King Mongkut’s Agr. J. 2022 : 40 (3) : 315 - 326 MIANNEATNTEIDUNAT 2565 : 40 (3) : 315 - 326

Nﬁ‘lli]\iﬂ'lﬂ‘lsj"quLflEl\‘lﬁN"]uﬂiz‘U’)‘uﬂﬁit@uLLﬂU‘gLﬂ%ﬂﬁi@ﬁNiiﬂﬂﬂWﬂ']iﬂdaﬂ LS
A nenuaziilaluliile
Effect of Miang Residues Processed by Encapsulation on Growth

Performance, and Quality of Carcass and Meat in Broiler

snsal Fode! aigaal agnlve!” Jyswed Jaunal naas uglueiss! Juaun gassaudl! suIns Yyl
uAn NAURUA® uaz WAISIIUN 1ansses®
Niraporn Chaiwang?, Nuttawut Krutthai'*, Watcharapong Wattanakul!, Kulisara Marupanthorn?,

Jintana Suwannamanee!, Thanaporn Bunmee?, Jinda Glinoubon® and Phatthawin Setthaya*

unAnga

fnquszasdvoinsAnwiateiiflednuiuisufisuussavsnwmadulnslulefinveni
o Tngldnaluladiounaugadu soaussonmnisasyivls guameinuazdevedliiile
nsfnwedailtlidonienis (Ross308) wisooniu 4 nqu fie TL. nduaauau T2. nauiadu
ihifledagliiunszuaumsiouseugiadu T3, nquiliedutidoshunssuiunneusedyadu T4,
nauiiadulnslulefnmenisén Taeldlnguas 70 dlnsuvadu 5 619 az 14 Fasauviaun 280
i e wnsmuenudesnisvesliioniu NRC (1994) 1dgauu 5 Uasi 1neununsvaassiuy
completely randomized design (CRD) sﬁ’%ﬁumﬁmiwﬁ@mmwmﬂLLazLﬁaﬁuaﬂidLﬁa INNANTT
nasomuhanssnnnmsaigiuinveddefiaiuseindedusuuuuiiunndeiu wuinbmin
#1 Snsnsasaivlnadesotu Uszdns ammsasuemnsiluimings Tuduaaiit 4 was 5
uandegeiifedfynisada (P<0.05) Uunaemisiinuld wuanuumnsndluddanmid 5 ng
PuRuRueIIINNTignet1slittddmeadi (P<0.05) Aunwenn wuimimdnddie dwiinen
gu tniinendu wdedusuuandisegeitfoddameadd (p<0.05) luduauamidoonuas
azlnnnuinesdusznounand anudunsasined 45 uniivdsdadneg Aeuidudung wansg
agellludAgnsatinTeninngun1smease (P<0.05) éf’m%’ummsqzyLﬁaﬂ;ﬁmﬂmsaxmawumm
uanansluioonegailddynisadd (P<0.05) Aufuannuisedasulddnisldidosiou

Lanvmalulaguazimunnisinuns ansmalulagnisinens uimnivendesivigdesn Suriadedud 50300

! Division of Agricultural Technology and Development, Faculty of Agricultural Technology, Chiang Mai
Rajabhat University, Chiang Mai, 50300, Thailand

2 @RS AMZINYATAAASLATNINYINTETINYIA UNTINGIRENLLY T TANELEN 56000

2 Division of Animal Sciences, School of Agriculture and Natural Resources, University of Phayao, Phayao
56000, Thailand

3 anedudnamans Anzinyasmans nivedeguasvsll dminguasivsiil 34190

3 Department of Animal Science, Faculty of Agricultural Ubon Ratchathani, University, Ubon Ratchathani,
34190, Thailand

* gaotuiseIvenmansuazinalulad wnineduidesiunl Yadiadeslud 50200

4 Science and Technology Research Institute, Chiang Mai University, Chiang Mai 50200, Thailand

* Corresponding author: nuttawut_krut@cmru.ac.th



316 MIATNYATNITLIVUNET 2565 : 40 (3) : 315 - 326

nsrvILMseuLAUglatuiinaseasInnmMnNdn A nenkazile Inelviadiieuwiiunsly
Tnslulefinnianisd
AdAey: Wdles unadgadu Insluledin Auninein AnnmLie

