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Effect of fibrolytic enzyme and tomato pomace as a fiber sources on
carcass quality of turkeys

o ¢ x =) 2 a A & 9 a & )
DA DININIWU !ﬁﬁlﬂ‘l‘% usuen ,llﬂi's’ﬁ’lﬁ AN, Inadna tEoInaNn
[
Haz 1Y uauNIgnY’
Kessara Ampaporn!”, Smerjai Bureenok?, Kraisit Vasupen?, Chalermpon Yuangklang?

and Benya Seanmahayak?

unAnga: ﬁﬂmmmﬂx‘imi’lﬁfaﬂsﬁﬁﬁ@ﬂLﬁ@iﬂlummiﬁﬁmﬂmﬁ@mmﬂuwmLﬁ@lﬂﬁi@@mmwmﬂlﬂﬁ
9949 1) 2 LAY AU 24 F7 2 WUHUNIINARELULGNANYIRS (Completely Randomized Design; CRD) Wil
e mmaaeaily 4 ngu o] nguauITAILAN (T1), mﬁummamu@NL@?NL@‘LM:I&J’@EJ@'@M 0.2% (T2), nqu
BINIAILANLETHNNNZITRINA 10% (T3) Lmzmjummimu@mﬂ?m@u’bﬁﬂﬂ@mﬁ@h 0.2% $aNfiunInuzidle
WA 10% (T4) Wudn @mmwmnLLmﬁmﬁmﬁfﬂ@ﬂmmiﬁmq%\i 4 ngu lufiAnwAnFN9iUNNegdA (P>0.05)
dusuANAUeN (27) uazdvies (b7) Teiiesn Timeeanguensrunsadsunnademea 10% (T3) waznax
fm‘mim‘u@um?mfauisnﬂf;i@mﬁ"aslﬂ 0.2% fANAUNINNTRWNA 10% (T4) ﬁmz_ﬁqndﬁm\jummimmu (T1) uax
mjumm@muqm@?mL@uisnﬁﬂ'@mﬁ@’lﬂ (T2) m;ﬂm@miﬁﬂmm%\aﬁwudﬂ nasniewlsltendelasssiu 0.2%
sanfunnuzdemasyiu 10% RuaselsyaninmnisidemnsuazAndunsmeaiieantiaag n1siedunan
uzdeweluaims slifeenteslindfunuazdmdesnniy

fddny: s, Ansnawann, eulmddenidels

ABSTRACT: In this study, the influence of fibrolytic enzymes in diet contained tomato pomace as a fiber
sources on carcass quality of 2 month old turkeys was assessed. A total of 24 birds were arranged in a completely
randomized design (CRD). The birds were assigned to 4 dietary treatments: control diet (T1), control diet + 0.2% of
fibrolytic enzymes (T2), control diet + 10% of tomato pomace (T3), and control diet + 0.2% of fibrolytic enzymes
+ 10% of tomato pomace (T4). The results were shown that the carcass quality and breast weight of all groups were
no t difference (P>0.05). For meat color, the redness color (a* value) and yellowness color (b* value) of breast
were higher in birds fed control diet + 10% of tomato pomace (T3) and control diet + 0.2% of fibrolytic enzymes +
10% of tomato pomace (T4) compared to those fed control diet (T1) and control diet + 0.2% of fibrolytic enzymes
(T2). Supplementation of 10% tomato pomace together with 0.2% fibrolytic enzyme influenced feed efficiency and
reduces color of breast meat in turkey.
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Table 1Chemical composition of dietary treatments
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Chemical composition T T2 T3 T4 SEM P-value
Dry matter (%) 87.72 87.34 87.98 88.07 0.16 0.51
Crude Protein (%DM) 21.09 20.50 20.81 21.75 0.39 0.44
Crude Fiber (%DM) 0.58 2.26 3.54 6.13 0.08 0.52
Ether Extract (%DM) 10.23 9.07 9.45 9.01 0.58 3.14
Ash (%DM) 6.47 6.32 6.30 6.13 0.22 0.06

SEM = standard error of the mean, T1 = control diet, T2 = control diet+0.2% fibrolytic enzymes, T3 = control diet +10% tomato

pomace, and T4 = control diet+0.2% fibrolytic enzymes+10% tomato pomace
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Table 2Effect of fibrolytic enzyme on Body Weight, Feed Intake, ADGand FCR of turkeys

ltems T1 T2 T3 T4 SEM P-value
Initial Body Weight (kg) 0.57 0.57 0.55 0.55 0.01 0.92
Final Body Weight(kg) 3.45 3.23 2.92 3.08 0.14 0.59
FCR (Feed : Gain) 5.90° 6.41° 6.16" 5.65° 0.11 <0.0001
Feed Intake (g/bird/day) 142.26° 142.95° 122.03° 119.81° 4.1 <0.0001
ADG (g/day/bird) 24.03 22.22 19.72 21.11 1.12 0.61

SEM = standard error of the mean, T1 = control diet, T2 = control diet+0.2% fibrolytic enzymes, T3 = control diet +10% tomato

pomace, and T4 = control diet+0.2% fibrolytic enzymes+10% tomato pomace

*9 Mean values in a row with different superscript letters were significantly different (P<0.05)
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Table 3 Effect of fibrolytic enzyme on carcass quality, pH of breast and breast meat color of turkeys

ltems T T2 T3 T4 SEM P-value
Carcass quality
% carcass 78.42 78.51 79.87 80.60 0.43 0.21
Breast (g) 155.77 162.46 165.80 149.65 9.29 0.85
Live weight (kg) 3.37 3.53 3.39 3.35 0.18 0.99
Carcass weight (kg) 2.65 2.77 2.71 2.70 0.15 0.10
Breast meat pH
pH Oh 5.76 5.73 5.68 5.74 0.013 0.22
pH 24h 5.78 5.74 5.77 5.76 0.014 0.76
Breast meat color
L* 49.05 52.20 49.98 51.89 0.88 0.24
a* 3.16 2.65° 3.66" 3.73° 0.12 0.0009
b* 9.45% 8.52° 10.34° 10.17° 0.26 0.049

SEM = standard error of the mean, T1 = control, T2 = control+0.2% fibrolytic enzymes, T3 = control+10% tomato pomace, and T4

= control +0.2% fibrolytic enzymes+10% tomato pomace

““ Mean values in a row with different superscript letters were significantly different (P<0.05)
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