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ABSTRACT

A study was conducted to evaluate the variations in carcass traits of males, females and on combined sex in indigenous
chicken of different districts of Mysore division of Karnataka state. The average live weight recorded was 1136.50+48.26
in Chamarajanagar, 1148.30+81.46 in Mysore and 1262.20£75.92g in Mandya district male birds. The average live
weight recorded for female birds was 828.30+70.20 in Mandya, 833.50+53.62 in Mysore and 867.30+77.49¢g in
Chamarajaanagar district. When pooled over sexes the corresponding values for live weight was 990.90+59.64 in
Mysore, 1001.90+54.10 in Chamarajanagar and 1045.25+70.75g in Mandya district birds respectively and no significant
(P=0.05) differences were noticed between birds of different districts in live weight. In males majority of carcass
traits showed significant (P=0.05) differences between different districts except in percent feather weight, heart
weight, breast weight, back weight and drumstick weight. In females majority of carcass traits showed no significant
(P=0.05) differences between different districts except in percent blood weight, heart weight, giblet weight, breast
weight, drumstick weight and thigh weight. When combined over sex, significant (P=0.05) differences were noticed
in percent dressed, eviscerated, blood, heart, gizzard, giblet, drumstick, thigh and neck weights. The variations
recorded in some carcass traits of males, females and on combined sex of indigenous chicken evaluated in this study
could be attributed due to the differences in genetic makeup of the birds of different districts.
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INTRODUCTION

Currently indigenous chicken in rural and tribal areas was provided ad libitum during starvation period and their

constitute about 38% of the country’s chicken population. live body weight was recorded after starvation. The birds were

However, due to their low productivity they contribute only slaughtered by Halal method by cutting the jugular vein, bled
for 1.5 to 2 minutes and then scalded at 1370F for 2 minutes

and manually defeathered to record defeatherd weight.

21% to the total egg and meat production but still the eggs
and meat are sold at higher premium price compared to
commercial egg and meat. Indigenous chicken meat is an

Dressed by separating the head and shank to record dressed

important source of animal protein for most of Indian weight, Evisceration was done by making a slit opening at the

population which provide them nutritional security, aswell . W e 0o 00 O esophagus and trachea, and below

as economic stability to some extent. Factors like processing the breast bone to remove viscera and eviscerated weight was

yield, proportion of various cut parts and meat yield of .. joq. Feather weight, was recorded by subtracting bled

indigenous chicken is also important criteria for consumers weight from defeatherd weight, Later the legs at hock joint,

as well as producers, several reports are available with respect wings at shoulder jointand neck were separated and weighed,

to carcass qualities of commercial birds under intensive system then leg was cut into two parts., drumstick and thigh, breast

(Singh etal. 1994) butin respect of indigenous chickenunder 3 o separated all along length wise to make two

intensive system literature is very scanty, so this study was halves, to record the weight of all cut parts on a electronic

under taken to evaluate sex wise yield of carcass traits in balance. Heart, liver and gizzard were separated and cleaned.

indigenous chicken belongs to Mysore division of Karnataka Pericardium of heart, gallbladder of liver and internal layer of

which were reared under intensive system. gizzard lining were removed before weighing them separately

MATERIALS AND METHODS

At the age of seventeen weeks twenty indigenous birds (ten
males and ten females) reared on deep litter system belongs to
Chamarajnagar, Mysore and Mandya districts of Mysore
division of Karnataka State were used for carcass traits study
as per standard procedures. The birds were starved for 12

hours before the actual slaughter. However, drinking water

to record their weight individually and also weighed them
together to record giblet weight. The corresponding percent
weight for all carcass traits were computed with respect to
their live weight and tabulated. The data obtained was
subjected to statistical analysis as per method prescribed by
Snedecor and Cochran 1967 by using SPSS Statistics 17
software.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Live weight (g). The average live weight recorded was
1136.50+48.26 in Chamarajanagar, 1148.30+81.46 in Mysore
and 1262.20%+75.92g in Mandya district male birds. The
corresponding values for female birds were 828.30+70.20 in
Mandya, 833.50+53.62 in Mysore and 867.30+77.49g in
Chamarajaanagar. When pooled over sexes the values were
990.90+59.64 for Mysore, 1001.90+54.10 for Chamarajanagar
and 1045.25+70.75g for Mandya district birds respectively. No
significant differences were noticed between the birds of
different districts in their live weight with respect to males,
females as well as for combined sex.

