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Effect of fermented durian peel by modified bacteria on growth
performance and carcass quality of growing-finishing pigs
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ABSTRACT: The objective of this study was to determine the effect of replacing concentrate feed with fermented
durian peel on growth performance and carcass quality of growing-finishing pigs. Eighteen crossbred pigs (9 males
and 9 females) were divided into 3 groups of 6 animals in a complete randomized design (CRD). The 1% group
(control group), the pigs were fed with 100% concentrate feed. The 2™ group was fed with 50% concentrate feed
and 50% fermented durian peel (FDP 50%) while the 3" group was fed with 30% concentrate feed and 70%
fermented durian peel (FDP 70%). Feeding period lasted for 90 days. The results showed the FDP50% and FDP70%
groups were affected to FCR higher (P < 0.05) and ADG tended to be lower than control (P < 0.05). The carcass
characteristics (color of redness) revealed that in FDOP 70% tended to be better than the control (P<0.05). Our results
suggested that replacement with 70% fermented durian peel could reduce feed cost and provide more profit.
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Table 1 Composition of ingredients in fermented durian peel

Composition Ratio (%)
Fermented durian peel 60.00%
Fermented soy-milk residue 32.00%
Rice bran 8.00%
Total 100.00%
Nutritive value (%)
Dry matter 33.76%
Crude protein 17.56%
Fat 2.70%
ADF 22.96%
NDF 28.92%

ADL 3.79%
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Table 2 Composition of ingredient in growing pig diets (20-60 kg.)

Treatment Dry matter Crude Fat Crude Fiber Cost (Baht/kg)
protein

Fermented durian peel 33.76 17.56 2.70 32.58 3.94

Control 87.00 16.00 3.00 7.00 15.33

FDP 50% 60.77 17.78 3.00 19.79 9.64

FDP 70% 50.28 18.48 3.00 24.91 7.36

FDP: fermented durian peel

Table 3 Composition of ingredient in finishing pig diets (60-100 kg.)

Treatment Dry matter Crude protein Fat Crude Fiber  Cost (Baht/kg)
Fermented durian peel 33.76 17.56 2.70 32.58 3.94
Control 87.00 14.00 2.00 7.00 14.67
FDP 50% 59.77 15.78 2.50 20.97 9.31
FDP 70% 49.65 16.49 3.00 25.19 7.16

FDP: fermented durian peel
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Table 4 Production performance of pigs
ltems Control FDP 50% FDP 70% P-value

Number of pigs 6 6 6 -
Initial weight (kg) 25.00+2.97 24.00+2.24 25.00+2.38 0.12
Final weight (kg) 90.20+25.04° 77.70+27.04° 76.20+26.86" <0.01
Body weight, 20-60 kg
Weight gain (kg) 33.10+17.40° 23.53+15.20 21.44+28.94° <0.01
ADG (g/d) 601.92+0.01° 427.78+0.01° 389.90+0.01° <0.01
FCR 3.33+0.20° 7.63+2.14° 9.51+6.06" <0.01
ADFI (g/d) 1,972.73 +0.01° 3,169.1+0.05" 3,487.27+0.02° <0.01
Body weight, 60-100 kg
Weight gain (kg) 32.13+15.90 29.96+12.30 29.94+11.98 0.47
ADG (g/d) 918.09+0.03 855.87+0.03 855.40+0.03 0.46
FCR 2.09+0.14° 3.29+0.47° 3.42+0.58" <0.01
ADFI (g/d) 1,857.14+0.03° 2,720.00+0.12° 2,800.00+0.08" <0.01
Body weight, 20-100 kg
Weight gain (kg) 65.24+19.13° 53.48+20.27° 51.38+21.35" <0.01
ADG (g/d) 724.88+0.01° 594.26+0.01° 570.93+0.01° <0.01
FCR 2.68+0.04° 5.08+0.21° 5.71+0.42° <0.01
ADFI (g/d) 1,928.90+0.06° 2,994.40+0.09° 3,220.00+0.05" <0.01

ADG = Average daily gain, FCR = Feed conversion ratio, ADFI = Average daily feed intake
2b.< Means with different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05, n=6)
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Table 5 Carcass quality of pig fed with fermented durian peel
Control FDP 50% FDP 70% P-value
Number of pigs 2 2 2 -
Back fat thickness (cm) 1.75+£0.41 1.78+0.89 1.96+0.91 0.23
Right carcass weight (kg) 37.50+0.22 38.30+0.31 37.40+0.45 0.40
Left carcass weight (kg) 36.90+0.55 37.40+0.54 36.85+0.56 0.71
Color L* 63.25+0.20" 67.12+0.18° 64.28+0.29" 0.03
a* 5.28+0.02° 4.94+0.05" 6.67+0.02° <0.01
b* 14.70+0.34 14.83+0.31 14.85+0.32 0.80
Carcass temperature (°C) 39.80+0.35 40.00+0.50 39.60+0.45 0.19
pH 5.70+0.09 5.90+0.01 5.68+0.03 0.45
Drip loss (%) 4.02+0.09° 3.87+0.08° 5.30+0.12° 0.02

(L*=lightness; a*=redness; b*=yellowness)
FDP: fermented durian peel

b, < Means with different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05, n=2)

IINWNANIANHIAUNUNINENGNTYU (Table 6) uignsiuemisunn sxdwmaliduyunisuanludiuvesdiems
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Table 6 Production cost and profit of pigs fed with fermented durian peel

ltems Control FDP 50% FDP 70% P-value
Feed cost in growing period (baht/kg.) 15.33+0.01° 9.64+0.01° 7.36+0.01° <0.01
Feed cost in finishing period (baht/kg.) 14.67+0.01° 9.31+0.01° 7.16+0.01° <0.01

2,958.75+0.16° 2,947.42+0.10° 2,419.68+0.72° 0.03
Pig price bought/pig (baht) 1,000.00 1,000.00 1,000.00 -
Pig price sold (baht/kg. liveweight) 68.00 68.00 68.00 -

Total feed cost (baht)*

6,133.60+0.17° 6,630.00£0.20°  6,528.00+0.51° <0.01
3,174.90+0.96" 3,736.10+£0.72°  4,082.10+0.78° <0.01

Pig price sold/pig (baht)*
Profit/pig (baht)*

2 b.¢ Means with different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05)

FDP: fermented durian peel

* Means FDP50%, FDP70% was calculated for 112 days, and the control was calculated for 90 days; Final weight of pigs should be
more than 90 kg.
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