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ABSTRACT

This study on the effect of different slaughter boar weights on production performance,
carcass, meat and fat quality provides the result that 90-100 kg of slaughter weight is the most
favourable. The average daily feed intake, feeding period, average daily gain, feed conversion
ratio and feed cost per kg. gain of boars at 90-100 kg slaughter weight tended to be better than
those of 110-120 kg (P>0.05} as slaughter weight increased, the growth rate and feed conversion
ratio of the pigs decreased. The experiment was conducted on thirty six crossbred (Large White
x Duroc x Seghers) pigs (30 kg initial weight). Four groups of pigs at various slaughter weights :
90, 100, 110 and 120 kg body weights were arranged in a Completely Random Design (CRD)
(9,9, 10 and 8 pigs for each group, respectively).

The effect of different slaughter weights on carcass quality (90, 100, 110 and 120 kg
body weight, respectively) identified in terms of dressing percentage (71.08, 71.89, 72.91 and
73.71 %, respectively), carcass length (75.67, 77.78, 80.95 and 82.60 cm, respectively), backfat
thickness (2.13, 2.30, 2.25 and 2.62 cm, respectively), loin eye arca (41.26, 45.92, 48.45 and
52.84 sq.cm, respectively) and lean cut (58.99, 58.18, 61.02 and 62.30 %, respectively) indicates
that carcass quality improves with increasing slaughter weights (P<0.05). Therefore slaughter

weight at 120 kg is the most desirable. The internal organ weights were found not significantly -



different among groups (P>0.05). In Thai style cutting the lean meat percentage tended to be
highest in 100 kg slaughter weight (33.88, 35.57, 33.28 and 33.25 %, respectively).
Fat percentage of pigs at 120 kg slaughter weight was higher than those in other groups
{831, 9.36, 9.33 and 9.40 %, respectively) but bone percentage was lower (10.06, 10.04, 9.66 and
8.94 %, respectively) (P>0.05). ‘

The stady on meat quality indicated that pH value tended to decrease but the lightness
and redness of meat tended to increase with increasing slaughter weights (P>0.05). Water holding
capacity of meat such as drip loss and grilling loss tended to increase with increasing slaughter
weights so that pigs in 110-120 kg were less favourable than the others but thawing loss and
cooking loss were not significantly different among groups (P>0.05). The nutritive values of loin
chops in terms of water percentage tended to decrease with increasing slaughter weights (74.12,
73.66,73.37 and 73.27 %, respectively) but protein and fat percentages tended to increase (20.31,
20.64, 21.15 and 21.16 % and 2,01, 2.04, 1.96 and 2.19 % in 90, 100, 110 and 120 kg body
weights, respectively} (P>0.05). However, the sensory evaluation provides the result that the
scores of tenderness and juiciness were highly favorable for pigs at 90 kg slaughter weight (3.36,
3.31, 3.11 and 3.19; respectively, P>0.05; 3.39, 3.19, 3.14 and 3.13, respectively; P<0.01). These
are also consistent with high shear force values (30.45, 32.57, 35.91 and 35.95 N, respectively;
P<0.05). Furthermore, the scores of flavor (3.38, 3.31, 3.14 and 3.13, respectively; P>0.05) and
overall acceptability (3.43, 3.33, 3.13 and 3.26 in 90, 100, 110 and 120 kg body weights,
respectively, P<0.05) show that meat from pigs in 90-100 kg slaughter weights was more
preterred to that in 110-120 kg group.

For fat quality in terms of fat firmness of backfat, the TBA values of meat and fat tended
to increase with increasing slaughter weights (P>0.05). The skatole concentration in backfat was
found to increase with heavier slaughter weights (34.17, 35.22, 45.38 and 46.62 ng/g in 90, 100,
110 and 120 kg body weights, respectively; P<0.05). Testosterone concentration in blood serum
tended to decrease with increasing slaughter weights (228.00, 230.75, 194.50 and 182.00 Dg/ml,
respectively; P>0,05). The results from this experiment can suggest the conclusion that boar meat
from pigs at 90-100 kg slaughter weights is more acceptable by consumers compared to other

slaughter weight groups.