Dressed weight (%): Dressed weight recorded were
80.67+0.92, 82.26%0.35 and 83.44+0.56 % in males of
Chamarajanagar, Mysore and Mandya respectively. Significant
(P=0.05) difference was noticed between Chamarajanagar and
Mandya district birds only the corresponding mean percent
dressed weight recorded were 79.27+0.79, 80.94+0.88 and
81.36+0.98 in females of Chamarajanagar, Mandya and Mysore,
respectively.

For combined sex, the percent dressed weight computed were
79.97+0.61,81.81+0.52 and 82.19+0.58 in Chamarajanagar,
Mysore and Mandya respectively. Significant (P=0.05)
difference was noticed between Chamarajanagar and other
two districts. Present values are higher than the values
reported by Vijh etal. (2005) in Miri birds, Tantia et al. (2006) in
Ankaleshwar breed and Doley et al. (2009) in indigenous
chicken of Northeast. Whereas higher percentage of dressed
weight was reported by Sharma and Narayan Khedkar (2005)
in Kadaknath breed (89.88%).

Eviscerated weight (%): The average percent eviscerated
weightin males was 68.44+0.67 in Chamarajanagar, 70.09+0.74
in Mysore and 74.01+1.00 in Mandya district birds. Significant
(P=0.05) difference was observed between Mandya and other
two districts. The average percent eviscerated weight in
females was 69.38+1.51in Mandya, 69.41+0.99 in Mysore and
69.79+0.72in Chamarajanagar district birds.

When pooled over sexes the average percent eviscerated
weight was 69.12+0.50 in Chamarajanagar, 69.76+0.60 in
Mysore and 71.70+1.03 in Mandya birds and significant
(P=0.05) difference was noticed between Mandya and other
two district birds. Present values are comparable with the
values reported by Mahapatra et al. (1982) and higher than the
values reported by Deepak Sharma (1995).

Edible carcass weight (%): The average percent edible
carcass weight was 73.62+0.60, 74.75+0.57 and 78.29 +0.98 for
males of Chamarajanagar, Mysore and Mandya districts,
respectively and difference noticed between birds of Mandya

and the remaining two districts were significant (P=0.05). The
mean percent edible carcass weight was 73.76+1.42, 75.24+0.65
and75.36%0.96 in females of Mandya, Chamarajanagar and
Mysore district respectively and the mean percent edible
carcass weight was 74.43+0.47 in Chamarajanagar, 75.06+0.55
in Mysore and 76.03+0.99 in Mandya district birds when
pooled over sex.

Blood weight (%): Mean percent blood weight recorded in
males of Mysore, Mandya and Chamarajanagar were
2.89x0.08, 3.54+0.39 and 5.02+0.38, respectively. While in
females the mean blood weight was 3.43+0.30 in Mysore,
4.58+0.64 in Mandya and 6.34+0.57% in Chamarajanagar
district. In combined sex, the mean blood weight was 3.17+0.16
in Mysore, 4.06=0.38 in Mandya and 5.69+0.36% in
Chamarajanagar birds.

Significant (P=0.05) differences in percent blood weight of
males and females were observed between Chamarajanagar
and other two districts and in combined sex between
Chamarajanagar and Mysore as well as Mandya and Mysore
birds. Present values are comparable with the reports of
Mahapatra etal. (1982) in Aseel Kagar and Jaturasith et al. (2002)
in Thai native chicken but lower than the values reported by
Mahapatra et al. (1982) in Aseel peela (5.78%).

