.7+3.3 94.7+134 24.8+8.0
6th 75.0(126 /168) 14.6+3.6* 92.7+£15.4 22.6+3.6°

* No. of delivered dams /No, of dams.

: Significantly different from 6th parity (p<0.05) in
: Significantly different from 4th parity (p<0.05)
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Table 6. Weaning rate according to litter size

Litter size No. of dams No. of suckling No. of weaning Weaning rate

(head) (head) (head) (head) (%)
<11 - a4 06 3 ol4

12 38 456 454 99.6

13 57 741 721 97.3

14 78 1,092 1,035 94.8
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