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to compare the effects of Miang residues processed
by encapsulation for probiotics on broiler growth performance, and the quality of carcass
and meat. This study used commercial broilers (Ross308) divided into 4 groups: Control group
(T1), Miang residues without encapsulation (T2), Miang residues processed by encapsulation
(T3), and Commercial probiotic (T4). Applying a completely randomized design (CRD), this
study used 70 broilers for each group which was further divided into 5 replicates of 14
broilers. A total of 280 were used for this experiment. The experimental diets were
formulated according to the National Research Council (NRC, 1994), and the broilers were
raised for 5 weeks. According to the effect of Miang residues processed by encapsulation for
probiotics on growth performance, and the quality of carcass and meat in broilers, it was
found that the growth performance of broilers fed with Miang residues different in terms of
body weight (BW), average daily gain (ADG), feed conversion ratio (FCR) in the fourth and fifth
weeks were statistically different (P<0.05). Moreover, in the fifth week, the control group had
the significantly highest feed intake (FI) (P<0.05). Regarding the carcass quality, it was found
that live weight, hot carcass weight, cold carcass weight, and total offal showed statistically
significant differences (P <0.05). For meat quality in the breast and thigh, the result revealed
that chemical composition, pH at 45 minutes post-mortem, and Redness value (a*) had
statistically significant differences between the experimental groups (P<0.05). In addition,
there was a significant different thawing loss in breast meat (P<0.05). Therefore, under this
research condition, it could be concluded that the use of Miang residues processed by
encapsulation has effects on growth performance, carcass and meat quality of broilers, which
are comparable to the use of commercial probiotics.
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InNsrUILNMInnANsIIITRdLlnglAinINN1sinuvedunidlungy Lactic acid bacteria
waz\¥o91 lnenuindefinusnitgn Ao Lactobacillus plantarum wagfisesui Lactobacillus
fermentum ﬁLLt’JﬂmﬂLﬁmﬁﬂmﬁ'ﬂwmzLﬂuiwﬂviaaﬂ (Okada et al., 1986; Tanasupawat et al,,
2007; Klayraung et al., 2008) Lﬁmﬁaqﬁﬂssﬂawaﬂiwﬁﬂuaa%ﬂLi‘]wﬁﬂuﬂzjmmimﬁﬁwumﬂu
fiv Inditueatiunldandn walsl vuder v ayulng wiouna Jesuazlniung wuindidnenm
daasuiUgUAIMeE1IN 19N (Szliszka & Krol, 2011) nsAnwdwaunuansliliudsUselowd
yespwnsfigausgrlatliuesd udinmaduansiunsdniaunaglseiilauazvasnidensiud
unuwilunstestulsafiinananuidesnesvese forzinag Tusnne Tudlagtugaamnssums
Foadnfldusuaeuis mananliaenadastumiudosmsvasuslaalasannisldansiad nsld
g1UFT 1z (antibiotic) kazansdaasgsiiaiuasluemsdniiioissnisiasgiAule (antibiotic
growth promoter; AGP) flesaniinsnniswesansoglusdnsamiudwihliAnnadesoqunimes
Auilan 1wy ansngumnsdendu (tetracycline) vlimaduemsiaund ufivdenszan uax
viligfidhuniuvesianie siliinisldansildansssumdnnaialuensdnd dnivinisemns
Fniidenld Inslulendifinisfnwuniian Ae nguuuafiiensauanin Feanunsawulévialua
sysumAnazilugdunsd microflora lussuumaiueimsvesdninazuywd wWu L. acidophilus,
L. salivarius, L. plantarum \Jusu (Murry et al., 2004) Asiasuinslulednmandluemisla
anunsadudsnsiasaivlnues Escherichia coli waz Salmonella spp. ludnld dwaliannis
Vuidouveswnainuuaiiiiesswinanistiunazield (Khaksefidi & Rahimi, 2005; Kabir, 2009)
Tnslulofniinaseusyansnmnsaiauivle iiuanuansalunisiueyyadassuazamn o
voslaidle (Bai et al, 2017) MnaaanTAfana1Insliimundeainnisnszuiumsadndes v
Tumssuddlunsadyuesuniise wardunidinelselunisuadnild uasinadoaussnninms
WA A deuazen FramdumaifagmdefeminanumsuldlfiAayssloviossduauas
avan sdadunsannislfanaeisunmelumadodnifoananiannds nathafeseruilag
wazdaandenldsne uimnieauvidinslulefnuniduluovnsviondnfusiaiuomnsviud agll
AavsgAnsamegadud fadudsinsiuadealulesiouwatyaduintssyndldidodniiy
Tnslulefnluthides axdwalifusnmnissentinvesqauvidinslulofin walulaflousalgiadu
\Wumedafitieiiumnuasihvessad Jeatunisvhareaingamngl Aty URs AT Bnviadiu
gn31N15500T3AkATAILAIRITOLTAATENIIN1THARLEENISAY naTateunaUgadulu
nsTUIUMSYeRLANsILALNANBANT RN iletasliueIuAnYesan suNUNAtsuasyilYiLAR
sruunsUanvdesansununans auisamuauUTa LatlunsUandaes LaguInuifeInis
Uanudos Tanuszasdnismnassiiiiofnwnavesnisiaduriudseitliiiuuagsinunssuiunis
uualgadusoansnnInNIIHEn A niasidoluliide
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wirdunnngy TWenmnaaesarindunuudiud (ad libitum) sesfiudisunau AIUANY N
melulsadeuit 30-34 °C Ingldmaonliinliasadng uazanusugu Insudsesnifu 4 nqu Ae
T1 = nduaugu (shasaiudlon T2 = nduiliedudifednslbnunssuaunsieusagadu T3 =
nauladuinidesinunszuiunsiousagiady T4 = nduiiaduinslulofinnansdn Tngldlingu
ag 70 # lnsudadu 5 419 ay 14 i layndld¥uemsdnsasy udasuianmundean
nszUIUNSKAMTes 100 ndw/Alansues Tungunismeass T2 uaz T3 lngonswuadudmsu
1A 2 91 Aa 1) lausnifingls 3 dUnv (Starter; TWshu 22%) uag 2) lieneg 3-5 U9 (Grower;
TUsilu 219%) fansenmnseng 9 isaneduaudosnisvestitiienty NRC (1994) dwsunisin
wuuaUgaiaty tnindeneuuaugais frouoalmindniu DE 10 TuuTuuarududu 5% lag
dminseusunng (wA) nauliidatu wdnhndedluruisuunudes Tagvinisuaems
dnfaguudnimsindlodlunan mslfiaduindumunslseandng sululs viasnaudniau uas
faranadaanlseilnlutud 0 wasviirdusiumasnausniavuarinanadalutuil 7 saudash
Feguiilulslutudl 14 gpsmamaaewudiiu MsvaaesinumseyliRlviduiunsdedninaaes
MeIMermans aninendesvindedul lavfl CMRU-IAD 002/2564
AUTIANINAIINER LLazqmmweznmLamﬁa