Feather weight (%): The mean percent feather weight in
male birds was 6.47+0.66 in Chamarajanagar, 6.65+0.32 in
Mysore and 7.27+0.43 in Mandya, while in female birds it was
6.73+0.32 in Chamarajanagar, 6.85+0.60 in Mysore and
7.58+0.52% in Mandya district. When pooled over sex, the
percent feather weight was 6.61+0.36 in Chamarajanagar,
6.76%0.33 in Mysore and 7.43+0.33 in Mandya district birds
and present values are higher than the values reported by
Mahapatra et al. (1982) in Aseel and Jaturasith et al. (2002) in
Thai native chicken.

Liver weight (%) : The liver weight expressed as per cent
live weight in male chicken was 1.69+0.09, 1.83+0.07 and
1.99+0.06 in Mysore, Mandya and Chamarajanagar districts
respectively. Significant (P=0.05) difference was noticed in
the liver weight of chicken between Chamarajanagar and
Mysore district. The mean percent liver weight in female
chicken was 1.69+0.10 in Mandya, 1.94+0.05 in
Chamarajanagar and 2.23+0.29% in Mysore district. When
pooled over sex the mean liver weight was 1.76+0.06 in
Mandya, 1.97+0.04 in Chamarajanagar and 1.97+0.16% in
Mysore birds and these values are comparable with the values
reported by Sharma and Narayan Khedkar (2005) in Kadaknath
breed and Chatterjee and Yadav (2008) in Nicobari fowl. The
values in the present study are lower than the values reported
by Jaturasith et al. (2002) in Thai native chicken, Vijh et al.
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(2005) in Miri and Tantia et al. (2006) in Ankaleshwar breed of
chicken.
Heart weight (%): The mean percent heart weight for males
was 0.33%0.02, 0.39+0.02 and 0.40+0.01% in Mandya, Mysore
and Chamarajanagar district respectively and it was 0.21+0.03
in female chicken from Mandya, 0.38+0.03 in Mysore and
0.41+0.02 in Chamarajanagar. Heart weight percent was
0.27%0.11in Mandya, 0.39%0.08 in Mysore and 0.41+0.06 in
Chamarajanagar birds for combined sex. Significant (P=0.05)
differences were observed between Mandya and other two
districts for percent heart weight in females as well as for
combined sex and present values are comparable with values
reported by Sharma and Narayan Khedkar (2005) in Kadaknath
chicken and lower compared to the values reported by
Jaturasith et al. (2002) in Thai native chicken, Vijh et al. (2005)
in Miri, Tantia et al. (2006) in Ankaleshwar and Chatterjee and
Yadav (2008) in Nicobari fowl.
Gizzard weight (%): In male birds the average percent
gizzard weight was 2.10+0.11in Mandya, 2.54+0.19 in Mysore
and 2.76+0.08 in Chamarajanagar district. Significant (P=0.05)
difference was noticed between Mandya and other two
districts. The average percent gizzard weight was 2.45+0.16
in Mandya, 3.07+0.17 in Chamarajanagar and 3.31+0.43% in
Mysore for female birds.
When combined over sexes, the average percent gizzard weight
was 2.28+0.24in Mandya, 2.92+0.10 in Chamarajanagar and
2.93+0.24% in Mysore birds. Significant (P=0.05) difference
was observed between Mandya and other two districts. These
values are higher than the values reported by Sharma and
Narayan Khedkar (2005) in Kadaknath breed of chicken and
Chatterjee and Yadav (2008) in Nicobari fowl (1.58 to 1.75%),
but present values are lower compared to the values by Vijh et
al.(2005) in Miri and Tantia et al. (2006) in Ankaleshwar birds.
Giblet weight (%): The average percent giblet weight was
4.28+0.14in Mandya, 4.65+0.21 in Mysore and 5.17+0.12in
Chamarajanagar district for male birds. Significant (P=0.05)
difference was noticed between Chamarajangar and other two
districts. In females percent giblet weight was 4.37+0.25 in
Mandya, 5.44+0.22 in Chamarajanagar and 5.94+0.76 in
Mysore district. Significant (P=0.05) difference was noticed
between Mandya and Mysore district birds.
The average percent giblet weight for combined over sexes
was 4.33+0.14in Mandya, 5.30+0.41 in Mysore and 5.31+0.12
in Chamarajanagar birds. The values are comparable with
values reported by Jaturasith et al. (2002) in Thai native chicken
butlower than the values reported by Mahapatra et al. (1982)
in Aseel, Deepak Sharma, (1995) in Mizoram chicken and Doley
etal. (2009) in indigenous chicken of Northeast.

