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I ntroduction

In the past severd years, consumer demand has forced the swine industry to sdlect for an
animd with increased percent lean and higher lean accretion rates. Paylean is atechnology that
has been shown to increase carcass leanness while improving growth performance when fed to
finishing pigs. It has been documented that average daily gain (ADG) and feed efficiency (F.G)
are improved when feeding Paylean to finishing pigs, and these improvements increase as the dose
of Payleanisincreased. It has aso been documented that improvementsin carcass leanness are
aso observed, and these improvements increase as the dose of Paylean isincreased. These
improvements in growth performance and carcass characteristics have aso been shown across

many different genetic lines of pigs

The Food and Drug Administration approved Paylean with research that was done with
animasthat had lower percent lean and lean accretion rates compared to today’ sanima. With
today’ s leaner genetics, a question of the magnitude of response to Paylean at varying levels needs

to be evauated among different genetic lines of pigs.

Therefore, alae-finishing study (last four weeks) was conducted to eva uate the effect of

feeding multiple Paylean levels among three different genetic lines on ADG,



ADH, F.G, fat and loin depth, carcass weight, premiums, and percent lean while pigs were being

fed Paylean. Thistria was conducted from August to October, 2000.
Experimental Procedure

Four dietary treatments were formulated for this study to be fed over afour week time
period. All dietswere formulated to 18.6% CPandal.1 % lysnelevd (Tablel). Treatments
were asfollows. 1) Contral diet (no Paylean); 2) 4.5 g/ton Paylean; 3) 9 g/ton Paylean; 4) 18

g/ton Paylean.

Three hundred gilts of three different genetic lines (Pietran sred (L1)=102 hd; Large
White sred (L2)=102 hd; Terminal sired (L3)=96 hd) were blocked by weight into 60 pens (4 or
6 pigg/pen; 10 ft*/pig). One of four dietary trestments were randomly assigned to each pen within
ablock. Pigs were weighed and feed intakes were recorded every week for the four-week
period to determine ADFI and ADG, from which F.G was calculated. Backfat and loin eye areas
were measured bi-weekly on 32 control pigs and 16 pigs per genotype-Paylean treatment using
red time ultra sound (Aloka 500). Pigs were started on their dietary trestment when the block
average reached 180 |bs. Pigs were then marketed after four weeks, at which timefat and loin
depth, percent lean, carcass weight, carcass premium were collected at a commercia daughter
facility in lllinois. Additional measurements were taken on 2 pigs/pen for pork qudity
characteridtics, loin, ham, and belly rough and trimmed weights, and packaging loss weights on

ham and loin cuts.

Statistical andyss of the data collected was performed using the GLM procedure of

SAS. Pigswere blocked by initid body weight and the main effects of Paylean level, genetic line



and their interactions were examined to determine their effect on growth and carcass

characterigtics.

Results and Discussion

All gilts used for this experiment were brought in to the nurseries as 14-day-old pigs.
Performance data was collected during the nursery and grower phase so that growth curves could

be calculated (Tables 2 and 3, respectively).

Paylean effects on Growth

Growth performance while pigs were on their dietary treatment’ s can be seen in Table 4.
All pigs fed Paylean had a 16.6% (P<.05) increase in ADG during week1, and pigs fed 18 g/ton
Paylean had a.57 |b/d (P<.05) decreasein ADFI compared to pigs fed 9 g/ton Paylean. Pigsfed
9 and 18 g/ton Paylean had an average improvement of 14.9% (P<.05) in F:G compared to the
control treatment while pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean had an improvement of 11.1% (P<.05)

compared to pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean.

During week 2, pigs fed 9 and 18 g/ton Paylean had an average increase in ADG of
12.8% (P<.05) compared to those pigs on the control diet, and pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean had a
.39 Ib/d (P<.05) decreasein ADFI compared to the control treatment. All pigs fed Paylean had

an average improvement of 14.6% (P<.05) in F:G compared to the control treatment.

All pigs fed Paylean had an average increase in ADG of 16.8% (P<.05) compared to the

control trestment during week 3. Although dl pigs fed Paylean had a numerical decreasein



ADFH, no sgnificant differences were observed between treatments. All pigs fed Paylean had an

average improvement in F.G of 16.7% (P<.05) compared to the control treatment.

During week 4, dl pigs fed Paylean had an average increase in ADG of 11.6% (P<.05)
compared to the control treatment. Pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean had a decrease of .38 Ib/d (P<.05)
in ADFI compared to the control trestment. All pigs fed Paylean had an average improvement of

13.4% (P<.05) in F:G compared to the control treatment during week 4.

Overdl, dl pigs fed Paylean had an increase in ADG of 14.5% (P<.05) compared to the
control treatment, and pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean had a decrease in overdl ADFI of .31 Ib/d
(P<.05) compared to pigs fed 9 g/ton Paylean and the control diet. All pigs fed Paylean had an
average improvement in overdl F.G of 14.6% (P<.05) compared to the control trestment. This
datawould indicate that dl pigs fed Paylean had improved growth performance, however, pigs
fed 4.5 g/ton of Paylean will provide over 90% of the ADG growth performance compared to
the 9 and 18 g/ton Paylean levels. However, 18 g/ton numericaly improved feed efficiency

compared to 4.5 and 9 g/ton Paylean.

Genotype effectson Growth

No significant differences were observed in ADG between the three genetic lines during
week 1. However, line 1 (L1) had an average decrease in ADFI of .44 Ib/d (P<.05) compared
toline2 (L2) and line 3 (L3) during week 1. No sgnificant differences were observed in F.G

between genetic lines during week 1.



Line 3 had an average increase in ADG of 22.2% (P<.05) compared to L1 and L2 during
week 2, while L1 had an average decrease in ADH of .61 Ib/d (P<.05) compared to L2 and L 3.

Line 3 had a 13.9% (P<.05) improvement in F:G compared to L2 during week 2.

No significant differences were observed in ADG between the three genetic lines during
week 3. However, L1 and L2 had an average decrease in ADFI of .39 Ib/d (P<.05) compared
to L3. No significant differences were observed in F.G between genetic lines during week 3.
Line 3 had an average increase of 10.2% (P<.05) in ADG compared to the other two genetic
lines, and L1 had an average decrease in ADFI of .48 Ib/d (P<.05) comparedto L2 and L3
during week 4. Line 1 and L3 had an average improvement in F.G of 14.2% (P<.05) compared

to L2 during week 4.

