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Table 1 Growth performance of Srivijaya chicken and Srivijaya crossbred chicken

73 wawd vosld SB, SCB75 waw SCBS0 tuldunnstetumng
aif (p < 0.05) ualudruvesludusiunuanla SCB50 dU3unwm
lusfuunsnlundranilonthen aslnn uaztes Ausiaanmils g
n31ln SCB75 wag SB aua1au lngasdusynauniuaivas
Fudauen azlnn uazios vedliaidonarliadidugnuay
wudrdienudu Tndidssiueglurag 71.23-75.19 % i % Tusiu
sz laluanenatfy 8 Shaarani et al. (2006) Mo
sihonazuTinma sz 76 % diures % Wsfiurw
wudnilevieniduduiiflusfunuganitduasnnuazas
Tn® Fanatico et al. (2007) 1891w lAfidsasinsasaivle
Hrazfiviinalusiugs druves wluiuduuiinaluiuiunsn
ogflundnile iesnnnmaassldusndiuvesmilieandouns
Aas1ent wudt 1 SCB50 & % lusiusiugendnla SB uay SCB75
Ustana 2-3 wh sililesannld sB 1 Hulrfudios @l scars
fianeidenlinuiios 75 % SeiUsuas % lusfusm Young & Choi
(2003) wuildfudlesvounwd fludusnilinses

parameter SB

SCB50 SCB75

initial weight (g) 34.07+1.27
weight gain (g)

33.94+0.84 34.06+1.29

0-3 140.85+45.44°
a-6 204.57+20.39°
79 336.25+86.22°
10-12 402.55+51.53¢
0-12 1,132.17+112.37°
average daily gain (¢/d)
0-3 6.70£0.25°
4-6 9.88+0.11°
79 16.01+1.08°
10-12 20.29+2.45°
0-12 13.47+0.44°
feed intake (g) 6.70+0.25°
0-3 395.15423.65°
a-6 800.00+101.55°
7-9 1112.5+125.17
10-12 1,472.50+160.75%
0-12 3779.90+194.87°
feed conversion ratio
0-3 2.81+0.23"
a-6 3.85+0.13°
79 3.310.24"
10-12 3.48+0.34"
0-12 3.34+0.13"
feed cost per kilogram (baht)
0-3 56.20+4.10"
4-6 73.15+4.21°
79 59.58+5.92"
10-12 62.64+5.07"
0-12 61.79+3.29"

260.31252.78"
318.25+15.24°
43250+55.34"
525.50+65.42"
1,544.06+100.41"

184.89+69.68°
253.55+33.09"
378.75+95.24°
480.00+48.91°
1,325.94+152°

12.39+0.60" 8.80+0.46°
15.15+0.72" 12.31+1.50°
20.59+1.62" 18.03+1.29°
25.02+1.85 22.28+2.32°
18.38+0.44" 15.78+0.62°
12.39+0.60" 8.80+0.46°
572.50+27.53" 450.00+24.80°

945.00+160.32°

885.00+130.25"

1116.25+94.04 1038.75+91.47
1,525.00+129.92° 1,430.50+128.61°
4158.75+132.56° 3803.75+109.38"
2.20+0.10° 2.44+0.13°
2.97+0.17° 3.46+0.27"°
2.58+0.14° 2.75+0.30°
2.90+0.17° 3.07+0.26°
2.69+0.11¢ 2.87+0.16%
44.13+3.38° 48.80+2.47°
56.43+591" 65.70+3.23%°
46.44+3.65° 49.50+4.97°
52.20+1.16° 55.26+3.91%
49.77+1.71¢ 53.10+2.10%

"B mean within a row with different letter difference significantly (p < 0.01).

¢ mean within a row with different letter difference significantly (p < 0.05).

