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Meat Production Performance and Meat Quality Analysis of Polled Yak

LIANG Chun-nian, WANG Hong-bo, WU Xiao-yun et al
Pharmaceutical Sciences,Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Lanzhou,Gansu 730050)
Abstract
tion of new varieties.| Method ] 18-month-old and 30-month-old polled yak were selected to determine the meat performance and meat quality. [ Re-
sult] The dressing percentage of 18-month-old male and female polled yak were 51.95% and 48.53% respectively.The dressing percentage of 30-

(Key Laboratory of Yak Breeding Engineering, Lanzhou Institute of Husbandry and

[ Objective | To determine the slaughter traits and meat quality of polled yak,and provide scientific basis for the breeding and utiliza-

month-old male and female polled yak were 50.28% and 49.68% respectively. Compared with other local yak varieties, polled yak had higher
dressing percentage and meat production performance.[ Conclusion] Polled yak cultivated with local yak varieties as female parent had higher ge-

netic potential of meat production performance.

Key words Polled yak ;Meat production performance; Carcass weight; Meat quality
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Table 1 The determination results of meat production performance of

different month-old polled yaks

A . SEG A R4 JE SR

Month S Slaughter Carcass Dressing

of age x weight // kg weight /kg  percentage // %

18 3 139.00+2.65 A 71.00+2.69 a 51.07+1.49
? 128.33+2.08 B 67.00+5.04 b 50.30+2.02

30 3 176.00+8.54 a  88.70+7.41 50.35+1.86
Q 162.33+4.04 b 82.23+3.37 50.64+0.82

AR TE A 82 [ — S8 bR AN R AR AN RN FBE R R 22 57 i 3 (P<
0.05) ; AR TE 7 # [7]— 8 br AR DI RAR A AR E 7 8RR 22 70
3% (P<0.01)

Note ; Different small letters for the same index at the same month between
different sexes indicated significant differences ( P<0.05) ;different cap-
ital letters for the same index at the same month between different sexes
indicated extremely significant differences( P<0.01)
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Table 2 The meat quality analysis of different month-old polled yaks

5 N - IR B
el ) SRR Sheaing
of age percentage /% force //N
18 g 7.37+0.13 5.33+0.56 1.92+0.15 58.74+0.37 95.34+7.52

? 7.01+0.21 5.50+0.82 1.89+0.72 59.66+0.42 90.47+12.48
30 g 7.18+0.38 5.99+0.64 1.13+0.29 59.76+1.52 112.99+13.77
? 7.14+0.20 5.39+0.15 1.43+0.24 61.77+3.76 93.17+17.27

3 iHit54ie

FEA 1B A PRk Can s Fi s o I IR B S ) J2 R it
FEAR 7= A PERERY 2 E A8 AT . ZIIR 2 SR AN R4 3% T Ay
FEA- 1 A VERBAAFE R M 25 55, BB A AR A B In , S i
R R RN T B S 2R A 3 IR B 503X 5 A
BT R R RO AE R M2, % R,
18 A TCAFELR/N BEA- 2RI 22 S0 0 3, IR i 2 5
B3 30 AR TCAREE NS A ERTE E 22 5 B, Bk
A F A B2 2 E) 25 SR 3 AR A AR o o TR U
PRSI 252 TC F PR A 10 7 P PERE . MESCEE TT LU 2R I
F14) B TSR T 98 2 72 T 8 R i/ i R e AL
i NI R A K 2 E

ZARIR LG TR, 5 HoAth by FE A SRR AR L, TE A 44
HA RIS R M= RERE 53R E 5 K4 fFp =
PRIPEREAH EL , TCIEe 2 M AR A 2 i S R A B AR 2, J5 18
PR TR Ui &, 8 53 A0E 55% L b s LR 4
A7 R M RE AR, 2 1h T 52 2] JE R X 45 1 S A T Y
SR IS DA AR A R S5 PR 22 (0 5, T Al T
JEUAY FE A E P, 5 4 b TR A R A 7 A U R 2, S e 9
BIXARER LA E T, R, st 50 I IR AF T &
FIR I F B E 2R A 7 PR RE R Bt A5 W e, T R AE 2R

TR BT PR BERS S B 0 A R A B A A, LI A IR A
Bfl SEAMEIRSRA R BAT oy B R
&% Sk

TLECEARE 2015(17) : 64-66.

[2] ek, TR 200, GBI IIES S L 18 HiibhE s —HRUEF
FEPAMERERIISE[ ) ] P E R A ,2005( 22) 148-50.

[3] M pH PRI ZRIA pH IR T ] S0k, 1990( 2) +45,
38.

[4] SKAN, 40, R, G HAE SR RS e P S [ ] ARl T
R, 2014,30( 15) :325-331.

[5] 28, 860, b, S5 H e B T [T ] H R R R 2
1%,2006,41(6) :114-117.

[6] XISCE  HIFER AR, Z JE N pH (BESH/KIRK IR AT ] N2
F3%,2014,28(9) :4-6.

[7] FBRE, AR, R T U PRI oY () [ ]. 70
RS BeAR(ERREER) ,1991,17(3) :25-33.

[8] FHHIAR, s XIlT, & A N SE AW L S P A TR [ T ] R0l
WUbeA,2012,43(12) ; 146-150.

[9] IFE REFESAAEE e[ ] ] 2 deE
10.

[10] AR, PioehE, e By, S R A R A B SN AVEREFST ) .
TS B, 1996(3) :1-4.

[11] SRS SRARaE 20T 55 5 AP AR P PEPE A T~ APERELE A T

[J].FhEEN S, 1992,28(4) :39-40.

[12] XUgs, (e 3, S MR R SR F= P RE A S [ ] ] 5 &5

HEEE 2016,40(2) : 1-4.

,1999.25(6) ; 8-