MN15TUANTeyaaussanImAIsHan laun dmidniade (average weight) §51n13
Wwiiulniad e (average daily gain: ADG) USunaue1m1s7 Auldiad o (feed intake: FI) way
Uszdnsammsiasuemis (feed conversion ratio: FCR) wazidlensuszaynsnnans damiin
wdsINAaDs MIfnwsnvazen Sufintminneusazndeen Wetuitndmdniinaga dhmin
YUY ﬁwmﬁuﬁzﬁﬁuﬁqmuqﬁ 4 °C \uan 24 Falus Yufindanenniu mndushnnssinuds
TauA5 w9 Jaturasitha (2004) Lito TR men Tasnisaatuiindmindudiusieg Idun on
axlnn wes In ude warlase Muwandesifudann uasesifustudndauss dmsunisusudiv
AT EBUsENOUME MIlinTsiesdusznaumanil saiBuss AOAC (1995) YariAuidunsn
dnswouiioenuaralnndl 45 unit uaz 24 Flumddninie deweies pH - meter (Model 191,
Knick, D - Berlin, Germany) ?ﬂﬁﬁﬁ’mm%“ad Minolta Chroma Meter (Model CR - 400, Minolta
Camera Co., LTD., Osaka, Japan) duiinAa1aauaing (lightness, L*) A1dwAs (redness, a*) Lazfl
Fmdoq (yellowness, b*) LLazimiﬂzﬁmmmmadumﬁmﬁwaﬂLif@ (Jaturasitha, 2004)
N5 NBAUNNSNAADILAZILATIZHAINISEDAR