Line 3 had an average increase in overal ADG of 7.0% (P<.05) comparedto L1 and L2.
In addition, L1 had an average decrease in overal ADFI of .44 |b/d (P<.05) compared to L2 and

L3. Linel and L3 had an average improvement in overall F.G of 4.6% (P<.05) compared to L2.

Feed Cost Analysis

As expected, cost per ton of feed increased as the level of Paylean wasincrease in the
diet (Table 1). Cod/Ib of gain, however, did not necessarily increase in thisfashion. The control
diet and pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean had a significantly lower cost/Ib of gain ($.1725 vs $.1916)
compared to pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean, and pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean had a numericaly lower
cost/Ib of gain ($.1724 vs $.1726) compared to the control diet during week 1 (Table 4). During

week 2, pigs fed 4.5 and 9 g/ton Paylean had alower cost/Ib of gain ($.1784 vs $.2072; P<.05)



compare to pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean, and pigs fed 4.5 and 9 g/ton Paylean has a numericdly

lower cost/Ib of gain when compared to the control diet.

During week 3, the control diet and pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean had a significantly lower
cost/lb of gain ($.1923 vs $.2434) compared to pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean, and pigs fed 4.5 g/ton
Paylean had a numericaly lower cost/lb of gain ($.1816 vs $.2030) compared to the control diet.
During week 4, the control diet and pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean had a sgnificantly lower cost/Ib of

gain ($.2302 vs $.2653) compared to pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean.

Overdl, pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean had a significantly lower cost/Ib of gain ($.1853 vs
$.2089) compared to pigs fed 9 and 18 g/ton Paylean. The control treatment and pigsfed 9 g/ton

Paylean had a significantly lower cost/Ib of gain ($.1961 vs $.2188) compared to pigs fed 18

g/ton Paylean.

No dgnificant differences were noticed between genetic lines during weeks 1 and 2 for
cogt/Ib of gain. Genetic L2 had asignificantly lower cost/Ib of gain ($.1972 vs $.2299) compared
to L3 during week 3, however, thistrend reversed and L3 had a significantly lower cost/Ib of gain
($.2278 vs $.2581) compared to L2 during week 4. No significant differencesin overal cost/Ib

of gain between genotypes was observed.

Further evaluation of amore traditiona feeding program, footnoted in table 4, containing a
.80% lyslevel during week one and a.60% lysine level during weeks 2, 3, and 4 indicates a
lower expected overdl feed cost/lb of gain ($.1532/1b vs $.1932/1b) for the control treatment
animds. These lysne leves were verified by usng the NRC computer modd, included in the

1998 NRC publication. A weight of 198 Ibs for the first week was used; feed intake used to



cdculate thislysine level was determined by taking the actud feed intake for the first week and
subtracting 7.5% estimated feed wastage to estimate actud nutrient intakes, and then matching
ADG (2.03 Ib/d) with this intake (4.91 Ib/d) and new feed efficiency (242 F.G). Leangan
determined by the modd was 392 g/d. The performance observed in thistrid for the controls
would need a.75% lysine leve, determined by the model, therefore a.80% lyslevel was used, to

supply formulation cushion for mixing error, to caculate cost/Ib of gain for the first week.

A midpoint weight of 226 lbs was used for the next three weeks for the control animals.
Feed intake used in the modd was 5.53 |b/d (actua minus 7.5% feed wastage) and ADG during
this stage was 1.84 |1b/d, with anew 3.00 feed efficiency. Lean gain determined by the modd was
275 g/d. A .48% lysine level was cdculated by the program for the performance observed by the
control pigsin thetria during thistime period. A .60% lysine level was usad in determining the
cos/Ib gain during thistime period as it ismore tyL3d of the indusiry and would provide
formulation cushion for mixing error. A dietary energy level of 3460 kcal/kg of DE was aso used

in the mode for both weight periods. This DE level was the actud leve fed throughout thistridl.

For comparison, requirements for the 9 g/ton trestment were cdculated for the same time
periods usng the NRC modd. A 1.05% lysine level was cdculated for the first weight period
using aweight of 201 Ibs, ADG of 2.36 |b/d, and feed intake of 4.70 Ib/d (actud minus 7.5%
feed wastage) for afeed efficiency of 1.99. Lean gain was caculated to be 560 g/d. Cdculations
for the second weight period (weeks 2, 3, and 4) were done using alive weight of 234 lIbs, ADG

of 2.10 Ibs/d, and feed intake was 5.48 Ibs/d (actual minus 7.5% feed wastage), resulting in a



feed efficiency of 2.61. Lean gain was 380 g/d and the calculated lysine leve required was .66%

for the second weight period for pigs fed the 9 g/ton treatment.

This reduction in cost/Ib gain for the control animasfed amore typica phase feeding
program would yield approximately $2.18 lessin total feed cost for the control pigs. This
reduction in actud feed cost assumes that the control trestment pigs would gain amilarly and have
amilar carcass characterigticsif fed the reduced lysine levels and is for discretionary purposes
only. However, it does raise added cost pressure for the Paylean product to be cost effective

compared to amore traditiona program.
Carcass Data (Unadjusted = Pigsfed for same time before marketed)

Tables5, 6, 7, and 8 report the carcass data from this study, as unadjusted for carcass
weight. Thisdlowsthe datato be andyzed asif the pigs were fed for an equa amount of time,
and not to a certain market weight. Producers that utilize a production system that only alows for
acertain amount of time for the animd in the finishing fadility should utilize these tables to andyze

the effect Paylean would have on the carcass merit of their market animals,

Unadjusted carcass measurements taken at a commercia daughter facility are presented
inTable5. All pigsfed Paylean had an average increase in daughter body weight of 8.4 Ibs
(P<.05) compared to those pigs fed the control diet. Hot carcass weight was dso increased in all
pigs fed Paylean by an average of 8.3 Ibs (P<.05) compared to the control treatment. Pigsfed 18
g/ton Paylean had a7.1% (P<.05) decrease in 10" rib fat depth compared to the control
treatment. Pigsfed 18 g/ton Paylean had an increase in loin depth of 7.6% (P<.05) compared to

the control diet and pigsfed 4.5 g/ton Paylean. Pigsfed 18 g/ton Paylean had an increasein



percent lean of 1.4 percentage units (P<.05) compared to the control treatment. All pigsfed
Paylean had an average increase of .8% (P<.05) in dressing percentage compared to the control
treatment, and pigs fed 4.5 and 18 g/ton Paylean had an increase in dressing percentage of .4%

(P<.05) compared to pigs fed 9 g/ton Paylean.

