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Predicting Carcass Traits of Live-Feedlot Yearling Swamp Buffaloes by Real-Time Ultrasound

NING 13RaNsH" IgRT lumsans’ g8E1 Nasty waste ATINUE
Taweeporn Raungprim' Wisut Maitreejet' Sutisa Majarune’ and Nachai Sarataphan®

Abstract: The aim of this study was to predict carcass traits in live feedlot yearling swamp buffaloes
using real-time ultrasound. Nineteen yearling swamp buffaloes were divided into 2 groups by sex.
The mean values of carcass traits including, intramuscular fat (IMF), ribeye area (REA), fat depth at
12"-13" rib (RIBFT), rump fat depth (RMPFT) and gluteus medius muscle depth at rump (RMPDEPTH)
were 3.15%, 7.37 inch® 0.28 inch, 0.25 inch and 3.82 inch, respectively in female and 2.82 %, 7.75
inch2, 0.37 inch, 0.27 inch and 3.73 inch, respectively in males. The mean of carcass traits were not
significant difference (p>0.05) among sex groups. Predicted IMF, REA, RIBFT, RMPFT and RMPDEPTH
in female and male feedlot yearling swamp buffaloes were found to be 2.75 %, 7.44 inch?, 0.33 inch, 0.28
inch and 3.77 inch, accordingly. In addition, standard error of estimate of predicted IMF, REA, RIBFT,
RMPFT and RMPDEPTH were 0.394 %, 1.242 inch®, 0.087 inch,, 0.054 inch, and 0.091inch, accordingly.
In conclusion, real -time ultrasound measurement could be used to predict carcass traits in live feedlot
yearling swamp buffaloes. Therefore, ultrasound informations are useful to sort yearling heifers or young
bulls for breeding selection or finishing management.

Keywords: Swamp buffaloes, yearling, feedlot, carcass traits, real-time ultrasound
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Figure 1 Photographs from real-time ultrasound measurement obtained from swamp buffaloes. (A: REA, B: RIBFT, C: IMF, D: RMPFT
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Table 1 Phenotypic means of scanning age and scanning weight by real-time ultrasound measured in swamp buffaloes.

Female Male
Trait
Mean SD Mean SD p

No. of animals 10 9

Age, days 308.10 108.98 537.11 159.46 0.0000
Weight, kgs 366.40 30.86 423.22 84.86 0.0646
IMF, % 3.15 1.12 2.82 0.97 0.5973
REA, in. 7.37 0.77 7.75 1.7 0.4099
RIBFT, in. 0.28 0.06 0.37 0.15 0.0977
RMPFT, in. 0.25 0.04 0.27 0.07 0.4489
RMPDEPTH, in. 3.82 0.33 3.73 0.35 0.5716

a1 Table 2 Anw L BaufisuAaDRA R,
Adjusted R* uaz standard error of estimation (SE)
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ot - . o -
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Exponential (Figure 2)
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Table 2 Correlation coefficients, y-intercept, slope, R* values and p-value of ultrasound measurement based on age and
body weight in female and male swamp buffaloes

Variable
IMF REA RIBFT RMPFT RMPDEPT
Model
Linear
R® 0.003 0.096 0.136 0.195 0.007
Adjusted R® -0.096 0.043 0.085 0.148 -0.052
SE 1.063 1.242 0.087 0.054 0.342
Sig F 0.861 0.197 0.121 0.058 0.742
Logarithmic
R’ 0.013 0.032 0.081 0.196 0.028
Adjusted R? -0.086 -0.025 0.027 0.149 -0.029
SE 1.058 1.285 0.090 0.054 0.338
Sig F 0.729 0.461 0.238 0.058 0.491
Exponential
R® 0.011 0.065 0.098 0.155 0.006
Adjusted R® -0.088 0.010 0.045 0.105 -0.052
SE 0.394 0.189 0.267 0.213 0.091
Sig F 0.751 0.293 0.192 0.096 0.751

R®= Coefficient of determination, SE = Standard error estimate, Sig F = Significance of F-test
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Figure 2 Regression models of relationship between age (days) and carcass traits by using real-time ultrasound in
fattening swamp buffaloes (A: IMF, B: REA, C: RIBFT, D: RMPFT)
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Table 3 Adjusted carcass traits obtained from regression equations in yearling swamp buffaloes.

Trait Regression equation Yearling swamp buffalo  Standard error of estimation
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