SB= Srivijaya chicken, SBC75=Srivijaya crossbred chicken (75 %), SCB50=Srivijaya crossbred chicken (50 %).
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Table 2 Carcass composition of Srivijaya chicken and Srivijaya crossbred chicken
carcass composition (%) SB SCB50 SCB75
dressed weight 91.60+2.20 89.13+1.95 90.13+2.91
eviscerated weight 79.58+1.16 80.09+0.79 79.32+0.52
wing 9.44+0.22 9.62+0.70 9.30+0.37
breast 11.56+0.92° 16.33+0.10° 13.75+0.85"
drumstick 9.88+0.78" 11.61+0.52° 10.61+0.45%
thigh 11.8240.87° 14.24+0.38° 13.52+0.58"
heart 0.40+0.01 0.40+0.08 0.38+0.10
liver 3.03+0.23 2.80+0.21 2.87+0.09
gizzard 2.41+0.16 2.30+0.11 2.36+0.11
abdominal fat 0.35+0.10° 1.09+0.15" 0.72+0.14°
A% mean within a row with different letter difference significantly (p < 0.01)
°*¢ mean within a row with different letter difference significantly (p < 0.05)
SB= Srivijaya chicken, SBC75= Srivijaya crossbred chicken (75 %), SCB50= Srivijaya crossbred chicken (50 %)
Table 3 Meat quality of Srivijaya chicken and Srivijaya crossbred chicken
pH meat color
carcass breed
0.5h 24 h L* a* b*
SB 5.77+0.02 5.74+0.08 51.97+0.85° 3.80+0.02° 12.39+0.52°
breast SCB50 5.66+0.06 5.61+0.07 54.17+0.53° 2.16+0.01° 15.96+0.25°
SCB75 5.69+0.03 5.64+0.05 53.38+0.45" 2.79+0.04° 13.55+0.37°
SB 5.85+0.02 5.80+0.08 52.62+0.72° 7.29+0.03° 12.06+0.31
thigh SCB50 5.89+0.05 5.86+0.07 54.91+0.67° 4.11+0.08° 13.06+0.28
SCB75 5.87+0.04 5.84+0.05 53.44+0.547° 6.90+0.08" 12.45+0.42
SB 5.81+0.07 5.79+0.08 48.51+0.68° 9.00+0.07° 13.16+0.27°
drumstick 5 b 5
SCB50 5.84+0.08 5.80+0.04 54.00+0.75 6.35+0.06 16.38+0.20
SCB75 5.86:0.05 5.83+0.07 51.54:+0.53" 7.38+0.05" 15.60+0.31°
¢ mean within a column with different letter difference significantly (p < 0.05).
SB= Srivijaya chicken, SBC75= Srivijaya crossbred chicken (75 %), SCB50= Srivijaya crossbred chicken (50 %).
Table 4 Meat quality of Srivijaya chicken and Srivijaya crossbred chicken
texture
drip loss cooking loss
carcass breed (%) (%) firmness toughness
(kg) (kg.sec)
SB 8.32+0.25° 23.39+0.45° 1.04+0.02 9.75+0.50°
breast SCB50 5.79+0.27° 21.49+0.64° 1.14+0.01 7.7320.31°
SCB75 6.02+0.34" 21.96+0.52° 1.29+0.06 8.48+0.80°
SB 4.96+0.32° 19.05+0.82° 1.91+0.02 13.15+0.45°
thigh SCB50 2.96+0.51° 14.90+0.50° 1.86+0.03 11.53+0.47°
SCB75 3.34+0.25 15.04+0.37° 1.98+0.04 13.87+0.38°
SB 5.12+ 0.24° 17.02+0.32° 1.25+0.05 8.54+0.59%
drumstick SCB50 2.35+0.35° 14.47+0.71° 1.20+0.06 6.79+0.72°
SCB75 3.40+0.51° 17.61+0.50° 1.26+0.04 7.06+0.68°
¢ mean within a column with different letter difference significantly (p < 0.05).
SB= Srivijaya chicken, SBC75= Srivijaya crossbred chicken (75 %), SCB50= Srivijaya crossbred chicken (50 %).
Table 5 Chemical compositions of Srivijaya chicken and Srivijaya crossbred chicken
carcass breed moisture crude fat crude protein Ash
SB 74.35+1.45 0.06+0.00° 24.49+0.13 1.40+0.02
breast SCB50 75.19+1.30 0.14+0.09° 23.20+0.17 1.41+0.03
SCB75 74.07+£1.25 0.05+0.01° 23.96+0.15 1.37+0.02
SB 71.59+1.20 0.10+0.02° 20.93+0.12 1.36+0.01
thigh SCB50 72.09+1.42 0.44+0.09° 20.32+0.09 1.55+0.06
SCB75 71.85+0.95 0.33+0.07° 20.25+0.14 1.34+0.03
SB 71.99+1.35 0.16+0.05° 21.20+0.11 1.17+£0.02
drumstick SCB50 71.23+£1.02 0.57+0.06 20.32+0.12 1.18+0.02
SCB75 72.79+0.90 0.33+0.04° 21.25+0.14 1.16+0.04

¢ mean within a row with different letter difference significantly (P<0.05).
SB= Srivijaya chicken, SBC75= Srivijaya crossbred chicken (75 %), SCB50= Srivijaya crossbred chicken (50 %).
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ABSTRACT
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Srivijaya crossbred chicken

The purpose of this experiment was to study the growth performance and carcass
composition of Srivijaya chicken (SB) and Srivijaya crossbred chicken (SCB). The
experimental design was a randomized complete block design (RCBD). Mixed-gender
SB hybrids of SCB75 and SCB75 pedigree levels (60 chicks per breed), a total of 180
chicks (1 day old), divided into 3 groups of 4 replicates (15 birds per replicate). The
studies were divided into 0-3, 4-6, 7-9- and 10-12-weeks diets with 21, 19 17, and 15
% protein levels. The results show that SCB50 had a high body weight gain (p < 0.01).
In terms of the cost of 1 kg of chicken production, SCB50 was lower (p < 0.01). SB is
no different from SCB75. Carcass quality and carcass composition of SCB50 showed
a higher % of breast, abdominal fat (p < 0.01), and thigh (p < 0.05) than SB and SCB75.
The SCB50 had a higher % of thigh (p < 0.05) than SB but was not different from the
SCB75. Evaluation of carcass quality: pH values of all groups of chickens were not
different (p > 0.05). SCB50 chickens had a higher lightness (lightness: L*) and
yellowness (yellowness: b*) of the breast, thigh, and drumstick than SB and SCB75
(p < 0.05). SB had higher red (redness: a*) values than SCB75 and SCB50 (p < 0.05).
The water holding capacity of SB chickens had higher % of drip loss and cooking loss
(p < 0.05) than SCB75 and SCB50 chickens. Shear force through the meat firmness
values of the 3 groups of chickens were not different (p > 0.05). SB chickens had
higher firmness values than SCB75 and SCB50 chickens (p < 0.05). As for the breast,
thigh, and drumstick SCB50 chickens had a higher % of fat (p < 0.05). SCB50 and
SBS75 have high growth performance; carcass composition is high; and feed cost per
kilogram of chicken is low. Chicken meat has L*, b*, and a total fat % higher than SB,
while SB chicken meat has a red color value and a high water-holding capacity.

“Corresponding author

E—mail address: napapach.c@rmutsv.ac.th (N. Chuaychu-noo)
Online print: 13 December 2023 Copyright © 2023. This is an open access article, production, and hosting by Faculty of Agricultural Technology,
Rajabhat Maha Sarakham University. https://doi.org/10.14456/paj.2023.38