No sgnificant differences were observed in daughter weight between genotypes (Table
5). However, L2 had an increase in HCW of 5.25 Ibs (P<.05) comparedtoL1and L3. Linel
and L3 had an average decrease in 10" rib fat depth of 10.4% (P<.05) comparedto L2. In
addition, L1 had a5.1% (P<.05) increase in loin depth compared to the other two genotypes
represented in thistrid. Linel and L3 had an average increase in percent lean of 1.4 percentage
units (P<.05) compared to L2. Linel and L2 had an average increase of 2.5% (P<.05) in
dressing percentage compared to L3, and L1 had an increase in dressing percentage of .7%

(P<.05) compared to L2.

Ham, loin, and belly cut weight data are presented in Table 6. All pigs fed Paylean had an
average increase in ham weight of 2.83 1bs (P<.05) compared to the control treatment. Pigs fed
4.5 and 18 g/ton Paylean had an average increase in ham cut weight as a percent of HCW of
1.8% (P<.05) compared to the control treatment. All pigs fed Paylean had an average increasein
loin weight of 2.72 Ibs (P<.05) compared to the control trestment, and pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean
had an increase in loin weight of 1.3 Ibs (P<.05) compared to pigs fed 9 g/ton Paylean. Pigsfed
4.5 and 18 g/ton Paylean had an increase in loin cut weight as a percent of HCW of .64
percentage units (P<.05) compared to the control treatment, and pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean had a

ggnificant increasein loin cut weight as a percent of HCW of .23 percentage units compared to
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pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean (P<.05). Although no sgnificant differences were seen in belly weight
between trestments, dl pigs fed Paylean had numericaly higher belly weights than those animds
on the control treatment. Pigsfed 4.5 and 18 g/ton Paylean had a decrease in belly weight asa
percent of HCW of .44 percentage units (P<.05) compared to the control treatment. No

sgnificant differences were found in belly thickness between Paylean trestments.

Line 1 and L3 had an average increase in ham weight of 1.27 Ibs (P<.05) and ham cut
weight as a percent of HCW (26.05% vs 24.68%) comparedto L2. Line 3 had anincreasein
ham cut weight as a percent of HCW of 2.0% (P<.05) compared to L1. Line 1 had an increase
inloin weight of 1.39 |bs (P<.05) compared to L3 and L1 had an increase in loin cut weight asa
percent of HCW of .70 percentage units (P<.05) compared to L2 and L3. Significant differences
in belly weights were observed between al three genetic lines (L1=28.91 |bs; L2=31.45 Ibs,
L3=27.08 Ibs). Significant differencesin belly weight as a percent of HCW were aso observed
between all three genetic lines (L1=15.55%; L2=16.55%; L3=14.65%). L1 and L2 had an

average increase in belly thickness of 6.8% (P<.05) compared to L3.

Table 7 contains plant pork qudity data taken during thistrid. No sgnificant differences
were observed in one hour and 22 hour pH loin and ham measurements, however, there were
ggnificant differences between genotypes. Line 1 had an increase in 22 hour loin pH (5.58 vs
5.53; P<.05) compared to L2. In addition, L1 and L2 had a significantly higher 22 hour ham pH
(5.77 vs 5.69; P<.05) compared to L3. No significant differencesin loin color were observed
between Paylean trestments. However, L1 had a significantly higher loin color score (2.91 vs

2.68) than L2. Pigsfed 18 g/ton Paylean had an increasein loin firmness (1.87 vs 1.71; P<.05)
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compared to the control trestment, although no significant differences were noticed between

genotypesin loin firmness.

Pigs fed 9 g/ton Paylean had an increasein L™ (46.61 vs 45.48; P<.05) compared to the
control trestment. All pigs fed Paylean had an average decreasein a of 11.6% (P<.05)
compared to the control trestment. Pigsfed 9 and 18 g/ton Paylean had alower b’ score (4.60

vs 5.28; P<.05) compared to the control treatment.

Line 1 and L3 had an average decreasein L™ (45.66 vs 47.02; P<.05) compared to L2,
and dl three genotypes had significantly different a scores (L 1= -.074; L2= -.464; L3= .272).
No sgnificant differences were observed between genotypes for the other loin color

measurements.

The cost/premium datafrom thistrid isreported in Table 8. As expected tota feed cost
while pigs were on their Paylean treatment were Sgnificantly higher than those animas on the
control treatment. Pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean received $.51/cwt carcass premium (P<.05) more
than those animas on the control diet, and pigs fed 4.5 and 9 g/ton Paylean received numerically
higher premiums than those animals fed the control diet. All pigs fed Paylean received a higher
total premium/pig ($7.69 vs $6.68) compared to the control treatment. Overdl premium/pig
recelved increased sgnificantly (P<.05) asthe level of Paylean was increased in the diet,

eventhough there was no significant difference in base price received between trestments.

Line 3 had a higher 28 day feed cost while ontest ($12.91 vs $11.75; P<.05) compared
toL1landL2. Linel received asgnificantly higher premium/cwt of carcass ($4.30 vs $3.84)

comparedto L2 and L3. Line 1 and L3 received a higher average tota premium/pig ($7.75 vs
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$6.82) comparedto L2. L1 and L2 did receive $.43 (P<.05) more per hundred weight over L3.
Thiswas possibly caused by a chronic iletis outbresk that affected L3 more than the other two
genotypes. Pigs of L3 showed more visble signs of iletis and where treeted more by injection

according to the trestment sheets kept during thistrid.

All pigs fed Paylean received a higher tota price/pig (including premium) of $6.09
(P<.05) more compared to the control trestment, and the total price/pig received numericaly
increased asthe level of Paylean wasincreased in the diet. L2 dso recaived a dgnificantly higher
tota price/pig ($113.87 vs $110.40) compared to L3. Thiswas principaly dueto the 6.2 1b

greater carcass weight of L2 compared to L3.

Carcassdata (Adjusted = Pigsfed to smilar HCW)

Dataintables9, 10, 11, and 12 contains data that has been adjusted for HCW.
Producers that feed their animas to a common market weight should utilize these tables to
determine the effects Paylean would have on the carcass merit of thelr pigsif fed in their
production system. Although numbers have changed compared to the unadjusted carcass datain
tables 5-8, there are very few changesin the sgnificance of these values. The vaduesthat had a
difference in sgnificance compared to the unadjusted data are the only data points discussed in

this section. The remainder of the data can be reviewed as needed.