Breast weight (%): The average breast weight of males was
14.60+0.48 in Mandya, 14.86=0.63 in Mysore and 15.37+0.54%
in Chamarajanagar district. In females, the corresponding
values were 14.89+0.89 in Mysore, 16.11+ 0.54 in
Chamarajanagar and 17.34+0.45% in Mandya district.
Significant (P=0.05) difference was noticed between Mysore
and Mandya district birds.

The average percent breast weight was 14.88+0.53 in Mysore
birds, 15.75+0.38 in Chamarajanagar and 15.97+0.45in Mandya
district birds when combined over sex. These values are lower
than the values reported by Mahapatra et al. (1982) in Aseel
Kagar and Aseel Peela, Deepak Sharma (1995) in Mizoram
chicken, Vijh et al. (2005) in miri and Tantia et al. (2006) in
Ankaleshwar birds (those values ranged between 21.37 to
24.33%), indicating lesser breast muscle in present native
chicken evaluated.

Back weight (%): The average percent back weight was
15.39%0.27 in Mysore, 15.48+0.33 in Chamarajnagar and
16.19%0.74% in Mandya district male birds while in female
birds it was 15.60+0.32 in Chamarajanagar, 16.08+0.30 in
Mysore and 16.91+1.29% in Mandya district. When pooled
over sexes back weight was 15.55+0.22 in Chamarajanagar,
15.74+0.21 in Mysore and 16.56+0.73% for Mandya district
chicken. Present values are lower than the values reported by
Mahapatra et al. (1982) in Aseel kagar and Aseel peela, Sharma
(1995) in Mizoram chicken, Vijh et al. (2005) in Miri and Tantia
etal. (2006) in Ankaleshwar (20.94 to 24.24%), indicating lesser
back weight in present native chicken evaluated.
Drumstick weight (%) : The average percent drumstick
weight in males was 11.44+0.27 in Mysore, 11.80+0.18 in
Mandya and 12.11+0.32 in Chamarajanagar district, in females
it was 9.86+0.36 in Mandya, 10.85+0.23 in Mysore and
11.02+0.18 in Chamarajanagar district. Significant (P=0.05)
differences were noticed between Mandya and other two
district birds.

When pooled over sexes, the average percent drumstick
weight was 10.84+0.30in Mandya, 11.15+0.18 in Mysore and
11.57%0.21 in Chamarajanagar birds. Significant (P=0.05)
difference was noticed between chicken of Chamarajanagar
and Mandya district. The values are lower than the values
reported by Mahapatra et al. (1982), Sharma (1995), Jaturasith
etal. (2002),Vijh et al. (2005) and Tantia et al. (2006).

Thigh weight (%): In male birds average thigh weight was
10.04%0.49 in Chamarajanagar, 11.62+0.56 in Mysore and
12.13+0.22% in Mandya district. Significant (P=0.05)
differences were noticed between Chamarajanagar and other
two district birds. In females average percent thigh weight
was 10.40+0.32in Chamarajanagar, 10.7220.20 in Mandya and
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11.26+0.16% in Mysore district. Significant (P=0.05) difference
was noticed between birds of Chamarajanagar and Mysore
district.

When pooled over sexes average percent thigh weight was
10.22+0.29 in Chamarajanagar, 11.43+0.21 in Mandya and
11.44+0.29% for Mysore birds. Significant (P=0.05) differences
were noticed between Chamarajanagar and other two districts
birds. These values are lower than the values reported by
Mahapatra et al. (1982), Sharma (1995), Jaturasith et al. (2002),
Vijh et al. (2005) and Tantia et al. (2006).