AUTTONINAITNA R LLﬁSﬂmﬂWW%WﬂLLaSLﬁya WHUNITNAADILUU CRD (Completely
Randomize Design) 3iaszisie ANOVA feyailldtiluiFeuiisumnuunnsssninadiadslng

75 Duncan’s new multiple range test (P<0.05)

NANISANEILAZIVNTAL
NAN1IVARDI9IN Table 1 uansisaussanmnisiasasiviavadinideiiasusedudody
EﬂLLUUﬁLLG}ﬂﬁiNﬁuﬁﬂﬁ T1 = nquemualildsunnasuduiles 12 = nquiiesudhidedaslism
nszUILMsIeULAUYIaTY T3 = ﬂajuﬁLa'%:mfwLﬁmm'mﬂszmumiLauLLszgLasi‘J"u uag T4 = naudl
wsulwslulednmanisin wuimimdnsalreasluudazdunnyi (body weight: BW) luduawiil 1-2
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linueuuandnaeadi (P>0.05) ludUnsiil 3 nauarvauivmindatesniingudueeied
fodfmaada (P<0.05) ludunid 4-5 wudinguaiuauuaznauiiasuindselnglatu
nsrvrumseuwadgady Suiminddesniinguindsseunalgadusasinglulofnegiad
Todfyn19adn (P<0.05) SnsnisiaSaiulnadesot (average daily sain: ADG) TudUnvidi 1-3
liwuanauansemaada (P>0.05) usludUansiil 4 nduemuauiasnguildnguiiasuthidedagll
FunsEUIUMTeuLAUTaty ﬁé’mwmﬁLf\ﬁz:glﬁ'uimLa?{aﬁiaifuﬁaﬂﬂ’j’mzjmf’lLﬁmwmmﬂﬁzujl,asn"’mmg
Tnslulefnegnafidoddmsedn (P<0.05) wagludUniiil 5 nqumueuiisnsnsaigydvlnede
sejutfesfignetslifsddynieada (P<0.05) aenAdasiunismnAasIves Siiwan et al. (2008)
vmsaneluldienuinnsasuInslulednluemsiniderlissansammsasyivinvesls
deifiniu uazn1smnaeses Afsharmanesh & Sadaghi, (2014) :esuiiinslulefinanunsntae
Lﬁm”mwmiw%mﬁvimmlﬁLﬁa LLasmimUﬂwﬁyadaIiﬂ Wy 1o Salmonella spp. (Tellez et
al,, 2012) Tspdldsniauuuuiionis (necrotic enteritis) Jayaraman et al., 2013) uaglsadaluln
(Dalloul et al., 2003) dvsulszansamnsasueinsidutmiinga (feed conversion ratio:
FCR) Tudun1idl 1-3 lainuanuuandnsnisadd (P>0.05) Tudunvd 4-5 wudnusz@nsaimnns
Wasuownaiduimin NANAIUAY ﬂajﬂ,nfwLﬁENLauLLmJﬁgLa%’uLLazIWi"LUIaﬁﬂﬁmﬁaaﬂdwﬂfjuﬁlé’
nauilasinidedagliiunssuiunsieusaugaty sgditeddymaada (P<0.05) Tudauves
USunaemsfiAulel (feed intake: FI) dUansidi 1-4 lainuauuand1sn1aada (P>0.05) usly
FUnifl 5 nquauANAneIIINTigaeeslitudAamneaia (P<0.05) aenndosiu Nguyen et
al. (2016) \losanansuamdululurdaduasngulndfiuoaszesnguiduiueyyadaselifiieie
ananszvuiiinanamyanueieavedinldliidedsiiusansnmmsldomsitu anmsnases
Y84 Malaithong (2011) Pl 9N MIANLARLTUALAYNANDIMNST SEFU 0, 2, 4 lay 6% Wie
Mdsslmdenuinlidonguilldsuomsnaudemiinuis 4% fusummshvemsiissses 0-3
Faw wazmaeanimaaesiisdusnnningudug egnafldedndyBonadd Tuvasfidmiindad
dinduluthg 2 dUaniusnuedliynngulifienuuansstunsadfuslugng 3 dunvianievesnis
neaeswiindiituredadl Esudeminuks 2% nninguitlésuidsamiinuie 6% oensd
YodndyBaneadn uariiunliuganinguauauuaznguilesuisminuia 49 lafldsuems
waifiosvsinuiis 2% 1 UszAvsnmnisidsuemsiniinguillduovnsuaudlomvsinuissedu 4
uay 6% agnailtedAyBmnadfusliuandrminnguaauay danmsiiidesiauauddidu
Inslulefin (Tanasupawat et al., 2007) Fafinadnlugissnwaunadvesgiunidnigluniaiu
pnsuasRnnsutstumaimeBalBeymaiuonstugaunidnelse wazdiaiansalufuaedy
Fadanald pH ﬁ'amaqﬁwaé’ugqmiw%mmaaqﬁuw?éﬂa:uﬁﬂ'aISﬂlaiwuﬂimLsdu Bacillus spp.,
Escherichia coli, Salmonella sp., Pseudomonas sp. Wuduy (Mayra & Bigret, 1993) uaﬂmﬂﬁl