Datain this section were adjusted for HCW and not live daughter weight because pigs
were sold in groups, resulting in group average live daughter weights, where asindividud HCW's
were recorded at the plant. Due to this adjustment to the experiment’ s average HCW, it should

be noted that the differencesin % yield could be under estimated in this section (Table 9).
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Datafrom Table 12 would indicate that pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean was the only Paylean
treatment which increased prem/cwt of carcass and prem/pig ($7.92 vs $6.97; P<.05) compared
to the control trestment (Table 12). However, when subtracting 28 day feed cost from tota price
received/pig, the 4.5 g/ton Paylean treatment received $.83 more for each pig when compared to

the control treatment.

Loin and Ham Dissection Data

Table 13 contains loin dissection and qudlity data collected at the Universaty of Illinois. In
the section labeled Loin weights, loins were inserted into a bag to measure purge loss. The
sgnificant differences observed between treatments for loin in and loin out weights are attributed

to Paylean affect. There were no sgnificant differencesin 7 day purge loss between treatments.

Pigs fed 9 g/ton Paylean and the control treestment had an average increasein loin
marbling of 18.0% (P<.05) compared to pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean (Tablel3). No sgnificant
differences were observed in seven or eight day L* between treatments. However, the control
treatment had a Sgnificantly higher seven day a* (7.92 vs 6.7; P<.05) compared to pigsfed 9 and
18 g/ton Paylean. The control trestment and pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean had a significantly higher
eight day a* (10.74 vs 10.00; P<.05) compared to pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean. Pigsfed 18 g/ton
Paylean had alower seven day b* (14.41 vs 15.16; P<.05) compared to the other three
trestments. In addition, pigs fed 9 g/ton Paylean had a significantly higher eight day b* (21.44 vs

16.87) compared to pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean.

Pork chops were a so subjected to cooking tests to determine cooking loss, shear forces,

and moisture and fat percentages. All pigs fed Paylean had increased chop weights prior to
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cooking. Pigsfed 18 g/ton Paylean had an increased chop weight (259.3g vs 247.4g; P<.05)
post cooking compared to the control trestment. No significant differences were observed in

cooking losses among treatments.

All pigs fed Paylean had an increase in Warner-Bratzler shear force (2.30 vs 2.04;
P<.05) compared to the control treatment. No significant differences were observed in percent
moisture among treatments. Pigsfed 9 g/ton Paylean had an increase in % fat in the cooked loin
chop of 12.8% (P<.05) compared to pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean, and this match’ s the observed

difference in loin marbling between these two trestments mentioned earlier in this report.

Pigs fed Paylean had a Sgnificantly higher initid and find loin chop drip lossweight (Table
13). However, pigsfed 9 g/ton Paylean had a 19.5% increase (P<.05) in percent drip loss

compared to the control treatment

Line 2 had an averageincrease in loin marbling of 16.4% compared to L1 and L3 (Table
13). Inaddition, L3 had an increasein loin seven day & of 25.8% (P<.05) comparedto L1 and
L2. Line3had anincreasein loin eight day & of 14.4%, but alower seven day b* (14.6 vs
15.71; P<.05) comparedto L1 and L2. Additiondly, L3 did have a higher purge loss (1.708 vs

1.336; P<.05) comparedto L1 and L2.

Line 1 had a sgnificantly higher chop weight (354.3g vs 334.6g; P<.05) compared L2
and L3, and L1 had an increase in chop weight (262.5 vs 247.8; P<.05) post cooking compared

to L2 (Table 13).

Line 1 and L2 had an average increase in loin Warner-Bratzler shear force (2.32 vs 2.07,

P<.05) compared to L3 (Table 13). Line 3 had a sgnificantly higher loin % moisture (74.68 vs
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74.94) comparedto L1 and L2. Line 2 and L3 dso had an averageincrease in loin % fat of
14.8% (P<.05) compared to L1. In addition, L3 had a significantly higher percent drip loss (.979

vs 1.708; P<.05) compared to L1 and L2.

Table 14 contains ham dissection data that was collected at the University of Illinois.
Hams from 29 pigs/trt were sent for further dissection. All pigs fed Paylean had increased whole
ham weights (23.01 Ibs vs 24.07 |bs; P<.05) and increased bonel ess ham weights (13.49 Ibsvs
14.40 lbs, P<.05). No sgnificant differences were seen in elther bone or skin weights between

treatments.

All pigs fed Paylean had a 7.0% (P<.05) increase in ingde ham muscle weight compared
to the control trestment (Table 13). Pigsfed 18 g/ton Paylean had a 10.3% (P<.05) increasein
outside muscle weight compared to the control trestment. No sgnificant differences were
observed in knuckle weights between treatments. All pigs fed Paylean had an average increasein

ham trim weight of 8.4% (P<.05) compared to the control treatment.

When combining the weights of the three mgjor muscles of the ham, pigs fed 18 g/ton
Paylean had an 8.3% (P<.05) increase compared to the control treatment, however, no significant
differences were observed between genotypes. Bondess ham yields displayed smilar results,
with pigs fed 18 g/ton Paylean yiding 2.13 percentage units (P<.05) more boneess ham than the
control treetment. No sgnificant differences were observed in yidd of the three mgor muscles of

the ham between treatments.

Line 1 had aggnificant increase in whole ham weight compared to L2, however, no

ggnificant differences were observed in bone ess ham weights between genotypes (Table 13).
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Line 2 had a9.9% (P<.05) increase in skin weight comparedto L1 and L3. Line3 had a
sgnificant increase (2.72lbs vs 3.021bs) in bone weight compared to the other two genotypes.

No significant differences were observed between genotypesin indde ham muscle weights. Line
1 had an 8.0% increase (P<.05) in outsde muscle weight compared to the other two genotypes,
and L1 had an increase in knuckle weight (2.79lbs vs 2.63lbs, P<.05) compared to L3. There
was a sgnificant difference between each genotype for ham trim weight (L1 =4.791bs, L2 = 4.45

Ibs; L3 = 5.37 Ibs).

Line 1 and L2 had an average increase in ham yield of 2.07 percentage units (P<.05)
compared to L3 when combining the weights of the three mgor muscles of theham. Line 1 had a

sgnificant increase of 2.84 percentage units compared to L3.

