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Study on growth performance, meat quality, carcass quality and
sensory evaluation of Pradu Hang Dam Chiang Mai 1 chicken raised
with commercial diet for native chicken and mixed diet
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ABSTRACT: The aim of study was to compare the growth performance, meat quality, carcass quality
and sensory evaluation of Pradu Hang Dam Chiang Mai 1 chicken raised with commercial diet for
native chicken and mixed diet. Two hundred and forty Pradu Hang Dam Chiang Mai 1 chicken with
1-day old were divided by 2 treatments with 3 replications (40 chickens per each replication) in
Completely Randomized Design (CRD). Chickens were given food and water ad libitum throughout
the experimental period (10 weeks). The study showed that Pradu Hangdam chicken raised with a
commercial diet for native chicken had higher growth performances, live weight, feed intake and
carcass quality than chicken raised with mixed diet (P<0.05). While the tenderness of breast muscle
of Pradu Hang Dam chicken raise with mixed diet was lower in shear force value than chicken raised
with a commercial diet for native chicken (P<0.05). Furthermore, the result showed that male chicken
was higher in shear force value than that of female in both breast and thigh muscle (P>0.05). However,
the water holding capacity in terms of cooking loss and thawing loss did not affect in both diets but
had effect in gender (P<0.05). In addition, the sensory evaluation score included tenderness, juiciness
and overall acceptability was higher in Pradu Hang Dam chicken raised with mixed diet group than
chicken raised with commercial diet for native chicken (P<0.05). Therefore, the results of this study
would provide useful information to support decision-making for farmers who interested in raising
Pradu Hang Dam chicken Chiang Mai 1. In order to adapt and develop the commercial of Pradu Hang
Dam chicken Chiang Mai 1 for sustainable commercialization.

Keywords: Pradu Hang Dam Chiang Mai 1 chicken, growth performance, meat quality, carcass quality, sensory
evaluation
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Table 1 Chemical composition of commercial diet for native chicken (CDN) and mixed diet (MD)

Chemical composition" (%) CDN MD

Dry matter 9.18 9.52
Ash 5.34 5.23
Crud protein 14.66 13.79
ME (kcal/kg) 2,625 2,650
Fat 2.89 2.52
Fiber 6.50 7.01

Price (Baht/kg) 14.67 12.37

/ . iy . .
"Chemical composition from proximate analysis
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Table 2 Effect of commercial diet for native chicken (CDN) and mixed diet (MD) on body weight,
feed intake and feed conversion ratio of Pradu Hang Dam Chiang Mai 1

ltem Diet SEM P-value
CDN MD
Body weight (g)
at 0 day 37.42 +0.44 37.36 £ 0.20 0.616 0.809
at 2 week 136.74 +1.13 136.70 £ 1.07 1.108 0.960
at 4 week 286.30 + 2.09* 282.36 + 2.00 1.512 0.026
at 6 week 511.32 £ 2.84** 499.84 + 2.84 2.116 0.001
at 8 week 770.66 +4.04** 758.80 + 3.97 1.779 0.003
at 10 week 1,077.66 £ 5.73** 1,041.36 £ 5.60 1.985 0.001
Feed intake (g)
at 0 — 2 week 181.34 + 3.08 181.41 +2.58 1.683 0.972
at 0 — 4 week 47414 + 4.41 471.04 £ 2.55 1.897 0.412
at 0 — 6 week 936.12 £ 6.77 930.22 + 5.67 2.498 0.312
at 0 — 8 week 1,664.80 + 6.69* 1,656.46 + 5.59 3.033 0.047
at 0 — 10 week 2,664.46 + 7.89** 2,645.53 + 8.54 2.728 0.003
Feed conversion ratio
at 0 — 2 week 1.83 £ 0.01 1.83+0.01 0.130 0.859
at 0 — 4 week 1.90 £ 0.01* 1.92+0.02 0.109 0.025
at 0 — 6 week 1.97 £0.01** 2.01+0.02 0.126 0.003
at 0 — 8 week 2.27 +0.02* 2.31+£0.01 0.134 0.017
at 0 — 10 week 2.59 + 0.02** 2.62 +0.01 0.122 0.008

* Means within rows with different superscripts were significant different (P<0.05)

** Means within rows with different superscripts were significant different (P<0.01)
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Table 5 Effect of commercial diet for native chicken (CDN) and mixed diet (MD) on sensory

evaluation of Pradu Hang Dam Chiang Mai 1

Item Diet SEM P-value
CDN MD

Sensory evaluation
Tenderness 4.23 5.50 0.104 0.027
Juiciness 4.25* 5.43 0.175 0.015
Flavor 5.74 5.82 0.342 0.746
Off flavor 2.70 2.69 0.289 0.851
Overall acceptability 5.52* 5.94 0.167 0.047

* Means within rows with different superscripts were significant different (P<0.05)
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