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The Study on Carcasses and Value Addition of Shitou Goose
Theparith TubboonmeeUPrapatom Pakdeel/Kunyavit Kunjinal/
Abstract

The objectives of this study were to examine carcasses and value addition of Shitou
goose with 3 experiments. The first experiment was studied on carcass quality and chemical composition
of Shitou goose meat. This experimental design was Completely Randomized Design with 3
treatments and 15 female geese in each treatment such as: Free = geese were kept in free-range,
Free18P = geese were kept in free-range and 18% crude protein (CP) concentrate supplement,
Feed18P = geese were kept indoor system with 18% CP concentrate. The second experiment
was the optimal smoked Shitou goose production formulas, and the third experiment was
quality and chemical composition of smoked Shitou goose, and the consumer acceptance.

The first experiment found that Feed18P was higher drumello, mid joint wing, legs,
drumstick and tenderloin portions than Freel8P and Free (P<0.05). Moreover, Feed18P was the
highest thigh and breast following by Freel8P and Free (P<0.05), respectively. The drip loss and
cooking loss of breast portions from all treatments did not differ. However, The chemical
composition of geese meat found Feed18P were higher moisture, protein and fat percentage in
breast, thigh and drumstick portions than Freel8P and Free (P<0.05). The second experiment
found that testers preferred the smoked Shitou goose production with 8% salt formula. The third
experiment revealed that smoked thigh portion was higher (P<0.05) moisture and fat percentage
than smoked breast and smoked drumstick portion. In the terms of consumer acceptance on
smoked Shitou goose showed that testers preferred in texture of smoked thigh and drumstick
were higher (P<0.05) those portions than smoked breast. However, the testers preferred with
smoked thigh which were higher (P<0.05) color, oder and overall acceptability than smoked
drumstick and smoked breast. This result, it affected of smoked thigh was higher moisture and
fat percentage than other smoked potions.

Conclusion in this study, Shitou goose with kept fattening could be more carcass
percentage, carcass quality and chemical compositions than those animals kept in free-range and
concentrate supplement or kept in general free-range. The optimum formula was smoked
Shitou goose production with 8% salt formula, and the main focus with smoked Shitou goose processing
should be on the thigh portions.

Keyword: carcass percentage, quality and chemical composition, smoked Shitou goose

Registered No:64(2)-0423-124

1/Pathum’thani Research and Livestock Products Development Center, Pathumthani Province,
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Table 1 Carcass percentage of Shitou goose from different raising methods.

ltems Free Freel18P Feed18P

Drumello (g) 149.16” (8.95) 159.83°(7.38) 180.33%(9.14)
Mid joint wing () 88.17°(3.86) 94.50° (3.11) 108.23" (5.61)
Wing lip (g) 41.50(1.27) 43.67(1.80) 45.83(2.27)
Legs (9) 85.17°(3.07) 89.10°(3.29) 99.67°(3.53)
Drumstick (g) 198.17°(6.68) 218.50°(7.81) 246.50°(7.19)
Thigh (g) 194.00(9.79) 263.00°(12.26) 311.17°(15.76)
Breast (g) 292.50° (11.20) 328.83°(14.43) 439.50° (20.85)
Tenderloin (g) 28.17°(1.06) 28.83°(1.67) 35.67" (1.90)

Values within the same row with different superscripts were significantly different (P<0.05).

Note: Values in the parentheses were +SD.
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Table 2 Carcass quality and chemical compositions of Shitou goose meat from different raising methods.