Application

Pigs fed Paylean had an increase in ADG, which resulted in an average increase in live
weight of 8 Ibs and an increasein HCW of 85 Ibs. Improvementsin carcass merit of those pigs

fed Paylean dso resulted in an average increase in premiun/pig of just over $1.00/pig.

Results from thistrid would indicate that pigs fed 4.5 g/ton Paylean was the most cost
effective Paylean treatment when subtracting 28 day feed cost from the totd price received/pig
when analyzing the unadjusted data (Table 8). Pigsfed 4.5 g/ton Paylean returned $4.56 more
than the contral fed pigs, $.95 more than pigs fed 9 g/ton Paylean, and $.36 more than pigs fed
18 g/ton Paylean. In addition, L2 appears to be the most cost effective genotype when fed
Paylean, inthistria. Line 2 returned $.69 more per pig than L1 and $4.43 more per pig than L3.

Thislarge difference in return between L1 and L3 could, however, be explained by the hedth
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problems that L3 was confronted with when iletis was diagnosed and the subsequent reduced
carcassweight. In addition, the 2 b difference in nursery start weight could have aso attributed
to thisdifference in return, asit is known that larger pigs entering the nursery subsequently have

better performance in the grower and finishing stages of growth.

Profitability data from Table 12 (adjusted for HCW) would indicate that pigs fed the 4.5
g/ton Paylean was the only cost effective Paylean trestment when compared to the controls.
When subtracting 28 day feed cost from the tota price received/pig, the 4.5 g/ton Paylean
trestment returned $.83 more than the control treatment. Returns received from the 9 and 18
g/ton Paylean treatments compared to the controls raise questions whether it is economicdly
feasble to feed these levels when feeding market animasto aequa market weight. However, the
economics of reduced days to market, fewer light weight pigs, and more turnsg/barn has not yet

been fully evduated for pigs marketed & a common fina body weight.

Pork qudity data would indicate that even though there were afew sgnificant differences
among the pork quality measurements taken between , there were no detrimenta effects on pork
qudity measurements while feeding Paylean. It isinteresting to note the differences between
genotypesin pork qudity, and results would indicate the need for further investigation between
genotypes. However, there may not be atrue difference between L1 and L2 versus L3 in pork
quaity. Most of the L3 pigs were daughtered on different daysthan L1 and L2, and thereisa
known effect of daughter day that could have caused these differences, but could not be removed

from the comparison in this trid.



Table 1: Experimentd Diets

Diet Control 4.5g/ton 9g/ton 18g/ton
Paylean Paylean Paylean
Ingredient, %
Corn 66.51 66.49 66.47 66.42
SBM, 48% 28.10 28.10 28.10 28.10
Fat 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Limestone 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Dicdl. .65 .65 .65 .65
VitMin/Sdt .663 663 .663 .663
Lysine-HCI 10 10 .10 10
Paylean-9 0.00 025 .05 0.10
Lys % 11 11 11 11
ME, Kcd/lb 1569 1569 1569 1569
CP, % 18.58 18.58 18.58 18.58
Ca, % .6 6 6 .6
P, % 5 5 5 5
Cogt, $/tor? 131.86 143.09 154.32 176.78

& Paylean was deducted from corn based on the control diet formulation

® Ingredient prices used in calculation: Corn, $.04/Ib; 48% CP SBM, $.113/lb; Fat,
$.12/Ib; Vit/Min/Salt, $2.30/1b; Limestone, $.05/1b; Dicd, $.15/1b; Lys., $.55/1b;
Paylean-9, $22.50/Ib



Table 2: Nursery growth performance

L1 L2 L3 Std. Error
#of pigs 120 120 105
Initid W, lbs 11.3 11.7 9.0 .381
Day 0-7
ADG .611 547 231 .017
ADFI .556 531 .385 .017
FG .914 973 1.80 112
Weight 15.6 155 10.3 445
Day 7-21
ADG .948 .870 .639 .028
ADF 1.27 1.19 .854 .040
FG 1.35 1.36 1.34 .021
Weight 28.7 27.7 19.3 776
Day 21-35
ADG 1.04 1.05 1.08 .026
ADFI 1.86 1.80 1.72 .044
FG 1.78 1.72 1.59 .027
Waeaght 42.6 41.4 33.3 1.05
Overall
ADG .892 .849 .696 .021
ADFI 1.36 1.30 111 .032
FG 1.53 153 1.59 .015
Exit Weight 42.6 41.4 33.3 1.05
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Table 3: Grower growth performance
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L1 L2 Std. L3 Std.
Error Error
#of pigs #0of pigs
Initia WH, Ibs 42.1 41.0 1.15 Initia WA, Ibs 32.9 1.02
Day 0-21 Day 0-7
ADG 1.48 1.62 .037 ADG 1.19 .044
ADFI 2.84 3.13 .061 ADF 2.68 .018
FG 1.92 1.94 .016 FG 2.32 102
Weight 73.1 75.0 1.86 Weight 42.5 1.29
Day 21-42 Day 7-28
ADG 1.84 1.89 .029 ADG 1.60 .037
ADH 3.76 4.12 .080 ADH 2.93 .061
FG 2.04 2.17 .028 FG 1.84 .021
Weight 111.8 114.7 2.28 Weight 75.9 1.92
Day 42-67 Day 28-53
ADG 1.90 2.04 .038 ADG 191 .025
ADH 4.25 4.75 17 ADH 4.01 .079
FG 2.24 2.32 .032 FG 211 .046
Weight 159.2 165.9 3.05 Weight 1236  2.26
Day 67 to Paylean Day 53-71
ADG 1.73 1.60 .075 ADG 201 024
ADFH 4.61 5.14 132 ADFH 4.75 .054
FG 2.73 3.47 221 FG 2.36 .025
Weight 183.0 185.9 1.11 Weight 160.1 255
Overall Day 71 to Paylean
ADG 1.74 1.86 .026 ADG 2.03 .051
ADFI 3.88 4.18 .083 ADF 5.05 .061
FG 2.18 2.24 017 FG 252 .057
Paylean Start Wt, Ibs ~ 183.0 185.9 1.11 Weight 1829 1.40
Overall
ADG 1.83 .018
ADH 3.93 .036
FG 215 .022
Paylean Start Wt, Ibs 1829  1.40