o '
a

ﬂimlmﬁua%ﬁaﬁwLﬁmﬁugﬂﬁwﬂﬁmmqwaﬁalaLLazmmﬁﬂﬁuaaﬂ%ﬁLﬁwﬁu (Gyawali et al.,
2022) &niFsarmnsngaduansennsldedraduivinlidnad sumvdndad i vt uvesliuas
UsyAvBammatdsuemsitu (Chitanont et al, 2007) wonainilioulssfnaslnglnslulafinly
alddingatuastodiviuiislunisgafuarserms ilidnisgaduoimslude i duduld
(Afsharmanesh & Sadaghi, 2014) uagn1steunalgiatu tiuislunsveduiwaddunsd lay
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ansaviedestulanunaiissannaninuindeunisluead Wedesegdvemsndanigly
winzaNsan13senTIn warnsvieriutislidesentinlussuumaiuesifianizsilunsaasly
nsznzeMshazindetdlual@anlafauy (Serma-Cock & Vallejo-Castillo, 2013)

Table 1 Growth performance of studied broilers fed with the experimental diet.

T1 T2 T3 T4 SEM P-value
Body weight: BW (g/bird)
Weeks 1 198.71 198.43 203.29 202.96 10.56 0.59
Weeks 2 503.71 507.14 514.86 514.00 12.18 0.97
Weeks 3 938.71° 978.00* 988.86" 1,010.00" 46.06 <0.05

Weeks 4 1,335.26° 1,382.86° 1,489.71% 1,498.00" 81.63 <0.05
Weeks 5 1,694.47° 1,750.07° 1,865.13" 1,991.93" 99.79 <0.05
Average daily gain: ADG (g/bird)

Weeks 1 20.50 20.44 20.96 21.23 1.30 0.99
Weeks 2 46.24 44.94 52.85 54.47 10.02 0.62
Weeks 3 64.76 63.19 66.29 64.93 7.84 0.98
Weeks 4 73.25° 72.62° 76.12" 77.83" 2.76 <0.05
Weeks 5 62.42° 63.84"° 64.63" 65.53" 1.83 <0.05
Feed conversion ratio: FCR

Weeks 1 1.32 1.34 1.32 1.29 0.10 0.96
Weeks 2 1.23 1.30 1.18 1.14 0.18 0.82
Weeks 3 1.45 1.43 1.40 1.43 0.07 0.94
Weeks 4 1.80° 1.90" 1.73° 1.72° 0.02 <0.05
Weeks 5 1.76° 1.93% 1.73° 1.72° 0.03 <0.05
Feed intake: FI (g/bird)

