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Table 1

quality characteristics

Comparison of carcass

i F J& 4K /kg Slaughter weight

Item 60 30

J& % % Dressing percentage  68.32+1.64a 71.15+2.02 a

fli{A& K Carcass length 57.2+1.67a 62.5+1.46a

58 % Lean meat percentage 72.8542.01 a 70.05%3.44 a

NE Wi % Fat percentage 5.434+2.21a 9.30+£1.18 b

J2 % Skin rate 9.4041.09 a 9.30+1.44 a

& Bone rate 12.32+1.25a 11.04+%8.11 a

HARRNG PR R 2 5 B3 (P<0.05 ., TH,
Note: The lowercase letters mean significant difference( P<C

0. 05). The same below.
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Table 2 Comparison onphysical

characteristics of pork quality

brifs| JB 52Kk 7 /kg Slaughter weight
Item 60 80
pH, 6.60+0.02 a 6.60+0.04 a
pHay 5.86+0.04 a 5.847+0.06 a
Lx 37.674+2.01a 39.41+3.44 a
a* 12.36+£2.21a 12.67%1.18 a
b * 2.87+1.09a 3.45+1.44 b
37 4] J1 Shear stress 41.2+1.25a 63.7%+8.11 b
k52 / % Drip loss 2.4640.68a 3.49+0.94 b

JEHAR 2/ % Milling loss 19.0840.23 a 11.55%0.41b

ZKN 73.874+5.03a 83.70£5.88b
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Table 3 Comparison on ingredient content

of pork quality characteristics

i H J& SR H /kg Slaughter weight

Item 60 30
& K Water content 73.0140.57 70.8642.23
JULP i 7 5 1.00+0. 15 1.10+0. 18

Intramuscular fat content
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Effect of Wild Boar Slaughter Weight on
Pork Quality in Northeast Forest

WU Sai-hui, HE Xin-miao, PENG Fu-gang, WANG Wen-tao.LIU Di

(Animal Husbandry Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin,

Heilongjiang 150086)

Abstract: In order to protect and utilize wild boar resource, the artificial breeding wild boar of 60 kg weight and

80 kg weight were selected to kill and studied the effect of slaughter weight and slaughter day on pork quality.

The results showed that fat percentage of 60 kg weight was lower than 80 kg weight obviously,and the muscle

tenderness higher. The intramuscular fat content of 80 kg weight was higher than 60 kg weight,but the differ-

ence was not significant.
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