Moisture (%)
Protein (%)

70.26°(0.12)
21.21°0.17)

69.64°(0.15)
21.93%(0.11)

ltems Free Freel18P Feed18P
Breast
pH 5.33° (0.05) 5.41% (0.08) 5.56a (0.06)
L* (lightness) 38.85 (0.57) 38.52 (0.52) 37.85(0.47)
a* (redness) 13.15(0.53) 12.91(0.57) 12.43(0.57)
b* (yellowness) 10.91(0.27) 10.89(0.10) 10.87(0.18)
Drip loss (%) 5.30(0.16) 5.24(0.16) 5.14(0.21)
Cooking loss (%) 30.44(0.20) 30.21(0.16) 30.18(0.16)

71.02°(0.31)
22.12°(0.28)

Fat (%) 6.93°(0.06) 7.00°(0.05) 7.33°(0.03)
Thigh
pH 5.45 (0.06) 5.48 (0.08) 5.56 (0.06)
L* (lightness) 38.60(0.52) 38.49 (0.43) 38.20(0.44)
a* (redness) 11.58(0.47) 12.47(0.47) 12.21(0.52)
b* (yellowness) 10.97(0.22) 10.66(0.14) 10.60(0.30)
Drip loss (%) 5.52°(0.17) 5.35(0.12) 4.99°(0.18)
Cooking loss (%) 30.74°(0.16) 30.54°(0.18) 30.157(0.18)
Moisture (%) 69.83°(0.24) 70.37°(0.19) 71.50%(0.22)
Protein (%) 20.97°(0.15) 21.48"(0.25) 21.65°(0.23)
Fat (%) 7.01°(0.04) 7.18%0.09) 7.91°(0.04)
Drumstick

pH 5.40 (0.07) 5.50(0.07) 5.56(0.06)

L* (lishtness) 38.99(0.55) 38.68(0.60) 37.68(0.65)
a* (redness) 12.25(0.51) 11.72(0.46) 11.43(0.56)
b* (yellowness) 11.12(0.24) 10.76(0.13) 10.69(0.22)
Drip Loss (%) 5.48°(0.18) 5.21°0.15) 4.87°(0.16)
Cooking loss (%) 30.96°(0.22) 30.43°(0.20) 30.38°(0.13)
Moisture (%) 68.76°(3.15) 69.15°(0.13) 71.43°(0.18)
Protein (%) 21.11%(0.20) 21.17°(0.13) 21.86°(0.29)
Fat (%) 6.82°(0.07) 6.94°(0.08) 7.47°(0.11)

Values within the same row with different superscripts were significantly different (P<0.05).

Note: Values in the parentheses were +SD.
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nsauanAnuazilfidetennuidunsafistulusing dsenunsfinuiiosun wiinnsfnuiluld
wudlluszuumsideanuuassdess (free-range) siliidniinisoenidimeiutudsasonisiiy
NILUILNSIINUDATY (metabolism) Tusremevhligamnilusanegetu (Lewis et al,, 1997) fisavin
It pH luiloarasineluilesnariisnsnisanaswesdn pH Eandnieasdnn (Comert et al, 2016)
wenniimnsgadetonmautiBusdanudiniudtuinsgydodmdannsiulnenuiile
1ﬁﬁLgﬂﬂLL‘UU@‘UVI%‘EFJ?i’]ﬂ’]iijiglﬁﬂﬁ’ﬁmﬂﬂ’]iéﬁ@ﬂﬂ’jﬂLﬁ@lﬁﬁlﬁmlﬂiﬂg@u (Alvarado et al., 2005,
Castellini et al,, 2002) daun13Anwwes WaLnua (2562) wuildfiasdussuunisidsmuudun3ss
A1 pH voadearlnnsnitlulafidedulsaieu (P<0.05) LLGiiﬂjﬁNaGI'E]ﬂ?ﬁ@@Lﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂ?ﬂﬂﬂﬁLLﬁLguﬁgﬂ
ludlesnuasnieazinn (P>0.05) uaglifinauivrtutunisgaydeiinnmsdiluiosnusdinasie
msgydothannsdiludearinnuenanddmuiididevedifdsdussuumaiouuuduriss
And a* way b* figendrlafiAssngudsronlulsadeu (P<0.05)