Weeks 1 27.09 25.92 26.31 26.06 2.45 0.99
Weeks 2 55.85 53.87 54.27 54.83 2.58 0.98
Weeks 3 93.35 89.70 90.63 90.83 3.18 0.96
Weeks 4 125.50 117.76 120.00 121.00 5.66 0.55
Weeks 5 121.03° 111.72% 112.84% 115.28" 1.89 <0.05

T1 = control T2 = Miang residues non encapsulated T3 = Miang residues encapsulated T4 = probiotics
A8 C Means in the same row followed by different letters are significantly different (P<0:05)

HAN13NARBIITN Table 2 uansdanuninenvedliidefiasudisdisduguuuui
uAnNA19AY wudﬂﬁmﬁﬂﬁ%%ﬂﬁjmﬁl,gmé’wﬁﬂLﬁmr;JmmzmumiLauLLmJégLa‘i’JI'uLLaﬂWﬂUIaaﬂﬁ
i imnnninguauauuasnguiild nduiaduihuiledegliiunssuiunsieuseUgaty
othaflifudndy (P<0.05) thndnengunuinguiflilnslulefniduinenguinniian dwiungu
‘131Lﬁ&Jar;huﬂizmumiLauLLﬂusgLa%u LLazﬂaju‘ﬁLa'%mfwLﬁENI@813Jmuﬂismuﬂmaw,l,msgl,a%’u Ll
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uanssfunguenuaukarnauiildlnslulofin udnguenuauiidminginguiios ningudueeed
HedrAyneldudAny (P<0.05) sludaummifmﬁfﬂmﬂLﬁuwu*j'1ﬂfjuﬁ"lﬁ%’uiwﬂuiaaﬂﬁﬁmﬁﬂmﬂ
LﬁumﬂﬁqmaﬂajLLmﬂﬁi’mﬁ'Uﬂzjmf']Lﬁmmuﬂizmuﬂm.aul,t,ﬂﬂsgt.a%’u uAUANLUANANATUNGLT
La%m}wLﬁaﬂmeﬂ,zu'muﬂismuﬂm,aw,ﬂﬂagl,a%"u wagnauauAuitminenudinitedied
WodAny (P<0.05) dmsuiUesidudzinlinuauuana1anisada (P>0.05) wWesidudotenynuin
udanazwilsmuanuuandnemsadia (P>0.05) usindedlusmngulasulnsluledniivesidudgs
flanoghaitifoddnyleifioutunduiu (P<0.05) uasosidusidudusnuddldun on aslwn ves Un
a3 Linuanuwane1am1sada (P>0.05) daonadesiun1smnasdved Pelicano et al. (2005) wWu3n
Huesidudenuazilesifudtudiusaudslifinnuuenatusswinanguenmsaiuay nguifls
asUFTauz waznquillilnslulefnds Mohammadreza et al. (2015) Anwinavesinslulefinsie
Fnwazernvesliidenuinislinslulefnluemsiisedu 0.019% laifnasodnuazressn us
51841UY83 Abdel-Rahman et al. (2013) wuilnsluledniinasonandnuazanninginludnidn
wuihdmsmaneuunuressndn Uity aaeatafiudninisaiagivlawas sy ansamnisld
ownsdnifiimsfiiiutu Selinasonadesiunismanesd luduvesihmindBiauasimiinendu
nauildsulnslulofniuasnguindlssiiunszuaumseusaugadulinuemuunnatsiuneada
dewndniannsngeiuasewnsifesiafiud fuadedwmiingfifistuvedliuazyssavsnm
nawAsuemsitu (Chitanont et al, 2007) silfaan s InATugae

Table 2 Carcass quality of studied broilers fed with the experimental diet.

