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ABSTRACT

Experiment was conducted to determine meat quality and amino acid composition of
finishing swamp buffalo fed with two levels of concentrate. Twelve swamp buffaloes at intitial
weight 203+19 kg were divided into 2 groups. The first group was fed with 1.5 % concentrate of
body weight and the second group was fed with 2.0 % concentrate of body weight. The buffaloes
were fattened in individual pen until the average body weight were 422+51 kg, then they were
slaughtered. Carcass was dressed with two styles; Thai cutting style and standard style. The
Infraspinatus (IF), Longissimus dorsi (LD), Semitendinosus (ST) and Biceps femoris (BF)
muscles were collected to analyze meat quality. This study was allotted in 2 x 4 factorial in
completely randomized design (CRD). The factors were levels of concentrate and type of muscle.
The result of this study found that the different levels of concentrate were non-significant
different effect for average daily gain (ADG), feeding period, carcass quality, pH, meat color, shear
force, collagen content and panel score (P > 0.05). But for the chemical composition and drip loss
were significantly different between these two groups (P < 0.05). The buffaloes fed with 1.5 %
concentrate of body weight had higher fat percentage and lower grilling loss percentage than
another group (P < 0.05). The fat quality found that swamp buffaloes fed with 1.5 % concentrate
were not significantly different for cholesterol content but they had higher triglyceride content
(P < 0.001) because of higher fat percentage (P < 0.05). For fatty acid composition found that
swamp buffaloes fed with 2.0 % concentrate of body weight had higher PUFA, PUFA:SFA, n—-6

and n — 3 but lower SFA than the other group (P < 0.05). The LD muscle of swamp buffaloes fed



with 1.5 % concentrate of body weight had higher histidin content than that of the other group
(P < 0.05). The swamp buffalo meat had highest glutamic acid, secondly was lysine and aspartic
acid, respectively. Lysine was highest essential amino acid, secondly was arginine and leucine,
respectively. The ST muscle had highest of lightness, redness and yellowness than the other
muscles (P < 0.001), but IF muscle had highest moisture and LD muscle had highest protein and
fat percentage. This study also found that types of muscle had affected on drip loss, thawing loss
and grilling loss (P < 0.05), which the LD muscle had highest drip loss and thawing loss, the IF
muscle had highest grilling loss. However, types of muscle were non-significantly different for
boiling loss (P > 0.05). The LD muscle had higher panel score than the other muscles, this result
was opposite to collagen content and shear force values. The IF muscle had high cholesterol
(P < 0.05) but LD muscle was not different for n-6: n-3 (P > 0.05), but was significantly different
for SFA, MUFA, PUFA, PUFA:SFA, total n-6, total n-3 and total FA (P < 0.001), which SFA
and total FA were found higher in LD than the others. The MUFA of ST was higher than the
other muscles. The highest value of PUFA, PUFA:SFA, total n-6 and total n-3 was found in BF.
This study concluded that the swamp buffaloes fed with 2.0 % concentrate of body weight had
better meat quality than buffaloes fed with 1.5 % concentrate of body weight. The LD muscle had
the best meat quality, because LD muscle had highest protein content and panel score as well as
glutamic acid. But there had lower collagen content, shear force values and TBARS than the other

muscles.