- L3 pigswere brought into the nursery 10 days later than L1 and L2. Therefore, L3 pigs
spent more timein the grower than L1 and L2 before sarting on their Paylean treatment
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Table 4: Effect of Paylean and genetic line on weekly ADG, ADHFI, and F:G in late finishing pigs.
Control 45 9Paylean 18Paylean Std. Error L1 L2 L3
Paylean

# of Pigs, hd. 74 76 74 76 102 102 9%
Initial Wt, Ibs 183.8 184.2 184.2 1844 141 1830 186.4 1829
Week 1
ADG 203 2.30° 2.44° 236" .080 223 2.39" 222
ADFI 5.31% 5.52% 5.65" 5.08 81 5.10¢ 558 549
FG 2.65° 244 2.34* 217 0 2.3 2.39" 2.49°
g/lys day 2652 2757 28.22 25.37 2547 27.87 27.42
Cost/Ib gain, $ 1726° 17242 1806 1916° 007 747" 1789 .1845"
Week 2
ADG 2118 2.24® 241° 235 075 2,07 217 259"
ADFI 5.76° 537 5.65% 545 131 5.15¢ 5.62/ 5.90'
FG 2.80° 245 2.38° 234 .099 2517 267 2.30°
g/lys day 28.77 26.82 28.22 21.22 25.72 28.07 2946
Cost/Ib gain, $ 1891* 1747 1821° 2072 .008 .1868" 1922 .1858"
Week 3
ADG 1922 2.25° 2.21° 227 078 2.15° 213 2.20¢
ADFI 5.84° 5.64° 5.77° 557 128 5.55¢ 5.60° 5.96'
FG 308 254 268 248 103 2,65 2.66° 2.77
g/lys day 29.16 28.17 28.82 27.82 2172 2797 29.76
Cost/Ib gain, $ 2030% 1816* 21507 2434 013 20529 1972 2299
Week 4
ADG 1.76° 194 2.00° 195 .069 1.87 181 205
ADFI 6.11° 5.92% 6.07* 573 137 5.64° 6.23 6.00
FG 357 313 314 300 151 307 355 3.02
g/lys day 3051 2956 3031 28.77 28.17 3111 29.96
Cost/Ib gain, $ 2283 2321° 23807 2653 010 23697 .2581" 2278"
Overall
ADG 195* 219 2.26° 225 028 2.08° 214" 227
ADFI 5.75° 561% 579 5.46* 102 5.36¢ 5.76' 5.84
FG 295 256" 257° 243 046 2.59¢ 27V 2,58
g/lys day 28.72 28.02 28.92 27.27 26.77 28.77 29.16
Cost/Ib gain, $ 1932 1853 1989 2188° .003 1970" 2003 .1999"
Final Wt, Ibs 2383 2449 2473 246.3 170 240.7° 247.3 2457
Slaughter Wt, |bs 2458 253.7° 254.2° 255.05° 1.75 249.6° 2549 25219

2be Meansin arow with different superscript differ P<.05 (paliff)

XY Genetic Line means with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiff)

- Cod of Paylean included for those diets containing Paylean
- Penisunit of measurement

- Cdculated cogt/lb gain for control pigs fed amore traditiond .70% lys during week 1
and a.6% lys during weeks 2, 3, and 4 are: Week 1 = $.1471, Week 2 = $.1367,

Week 3 = $.1545, Week 4 = $.1764, Overal = $.1532



Carcass Data (Unadjusted = Pigsfed for same time before marketed)

Table 5. Effect of Paylean and genetic line on plant carcass characterigtics in late finishing
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pigs (Unadjusted for HCW)
Control 45 9 18 Std. L1 L2 L3
Paylean Paylean Paylean Error

# of Pigs, hd. 72 75 70 75 99 99 94
Slaughter BW, Ibs 246.0° 253.0° 2552° 255Q° 181  250.5¢ 253.8¢ 252.5¢
HCW, lbs 180.3* 187.4° 188.0° 190.3° 1.48 185.7 190.0 183.8"
10" Rib FD, in’ 70° .66%® B67% 65° 451 B64% T 65"
Loin Depth, in’ 219%  227* 2.32® 2.40° .892 237 225 226
% Lean 54.71% 5550 5552® 5615 303  56.16" 54.56° 55.69
% Yidd (plant) 76.27%  76.95° 76.66°  77.03° 082  77.08 T77.64 75.46°
% Yidd (farm) 73312 7427° 73.85°  74.41° 212 7412 7485 7291

abe Meansin arow with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiff)

X,y

Genetic Line means with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiiff)

Not adjusted for HCW
Measurements taken using Fat-O-Meter technology



Table 6: Effect of Paylean and genetic line on ham, loin, and belly weights (Unadjusted
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for HCW)
Control 45 9 18 Std. L1 L2 L3
Payleen Payleen Paylean  Error

# of Pigs, hd. 72 75 70 75 09 99 o4
Slaughter BW, Ibs 246.0* 253.0° 2552 25500° 1.81 2505 253.8° 2525
HCW, lbs 180.3* 187.4> 188.0° 190.3® 148 1857 190.0 183.8"
Totd HamWt., Ibs ~ 4552%  4824° 48.00° 4881° 380 47.80° 46.80° 48.33
Ham %' 25.29° 2576° 2557 2575° 001 2578 24.68° 26.32*
Tota Loin Wt.,Ibs 3059 4216 4174  43.04° 418 4232 41.65Y 40.93
Loin % 21.94% 2246 2219° 2269° .001 2279 21.93 22.25
Totd Bely Wt Ibs ~ 28.72°  29.00° 29.63* 2923* 376 2891 3145 27.08"
Bdly % 15.84° 1546* 1570 1534* 001 1555 16.55* 14.65%
Bdly Thickness, in 1.56° 1572 1.61% 1.55° 723 161 167  1.50¢

abe Meansin arow with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdliff)
¥z Genetic Line means with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiff)

- Not adjusted for HCW

- Hamand Bdly cuts are rough cuts (trim included)
- Loincutsare trim cut weights (gpproximately 1/8'" fat remaining, no skin)

- Pecentsare cut weight as a percent of HCW



Table 7: Effect of Paylean and genetic line on pork qudity characterigticsin late finishing
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Fgs
Control 45 9 18 Sid. L1 L2 L3
Paylean Paylean Paylean  Error