T1 T2 T3 T4 SEM  P-
Value
Number of animals 70 70 70 70 - -
; ; . L 997 <005
] ) 1,694.47 1,750.07 1,865.13 1,991.93
Live weight (g) 9
Hot carcass weight 5 B B . 860 <0.05
1,231.25°  1,309.07 1,365.73 1,482.80
() 3
Chill carcass weight 5 5 1,329.13 N 142 <0.05
1,197.27 1,274.25 B 1,442.47
() 4
Dressing percentage 74.06 73.01 74.78 73.57 1.20 0.22
(%)
Organ percentage (%)’
Shank and feet 4.75 4.66 4.31 4.73 0.23 0.19
Visceral 13.88° 13.56° 12.33° 15.10°  0.86  <0.05
Cutting percentage (%)*
Breast 29.04 33.18 36.89 32.88 2.94 0.08
Thigh 17.30 16.61 15.70 15.83 1.22 0.53

Drumstick 12.56 12.70 12.42 12.70 0.57 0.95
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Wings 10.65 10.95 10.23 10.92 0.50 0.46
Skeleton 28.94 28.85 27.52 28.28 1.13 0.57

T1 = control T2 = Miang residues non encapsulated T3 = Miang residues encapsulated T4 = probiotics
ABC Means in the same row followed by different letters are significantly different (P<0:05)
percentage of live weight, 2percentage of chill carcass weight

KAM3MIARE3A1N Table 3 uansaunmiisanvedlifidsseiuilodusuuuuiiunnsis
My AresdUsznoumaainuiesidudarnnudu nquilidssdaeindsakunszuaunis
unagladuiiadesiianegsiifod Ay Welisufunqunimaassdu Tnedadu 66.37%
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Table 3 Meat quality of breast muscle of studied broilers fed with the experimental diet.
T1 T2 T3 T4 SEM  P-

Value

Chemical composition; (%)

Moisture 70.74" 70.42" 66.37° 70.03% 206  <0.05

Protein 26.75° 27.98" 32.05" 2631 076  <0.05

Fat 251 1.60° 1.58° 1.83° 0.13  <0.05
pH value

pH 45 min 6.29"° 6.19° 6.43"° 6.51" 0.13  0.034

pH 24 hr. 5.13 5.28 5.10 5.40 021 042
Colour?

L* (lightness) 54.67 55.98 45.80 48.83 458  0.18

a* (redness) 227°¢ 4.74° 6.79" 337% 086  0.015

b* (yellowness) 9.85 7.58 9.10 6.54 129 011
Water holding capacity (%)

Drip loss 3.34 4.62 7.29 4.31 323 048

Thawing loss 3.61"° 513" 2.42° 6.18" 098  0.024

Grilling loss 35.78 22.25 36.74 30.62 250  0.37

T1 = control T2 = Miang residues non encapsulated T3 = Miang residues encapsulated T4 = probiotics
A8 C Means in the same row followed by different letters are significantly different (P<0:05)
3L* = lightness, a* = red to green, b* = yellow to blue
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Table 4 Meat quality of thigh muscle of studied broilers fed with the experimental diet.
T1 T2 T3 T4 SEM  P-
Value

Chemical composition; (%)

Moisture 74.34 73.76 73.95 74.23 0.14  <0.05

Protein 18.72° 21.03" 20.07"* 20.1% 186  <0.05

Fat 6.94" 5.21¢ 5.98° 5.67° 0.28  <0.05
pH value

pH 45 min 6.39° 6.15¢ 6.46° 6.65" 0.09  <0.05

pH 24 hr. 5.17 5.10 5.32 5.60 0.17  0.08
Colour ?

L* (lightness) 54.67 55.98 55.36 51.24 153 0.06

a* (redness) 4.74° 7.76" 6.79"° 5.32° 0.59  <0.05

b* (yellowness) 9.11 7.58 8.81 6.37 135 029
Water holding capacity (%)

Drip loss 4.99 6.90 4.30 3.32 1.76  0.14

Thawing loss 3.76 3.61 4.18 3.13 196  0.69

Grilling loss 38.46 38.95 48.91 56.51 934 0.18

T1 = control T2 = Miang residues non encapsulated T3 = Miang residues encapsulated T4 = probiotics
A8.C Means in the same row followed by different letters are significantly different (P<0:05)
3L* = lightness, a* = red to green, b* = yellow to blue
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