Wing weight (%) : The average percent wing weight was
9.10x0.59 in Mysore, 9.59+0.19 in Chamarajanagar and
12.02%+1.31 in Mandya district for male birds. Significant
(P=0.05) difference was noticed between Mysore and Mandya
district chicken. In female birds percent wing weight was
9.12+0.17 in Mandya, 9.34+0.34 in Mysore and 9.62+0.34 in
Chamarajanagar district.

When pooled over sexes the values were 9.23+0.33 in Mysore,
9.61+0.19 in chamarajanagar and 10.57+0.72 in Mandya
district birds. These values are comparable with values
reported by Tantia et al.(2006a) in Ankaleshwar butlower than
the values of Mahapatra et al. (1982) in Aseel kagar and Aseel
peela, Deepak Sharma (1995) in Mizoram chicken, Jaturasith
et al. (2002) in Thai native chicken, and Vijh et al. (2005a) in
Miri, (those values were between 11.6 to 14.25%).

Neck weight (%) : The mean percent neck weight in males
was 4.87+0.17 in Chamarajanagar, 5.37+0.17 in Mandya and
5.66+0.16 in Mysore district. Significant (P=0.05) difference
was noticed between Chamarajanagar and Mysore birds. The
mean percent neck weight was 5.07+0.30in Mandya, 5.33%+0.15
in Chamarajanagar and to 5.57+0.22 in Mysore district female
birds.

In combined sex the percent neck weight was 5.11+0.12 in
Chamarajanagar, 5.22+0.17 in Mandya and 5.62+0.13 for
Mysore district birds. Significant (P=0.05) difference was
noticed between Chamarajanagar and Mysore birds. Present
values are lower compared to values reported by Mahapatra
etal. (1982), Sharma (1995), Vijh et al. (2005), and Tantia et al.
(2000).

CONCLUSION

The carcass yield obtained for different carcass traits in the
present study were lower than most of the values reported
earlier for different indigenous chicken breeds except for Aseel
chicken breed. The variations recorded in carcass traits of
present study for males, females and on combined sex of

indigenous chicken of three districts may be attributed to the

differences in genetic makeup of the birds, as these birds
evaluated were reared on deep litter but were produced from
hatching eggs collected from different locations of three
districts of Mysore division of Karnataka state.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
Support extended by Department of Animal Husbandry and
Veterinary Services Govt. of Karnataka is acknowledged.

REFERENCES

Jaturasitha S, Leangwunta V, Leotaragul A, Phongphaew A,
Apichartsrungkoon T, Simasathitkul N, Vearasilp T,
Worachai L and Meulen U (2002) A comparative study of
thai native chicken and broiler on productive performance,
carcass and meat quality. Conference on International
Agricultural Research for Development. 9-11 October, 2002,
Deutscher, Tropentag, Witzenhausen.

Mahapatra CM, Pandey NK and Rao GV(1982) Indian ].Poult
science 17:276-80

Sharma DC, and Narayan Khedkur (2005) Carcass evaluation
traits of crosses between Kadaknath breed of
Indian native chicken, Rode Island Red and White leghorn.
Indian Vet.] 82:221-22

Sharma D (1995) Performance of Native fowl of Mizoram under
intensive system. Indian J. Poult Sci 30 (1):31-35

Singh R,Verma SVS and Mudalgi P (1994) Carcass quality of
poultry under intensive system. Indian J. Poult Sci 29 (1)
85-88

Snedecor GW and COCHRAN WG (1967) Statistical methods.
Oxford and IBH publishing Co., Edn.6th., Calcutta

Statistical packages for social sciences (SPSS). (2011) SPSS user’s
guide version 20.0. SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA

Tantia MS, Khanna K, Vij RK, Vij PK, Singh G and Ahlawat
SPS (2006) Chicken Breeds of India-Ankleshwar. Leaflet
37,National Bureau of Animal Genetic Resources, PO. Box
129, Karnal, 132001

Vijh RK, Roy TC, Vij PK, Tantia MS and Ahlawat SPS (2005)
Chicken Breeds of India Miri. Lea?et 2, National Bureau of
Animal Genetic Resources, PO.Box 129, Karnal, 132001