uansAnyadsiivsamuaendoiaLANAIINTIBNUNANYTRILLN LWy T1891u709
Yozduviuazany (2562) fRnwmavessuLuumadedldiunsiiunnsnaiu 2 sUuuu fe wuudnen
uazuvuisdsfsudessonmnmdeluuivesdnuazmanienmiazessusznoumaniinuinile
wihenuazaylnnveslafidassuuudnoniian pH naseln 24 falugAn L*, a* uay b* gaNIUALAINTT
gydethannsudidussrinmaiuinsmndeliusdidsuuuidsisdos  (P<0.05) dau
psfUsznoumaaiiventionuitguuuunsidssdnavhliderdassiafivefidudusiuuarludull
uanesfunsadfudduunlinindearinnveslifidssuuiisfsdesiiviinalefusniuuuds
AaNd UM AN s Husak et al. (2008) wuih Andiesiin L* uaw b* veadeeniidedulsaouganiiiass
wuuUdesuardun3s (P<0.05) msdnwassilaenndesiunisfinuuesaudy (2551) InsTruazame
(2555) wazaiiduavaniy (2556) wuiilenthenvedlifiiswuuldesuasfedaiadesliand L* way
b* wnnimadsuudieen (P<0.05) WunamnunasssaTnguiuualsiivess anvduasis
sysumRsu ArlRAnnsazanvesansdluile (Ponte et al, 2008) @aunsAnves Davoodi and
Ehsani (2020) ludlonthenvadlinsgna wudn evthennnlifidsuuudsnen fnsgydetisewin
wtBu wawen b* indn (P<0.05) ilentienanlafidedlivuuddesusan L*, a* uazedidudlusiuly
Hevthangand (P<0.05) Adedlruuuldes

athalsAnuannmsinwadiidiefasandadsvesd L*, a* way b* Suwltilulufiema
Ry eveminiiiadnnnguuuumadies Feed18P fiAganin Free18P uay Free unaNNIaAns
WU Feed18P viul@sulnusiifinnusnduwazanudesnmsvesiu dwmaliidoruioswusenon
yaed T ey Wiy uarlefulundunilogedu aonadeaiusissuues Wang et al. (2009)
w1 madsdliuuudreninaliaussousnisudndinit wudesdsmaliindudelnfiusinalusiu
LLazlmﬂqu%u (Li et al., 2015; Yang et al., 2015)
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2. Mavngasimanzauvawinuiaansuaiudmiuduslan

naMIANgRsTvINzasveINAnAusinuAslnsuatudmiuuilan :1nnnsmaaouTes
fradouTy $1uan 30 au Faandly Table 3 wuin gmasouiim ureUNanSusivinuEdasuA Ui
dunan 8 Wosifudivounde lusudnuamileduia (Texture) ndusa (Flavor) ndu (Oder) wag M3
gou3ulnesau (Overall acceptability) gann (P<0.05) vuddlnsuaiuiiidrunay 9 uaz 10 Wesidud
Teanie winMuYeUIUANELEAINa TSI IINEL 9 U 10 Wesiudvaunde liunnsdnaiunig
afid dumnuveusudnwazd (Colon laumnsnafumsadfnasinnisdnuignsimnzandmiv
fuslnafiveugean fo ieviuddnsuatuiifidunanvennde 8 wWeddud Tutunsusioludsiins
LmigﬂLﬁamuﬁﬁﬂmmi’umﬂLﬁadauaﬂ aglnn uay Ues ntuinsiiaTginaneninuay
paUsENoUNINATivaINdndusely

Table 3 Consumer acceptance on smoked Shitou goose from the parts of breast fillet with

different salt percentage ingredient

[tems 8% Salt 9% Salt 10% Salt
No. tester (head) 30 30 30
Texture (score) 7.83°(0.13) 6.87b(0.14) 7.10%(0.14)
Color (score) 7.53(0.14) 7.37(0.13) 7.33(0.12)
Oder (score) 7.70°(0.13) 6.837(0.14)" 6.73°(0.16)
Flavor (score) 8.17°(0.11) 7.57°(0.12) 7.43°(0.10)
Overall acceptability (score) 8.13°(0.12) 7.03°(0.13) 6.67°(0.15)

Values within the same row with different superscripts were significantly different (P<0.05).

Note: Values in the parentheses were +SD.

