A a A

y d @ 1 1 a
‘ﬁi’]ﬁﬁﬁ)‘ﬂﬂ]uwuﬁ Naﬂ]ﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁ’)u@’lﬂ’liﬂﬂ’lﬂﬂ’f]ﬂ'lﬁ'li"lgljullagalfuﬂsllﬂﬁ

Y dy 1 dy A v
NAMNIUDADAUNTWHBVBINTSUDNU

Alje UNANIYANT 10AT

a Y a I 4
USyan MNAAATUHIVUNA (NHATATAT) AAIFTAT

A= a a J v o a
AnzNISUMSNUSnE INentinus 7. A3, AYVY INTANTN sesunssums
% = a J
3. A5. MeA%y NesAall NITUNIT
% ]
UNNEd

Y
MIANYINAVOITEAVDINITHO: DINTUULAZFUAVOINA WD ABADNINFINIAL
Y v
AMMWIT 00N T2 WY (Bubalus bubalis) YunszHomad lunenidune) TaeruHumMInaaos
1 I 1
WUV 2 x 4 factorial 14 CRD (Completely Random Design) Taoutisoondly 2 NAUNITNANDINTY
daduenisvenuaoe sty 1dun ngui 1 (e1sHeTD: 911sTY; 50:50) NANT 2 (91113
Y v v v 4
WOTL: DIMNTVY; 30:70) Yl miinEuAwmden 315.9 aud 518.5 n Tansu mntiuinszdeodain
Y Y
vazriufionsyiionn4 nawiie 1AUR infia  spinatus  (IF), Longissimus dorsi (LD), M.
9
Semitendinosus (ST) Moy M. Semimembranosus (SM) mﬁﬂmﬂmmmﬁa NANITNAADINUIN
9 v
] U ] v o aa o [ v I
AUMNYINUAAZNAUMINATDL LANA NAUNNEDA (p>0.05) drvs UMW 11aa Ty
Y v
n3aa1a (pH) tazA s i (conductivity) Tinanaeiu mdveuionudi nsziiongui 2 1
1 1 U U d‘ 1 ] 1 = = A
AMNUAIN (L*) aNINGUT 1 (p<0.001) 1A THNUAMUHANAUBIANTLAL (a%) HazAITINE 09
dy A oA = 3 J dy ' VoA ' = 3’ <] Y
(b*) (HoNTLUDNYUN 1 mﬂaammmm%ugwamqw 2 (p<0.05) MM IFtaeUIvULINY (drip
Y v v
loss) YBUHBNANT 2 GINIINGUA 1 o8N TBH N Y (p<0.05) 1A INTHARDANUUANA 1UDIAN

[
[] o

4 1 Y 1
FUB VDU I 099 INMIATINFY usiilonszilonguil 2 UAINITHY (thiobarbituric acid reactive
@ 4 S o ' ' < Y.
substance; TBARS values) 113U# 6 v0amanuingandngui 1 (p<0.001) taznsa luiin
docasahexaenoic acid (C22:6 n-3; DHA) lungui 2 ganainguil 1 (p<0.01) ta lunuanuuanag
1 v 4
iiesnnosnaadlunsa ludiu lududuFesdounanua (poly unsaturated fatty acid, PUFA) @14
a2 dy A ' oA ' oA £ g
Ysinavesnommassoaluilonszdonuingui 2 gandngui 1 (p<0.05) Fuilullums
= v W J I 4 % tﬂy = g 1 [V Y d" = zﬂy =
@ernunulodidua ludulwilouaz lasndiwe lsa dauilaveninnduuile mdiiiolinam

Y v Y
uanaNnu TagA1L*, a* uagb* gegalundwile ST uadigalunduuiio LD (p<0.001)



s ~ ' /3 o A s3I (A S
pansznouman wun nlesiuannuiudigalu LD wesisud llsaugagalu sMagalu
1 S @ o % 9 tﬂy & o @ d o 4 @ =]
IF uanlesidua ludugegalundmilo LD deduiusnuesdlsznovves luiiuTagll
J o 1A o A §
pantlsznovvensa luiu lududuFedou (PUFA) 590 uag n6-PUFA 591 gelunduile LD
] = [ a = 4 1 o 9 [ a A
(p<0.05) lflﬂlmﬂ?ﬂﬂﬂiﬂ?mqﬂiﬂalcﬁﬂqiﬂLmﬁﬁﬂﬂlﬂl1%ﬂﬂﬂiﬂ1ﬂlﬂ@tﬁﬁl@]@ﬁ@ﬁ ﬂﬂqqq@ju
Y v v Y v
ndmiile IF uadigalu LD dwsunsa ludududmugegalundmnile IF uazdigalu LD