(500 = J) ApueoyTuSIs IaTp 30U Op UWN[0d e ur }d1msIadns uowwod auo Jsesy e Juraey sanjep

LV0FQeZZS ZL0F/G0L  1Z0FAEr L 0S0Fer80L €L0F9S9L SyOFLESE vhOFeESy €COFErL 9C0TAU0Y 660F€09. COLFA0L L.  850FUGLZ8 LL0/FSTSHOL eApueyy

eH0Tq29S  EC0TEL6 620 FApy Ll 8LOFWRSILL LZ0FVLSL €50T88YL IH0TA0LS €C0TIL9 QLOTFELLE SSOTFI0G. 090FMRIL69  2S0FAIS'I8 bY'6S F06'066 210SAI

SHOTELLS  6LOTIO6  6207EZC0b LZ0FUSLE ¢20FSSSH 8S0FSLSE ZHOFAIES 980FIO9 90TU69S LyOFPY.  0S0FeZL69  190FR66. OFVST06 00) Jebeuelerewey)
ssedled 1 Ssedled ssealed

¥oaN 16uip ubmyr  onswnig Yoeg Isealg WiQY  Jayeay poojg aqp  pajeIsIsIng passaiq WBiam anr] spusIg

X3S PauIquIod Ul UadIYyd snoud3rpur ur sjrer) ssedred Jo Y3am juadiadg g d[qelL

(00 = J) ApuedyruSis 1ag31p Jou op uwnjod e ur jduosiadns uowwod auo Jses] Je Juraey] sanjep

060 F/0C LK0T¢h6 020F08ZL 0L 9S0FRIR6 62 1FI69L SYOTFAELl STOTRICY ¢G0F8G. vOOTe8Sy oy hF9/eL 1GHF9L69 890 V608 020 F 0628 eApuEl

20FISS YEOTYE6 940TA9T L €20FASE0L 0S0FB09L 680FE6R YL 9/0FAY6G 090 FG8'9 0COTeEr's O960F9ES. 660FIy69 860FICI8 29°€S T 05'€E8 810SAN

SLOFESS YE0F96 CCOFROY0L 8LOFGRO'LE 2E0F09GH YGOFQRLLOL ZCOFARYY'S 2C0FELY LSOFAWEY SY0FKZS. CLOF6L69 6L0FLZ6. 6 LLF 0898 Jebeuelereurey)
$Sedied 1ssedled $Sedied

¥0aN 16uip uby  onswiig yoeg 1sealg QY Jayesy poojg aqPI  pajeIadsing passaiq Biam anr] spusiq

UdPIYD arewaj snouadipur Jo (%) sjrer} ssedre) :g d[qelL

(500 = J) ApueoyTuSIs 1aTp 30U Op UWN[Od e ur }d1sIadns uowwod auo Jses 3e Juraey sanjep

LVOFQR/ES 1€'1F0202L 220Faekeh 8L0F08'Hh vZ0%6L9L  8rO0F09Th pLOFeSZy €y0¥F/. 6E0FEySE 960¥U6C8L 00FFALOVL 9SO0FAPYER 26'GLF 02292k eApueqy

9L0FQ99G 6S0FROLE 9G0FGCOLL [CO0Fhy L [COF6ESH €90F98YL FZ0TESYY 2C0TFGO9 800F68T [SOTES/H. bL0FEG00. SEOTALIZZY OF 18 T 0S8y} 210SA

LVOFe/8Y 6L0FARESE  6Y0TFEVO0L 2€0FIZh €60F8YSH  bSOT/ESH 2HOTALLS 990F/F9 8L0FG20G 090FeZ9E. /90Feyy'89 ¢60Fe/908 928y F0S'9C) Jebeuelerewrey)
ssealed 1 SSedled ssealed

¥oaN 16uig ubmyr  onswnig Yoeg Isealg WiQY  Jayeay poojg aqp  pajeIsIsIng passaiq WBiam anr] spusIg

uPIYD drewr snouaipur jo () sytery ssedre) :I d[qeL