3. AnwAuAMLarasAUsEnaUMAALiLazN1sEaNTuvauTInAraNan ualvinuTIATY
AMMNLAZBIAYTENBUNILATivasinunddasuAy

HANSANYIAUAMLATDIRUTENaUMBATvasinunddasuaiy Tukandly Table 4 wuin
A1 pH Ad (L*, a* uag b¥) LU@%L%uGTm3@@L?{&Jﬂ§wmﬂmw&§u u,azmiga;t,?mﬁwmﬂmﬁﬁmaqLﬁfa
on avlnn waztassuatu liuanseiunsadn Wedidudarutuuarlutuvesdoasinnsuatu fa
aund (P<0.05) Hloenuanilatassuniu uiosifudlsiuliuandstunieadn dsnsfnwiaded
aenndosfumsfinuves lesassanavane (2547) wud ieenveslifudioaiofifuiauiuuas
lusfusindudeasinn (P<0.01) agndlsfioy amuuandnsvesosiUsznaumaailudedadumaunaine
WugNIIu 9T AY gUqumiLgm NOANIIUAR LAY @nMInAeu (Farrell, 2004; Fanatico et al,
2007; Dou et al., 2009; Mikulski et al,, 2011) paenTutuduoniionaismaulsUndning (mind,
2539; Wigyef3, 2541)
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Table 4 Quality and chemical compositions of smoked Shitou goose with different portions

ltems Breast Thigh Drumstick
oH 5.33 (0.05) 5.35(0.04) 5.38(0.04)
L* (lightness) 38.39(0.31) 38.40(0.26) 38.60(0.25)
a* (redness) 12.41(0.33) 12.04(0.30) 11.81(0.30)
b* (yellowness) 10.88(0.14) 10.80(0.13) 10.94 (0.11)
Drip Loss (%) 5.12 (0.10) 5.29(0.10) 5.19(0.10)
Cooking loss (%) 30.32 (0.10) 30.43(0.10) 30.59 (0.11)
Moisture (%) 70.51°(0.13) 71.27°(0.15) 69.56°(1.05)
Protein (%) 21.78(0.14) 21.42(0.13) 21.43(0.14)
Fat (%) 7.03°(0.03) 7.35%(0.07) 7.11°%0.07)

Values within the same row with different superscripts were significantly different (P<0.05).

Note: Values in the parentheses were +SD.

nsgausuvasiuilnarendndiaeivinuindlasuniy

HANSANYINISERNT VYR U LN AsaNaRsTusvITWalasuATY 91NNTNAREUYBINAREUTY
117w 50 Au Fuanslu Table 5 Fudnvusidoduianuidnaaoudanuveuioussuanioasing
suAtugenn (P<0.05) Liloensuatu dudsariuazmnmaulas ramuindneaoudarurouidoaring
suAtugandn (P<0.05) Lieuawmasiiioansuntu daudundu wuii dnaaeudauveudoviuiade
sweifu it 3 dau biusnsnafunsedaadunannudndusideasinnsuatu fiefdudanuiuay
lusfugenindlevinusueundindu Seinavhlideasinnsuatu famurush (uicness) wagamatnAu
(palatable) ganiiouowasiioansuntu asnndasiviladeiidnadenumouiarnissensundnasl
Lﬁaé’mimaaﬂuﬁm (vWieye3,2541; gM¥nil,2539; daytie,2550; Meilgaard et al., 2007) fathlunsuls
sUkBnSnuviushadesuaiy msdldideasinndundn

Table 5 Consumer acceptance on smoked Shitou goose with different portions

ltems Breast Thigh Drumstick
No. tester (head) 30 30 30
Texture (score) 7.37°(0.15) 7.83°7(0.17) 8.007(0.19)
Color (score) 7.27°(0.16) 7.81°(0.21) 7.36°(0.19)
Oder (score) 7.27°0.17) 7.78°(0.16) 7.37°(0.18)
Flavor (score) 7.23(0.15) 7.57 (0.20) 7.47(0.17)
Overall acceptability (score) 7.27°(0.15) 7.89°(0.12) 7.41°(0.13)

Values within the same row with different superscripts were significantly different (P<0.05)

Note: Values in the parentheses were +SD.
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