# of Pigs, hd. 72 75 70 75 09 99 o4
pH Lain, 1 hr" 5.95° 5.90°? 5.89% 5.92% 025 593 590 5.9
pH Loin, 22 hrs 5.57% 5.56% 5.542 5572 018 558 553 5579
pH Ham, 22 hrs 573" 5.76° 5.74° 5.75° 026 578 576 569
Loin Quality
M easur ements
Color 2.93° 2.80° 2,73 2.76° 072 291 268 2849
Firmness 1.71* 1.75®  181* 1.87° 057 182 176 178
L* ™ 4548° 46.06° 46.61° 4631 400 4536° 47.02 4596
a 214° -1792 -2228 -167* 119 -.074 -464 272
b* ™ 5.28° 4.82% 4.722 4.48° 226 472 464 5.1

2be Meansin arow with different superscript differ P<.05 (paliff)
X¥:¢ Genetic Line means with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiff)

- Not adjusted for HCW

- Color scores determined using a 1-6 scale (1 = pae; 6 = dark)

- Hrmness scores determined using a 1-5 scde (1 = extremely soft; 5 = extremdy firm)
- Low pH (7 = neutrd) is associated with poor meat quality
L* score O = black, 100 = white; a* score 0 = green, 100 = red; b* score 0 = blue,

*%

100 = yellow



Table 8. Effect of Paylean on Cost/Premium in late finishing pigs (Unadjusted for HCW)
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Control 45 9 18 Std. L1 L2 L3
Paylean Payleen Paylean  Error

# of Pigs, hd. 72 75 70 75 99 99 o4
HCW, lbs 180.3° 187.4° 188.0° 190.3° 148  1857¢ 190.0/ 183.8
Cost/Ib gain, $ 1932®  1853°  .1989°  .2188° .003  .1970* .2003*  .1999
28 day feed cogt, $ 10.66° 11.37° 12.62° 1390° 295  1155¢ 11.95¢ 1297
Prem/cwt carcass, $ 3722 399  4.02® 4,23 128 4.30 357 4.10¢
Prem/pig, $ 6.68%  7.47° 7.55 8.06" 253 7.98 6.82¢ 7.5
Premium over control, $ 0.00 0.79 0.87 1.38
Base price, $owt 55.94%° 5628 56.21*° 5628  .153 56.32 5632 55.8%
coreass”
Base pricereceived/pig,  101.10° 105.61° 105.80° 107.61° .987 104.79% 107.08 102.88
o
Totd pricerecdved/pig,  107.78* 113.05° 113.35° 11522° 1.08 112.78¥ 113.87 110.40°

&f***

abe Meansin arow with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdliff)

XY Genetic Line means with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiff)

- Cod of Paylean included for those diets containing Paylean
Average carcass base price figured: >206lbs = $55.92; 206-1691bs = $56.61;

*%

168-163lbs = $54.78; 162 — 156lbs = $52.21; <156lbs = $48.65

*kk

Base price x HCW

*kkk

(Base price x HCW) + prem/pig



Carcassdata (Adjusted = Pigsfed to smilar HCW)

Table 9. Effect of Paylean and gentic line on carcass characteridicsin late finishing pigs
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(Adjusted for HCW)
Control 45 9 18 Std. L1 L2 L3
Paylean Paylean Paylean Error

# of Pigs, hd. 72 75 70 75 99 99 94
Slaughter BW, Ibs 246.0° 253.0° 2552° 255Q° 181  250.5¢ 253.8¢ 252.5¢
HCW, lbs 180.3* 187.4° 188.0° 190.3° 148  185.7° 190.0 183.8
10" Rib FD, in’ 71° .66%® B67% 642 459 B64% T 65"
Loin Depth, in’ 2245  227* 231® 2.38 .853 238 223 22¢
% Lean 54.74% 5550 5552® 5614° 310 56.17" 5454 5570
% Yidd (plant)’ 76.31° 76.95° 76.66° 77.01° 086  77.10 77.63 75.48
% Yidd (farm)” 7377  7426% 73.80°  74.22° 200 7421 7468 73.11F

abe Meansin arow with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiff)

X,y

Genetic Line means with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiiff)

Adjusted for HCW

10" Rib FD, Loin Depth, and % lean measurements taken using Fat-O-Meter



Table 10: Effect of Paylean and genetic line on ham, loin, and belly weights (Adjusted
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for HCW)
Control 45 9 18 Sid. L1 L2 L3
Paylean Paylean Paylean  Error

# of Pigs, hd. 72 75 70 75 99 99 o4
Totd HamWt., Ibs  46.98° 4820° 47.82° 4827° 227 4813 4630 49.03
Ham %' 25.10° 25.77° 2559° 2583° 001 2574 24.75¢ 26.23
Tota Loin Wt.,Ibs 41.14%  42.05° 4155%  4246° 263 4264 41.07° 41.69°
Loin % 21.94% 2246 2219 2269° .001 2279 2193 2224
Totd Belly Wt Ibs ~ 29.87° 29.05* 2951° 2871 270 2924 30.98 27.63
Bdly % 15.93° 1546® 1569®° 1529° 001 1558 16.51% 14.70%
Bely Thickness, in 1.59° 1.572 1.60? 1.53? 743 161 1600 151

abe Meansin arow with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdliff)
¥z Genetic Line means with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiff)

- Adjusted for HCW

- Hamand Bdly cuts are rough cuts (trim included)
- Loincutsare trim cut weights (gpproximately 1/8'" fat remaining, no skin)

- Pecentsare cut weight as a percent of HCW



Table 11: Effect of Paylean and genetic line on pork qudity characterigticsin late finishing
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Pigs (Adjusted for HCW)
Control 45 9 18 Sid. L1 L2 L3
Paylean Paylean Paylean  Error

# of Pigs, hd. 72 75 70 75 09 99 o4
pH Laoin, 1 hr" 597° 590 589 591* 025 594 589 592
pH Loin, 22 hrs 5.57% 5.56% 5.542 5572 019 558 554¢ 557
pH Ham, 22 hrs 5.72% 5.762 5.74% 5.76° 027 578 577 568
Loin Quality
M easur ements
Color 2.90°? 2.81° 2.747 2.78° 075 290 269 2.83Y
Firmness 1.71* 1.75®  181* 1.87° 060 181 1.75¢ 178
L* ™ 4567  46.05° 46.59*  46.27° 415 4542° 4698 46.04°
a " 229 -a78® 2222 _173% 124  -065° -.469 2767
b* ™ 5.38° 4.82% 4.717 4.44° 235 4759 460 5.1¢6

2be Meansin arow with different superscript differ P<.05 (paliff)