' - Qe & A ' = Y 2
(p<0.05) mmsqiy,mﬂuWmmammmﬂmiazmﬂwquqqﬂiu SM Llﬁgiﬂ\mﬂ‘lﬂuﬂﬂﬂmﬂﬂﬂ

k4
v % 1

AN IF, LD tag ST 1,1,@1"lajwummgmwhwmﬂ’gmﬁuﬁwmmamn%uﬁq 3 nd e (p>0.05)
AT UAWTIAARNTY (shear force value) wnd i sM UAGIgA 509090170 ST, IF 1Ay LD
a1y dmsuaneaanausiia iazaenuiliagagalu IF tag ST éim(@sl,u LD (p<0.001)
Lm'miqﬂgg?rmfnﬁmmﬂmiéfu Wu’hqaq@“luﬂéﬁmffa IF azd1galu LD uag SM

=)

H Y
mﬂﬂTiﬂﬂﬂfNW‘U’ﬂﬂi%‘ﬁﬂﬂquﬁ 1 ANITONMNNINGA ﬂﬂ!ﬂWW%WﬂLLﬁzﬂmﬂWWLﬁ@ﬂﬂ’N

Y

A oA 4 dy = dy ' 4 dy a A :JI 9 ]
NITUDINQUN 2 Taonaiuiio LD HAUMNNWUDFINIIINANUDYUADY T]\'iﬂ’ﬂiJﬁﬁﬂiﬂiUﬂﬁQiJlﬂ

Y Y
GUEN!ﬁfJ AMUTIAaNU Usununeaaau ﬂ?iﬂﬂlﬂf)!ﬂﬁ!ﬁ@ﬁﬂmlﬂ%ﬂ1ﬂ1‘iﬁu"ll®\uﬁ@



Thesis Title Effects of Roughage and Concentrate Ratio and Muscle Type

on Meat Quality of Finishing Mature Buffalo

Author Miss Chutima Petra
Degree Master of Science (Agriculture) Animal Science
Thesis Advisory Committee  Assoc. Prof. Dr. Sanchai Jaturasitha Chairperson

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Therdchai Vearasilp Member

ABSTRACT

The effect of different feeding roughage:concentrate ratio (R:C) diet and muscle type on
carcass and meat quality of mature buffaloes (Bubalus bubalis) was conducted. Male Buffaloes
were fattened in single pen. The experiment was designed as 2x4 factorial arrangement of design
in completely randomized design (CRD). The feed regimens were divided in 2 groups by roughage
(R): concentrate (C) ratio; group 1 (R:C; 50:50) and group 2 (R:C; 30:70). The buffaloes were fed
from 315.9 to 518.5 kilograms of live weight. After slaughtering, meat quality was investigated in
4 muscles (Infraspinatus; IF, Longissimus dorsi; LD, Semitendinosus; ST W% Semimembranosus; SM).
The ratio of diet did not affect on carcass quality (p>0.05). Meat quality in terms of pH and
conductivity values was not significant. Meat color in terms of lightness value (L*) of group 2
was higher than group 1 (p<0.001) but there were not different in redness (a*) and yellowness
(b*) values. Moisture percentage of group 1 was higher than group 2 (p<0.05). Drip loss
percentages of group 2 was higher than group 1 (p<0.05). However, feed ratio did not affect on
juiciness score of sensory evaluation but thiobarbituric acid reactive substance values (TBARS
values) (after 6 days of refrigeration) of group 2 was higher than group 1 (p<0.001). The fatty acid
composition in terms of docasahexaenoic acid (C22:6 n-3; DHA) of group 2 was higher than group
1 but was not significantly different in polyunsaturated fatty acid (PUFA). Furthermore,
cholesterol content of group 2 was higher than group 1 (p<0.05). It was similar to the result of fat
percentage and triglyceride content. The muscle types had affected on meat quality in terms of
color value, LD had the highest of L*, a* and b*values. Chemical composition of LD had the

lowest moisture percentage but highest in fat percentage. SM had the highest of protein



percentage. Fat percentage was similar to fatty acid composition. It was shown that total of
complex polyunsaturated fatty acid (PUFA) and total n-6 PUFA were the highest in LD (p<0.05).
The result was similar to triglyceride content but was opposite on cholesterol content (IF had the
highest cholesterol and LD was the lowest). Total saturated fatty acid was the highest in IF, the
lowest found in LD). Thawing loss percentage of SM was the highest and gave the similar result
in IF, LD and ST. But the muscle types were not significantly different in juiciness score. SM had
higher shear force values than SF, IF and LD respectively. The result of insoluable collagen
shown that IF and ST was the highest (p<0.001) but boiling loss percentages of IF was the highest
but the lowest found in LD and SM.

The result showed that performance traits, carcass and meat quality of group 1 was
superior to group 2. Meat quality in terms of holding capacity, shear force values, collagen content,

cholesterol content and TBARS number of LD higher than those of I[F ST and SM.