X¥:¢ Genetic Line means with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiff)
- Adjusted for HCW
- Color scores determined using a 1-6 scale (1 = pae; 6 = dark)

- Hrmness scores determined using a 1-5 scde (1 = extremely soft; 5 = extremdy firm)
- Low pH (7 = neutrd) is associated with poor meat quality
L* score O = black, 100 = white; a* score 0 = green, 100 = red; b* score 0 = blue,

*%

100 = yellow
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Table 12: Effect of Paylean on Cost/Premium in late finishing pigs (Adjusted for HCW)

Control 45 9 18 Std. L1 L2 L3
Paylean Paylean Paylean  Error

Actua HCW, Ibs 180.3* 187.4° 183.0° 190.3° 148 1857¢ 190.0 183.8
Cost/lb gain, $ 1032%  1853* .1989°  .2188°  .003  .1970  .2003¢  .1999
28day feedcost, $*  11.69 1137 1262  13.90 11.55¢  11.95¢  12.91Y
Prem/cwt carcass, $ 3.7 3.99%° 402 423 135 429 3.57 4.11%
Prem/pig, $ 697 746 751® 792° 254  8.0% 6.71% 7.66"
Vdue over control, $ 0.00 0.49 0.54 0.95
Base price, Howt 56.27° 56.27° 56.17° 56.12*° 139 5638 56.17¢  56.06"
corones”
Pricerecaivedipig, $~ 105.44* 105.44* 105.30*° 105.21* 221  105.63" 105.29¢ 105.12
Tota price 112.37% 112.88% 112.77° 113.10° .322 11363 111.97¢ 112.74
received/pig, $

abe Meansin arow with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdliff)

¥z Genetic Line means with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiff)
A new 28d feed cost for the control treatment was caculated using the last week’s

d

growth and feed efficiency datato “grow” the contral pigsto the samefind live weight
as the average of the Paylean treatments.
Cos of Paylean included for those diets containing Paylean
Average carcass base price figured: >206 |bs = $55.92; 206-169 |bs = $56.61;

168-163 Ibs = $54.78; 162-156 Ibs = $52.21; <156 |bs = $48.65

*kk

Base price x HCW

" (Base price x HCW) + prem/pig

- Adjusted for HCW



Table 13: Loin Dissection Reaults
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Control 4.5 9 18 Std. L1 L2 L3
Paylean Paylean Paylean Error

# of Pigs, hd. 67 70 66 70 91 91 91
L oin weights
Loinin (Ibg) 7.71* 814> 793 829" 1067 818 7.90¢ 7.97¢
Loin out (Ibs) 7.60* 8.01° 7.8 817° .1039 807 7.81% 7.8%
7 day purge 1.412* 1.610* 1.409* 1.410* .1159 1.396° 1.276° 1.708
loss (%)
Loin Chop Drip Loss

Initid Wt. (9) 168.3* 180.2° 176.8° 180.1° 2663 180.5 1715 177.1¢
Fnd Wt(g 166.7% 178.3° 174.7° 1782° 2621 17870 169.8° 175.07
DripLoss(%) .9447%° 1.045® 1.174° 1.051® 0679 .9939° .9651* 1.203
Loin Pork
Quality
Marbling ™ 2.607° 2178 2.704° 2419° 0946 2.304° 2781 2.345°
L* day 7 54.83% 5522 5595 5506° .4594 54.98° 55.38 55.43"
aday7”” 7.92° 713 678°  662° 4086 643 632 859
b* day 7 15.35° 1512° 15.02° 14.41* .1912 1458 14.63* 1571
L* day 8™ 5549 5713 56.67° 55.55* .6862 56.71¢ 56.17° 55.75°
a day 8" 10.80° 10.67° 10.31® 10.00* .2189 10.02 9.76° 11.5%
b* day 8™ 17.53® 17.38%* 21.44° 16.87* 1.656 16.83 19.92° 18.17
Loin Chop Cooking
Characteristics
Prior to 328.6° 3443° 3431° 3486° 4846 354.3 330.6° 338.6"
cooking ()
After 247.4% 2579 2558° 250.3° 4.042 2625 247.8° 255.17
cooking ()
Cooking 2456 2508 2533 2552 6788 25.85° 24.90¢ 24.62¢
loss (g)
WBS(kg) ™" 204 223 227" 239 0673 227 230 207
Moisture (%)  74.85° 7478 74.69* 7474 0828 74.75° T74.61° 7494
Fat (%) 206 190° 218 207* .0813 184 208 224

abe Meansin arow with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiff)

XY Geneic Line means with different superscript differ P<.05 (pdiff)

Higher vaues are related to poor mesat quality

Score of 1 = 1% intramuscular fat and scale increasesin 1% increments

L* score 0 = black, 100 = white; a* score 0 = green, 100 = red; b* score 0 = blue,

*
*%
*kk

100 = ydlow

*kkk

Increased vaues are an indication of poor tenderness



Table 14: Ham Dissection Results
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Control 45 9 18 Std. L1 L2 L3
Paylean Paylean Paylean Error

# of Pigs, hd. 29 29 29 29 39 39 38
WholeHamWt.  23.01° 24.00° 2395° 24.26° 2418 23.76Y 2353 2412
(Ibs)
Boneless Ham 1349* 14.17° 1428° 14.75° 2356 1445 14.05¢ 14.02¢
Wt. (Ibs)
Skin Wi. (Ibs) 393 386 393 3.60% 1318 371 4100 3.68
Bone Wt. (lbs) 2.80° 2900 277 2.812 0502 276 269¢ 3.0
Trim Wt. (Ibs) 457* 496"  4.92° 5.04 1203 479 445 537
InsdeMuscleWt. 4.19°  4.47°  443° 4.61° 0971  4.40¢ 438  4.48
(Ibg)
Outside Muscle 480* 502 505 535 1202 5260 5079 4.84F
Wt. (Ibs)
KnuckleWt. (Ibs)  2.66* 274 273 2.75% 0581 279 2759 263
3Mgor Musdle  11.65° 12.23® 1205* 1271° 2388 1245° 12.09° 11.95"
Wt. (Ibs)
Boneless Ham 58.61° 59.02®* 59.50® 60.74° 6335 60.77 59.55 58.09
Yidd (%)
3Mgor Muscle  50.66* 50.98° 50.29* 52.37° 7835  52.40" 51.279 49.56"
Yidd (%)

abe Meansin arow with different superscript differ P<.05 (piff)
XY Genetic Line means with different superscript differ



