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Abstract

The objective of this experiment was to compare the effect of feeding the commercial feeds (control) or
fermented food waste feeds (FFWF) on consumer's acceptability and preference of pork belly. The bellies from
carcasses of gilts and barrows were used. The consumers evaluated raw meat for color, freshness, fat amount
(5 = too much fat; 1 = not enough fat), fat acceptability and overall acceptability on 5-point scale (5 = most

desirable; 3 = moderate; 1

= least desirable) and grilled belly for flavor, taste, texture, juiciness and overall

acceptability on 5-point scale (5 = most desirable; 3 = moderate; 1 = least desirable). Raw belly of control had
higher scores in color than belly fed FFWF. However, there were no differences between treatments for
freshness, fat contents, acceptability of fat contents and overall acceptability (p>0.05). There were no differences
in any sensory trait between control and FFWF belly after cooking (p>0.05). Mean scores for preference or
overall-liking of raw and cooked belly also were not significantly different between two groups (p>0.05). This
results mean that feeding FFWF to pork didn't change the sensory properties of belly meat.
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Table 1. Quota random sampling of 150 subjects

Age (years)

Sex Total
30~39 40~49  Above 50

Men 25 25 25 75

Women 25 25 25 75

Total 50 50 50 150
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Table 2. Consumer* sensory scores for color, freshness, fat
contents, acceptability of fat contents and overall
acceptability of raw pork belly

Treatment
Items ; SEM
Control FFWF”
Color"” 3.74° 3.46° 0.10
Freshness" 3.74 3.55 0.08
Fat amount” 3.07 3.31 0.10
Fat amount acceptability’” 3.4l 3.45 0.11
Overall acceptability" 3.57 3.51 0.09

5. most desirable, 3: moderate, 1: least desirable.

? 5 too much fat, 3: normal, 1: not enough fat.

? FFWF : Fermented food waste feed.

*® Means in the same row with different superscript letter differ

(p<0.05).

Table 3. Consumer's sensory scores for flavor, taste,
texture, juiciness and overall acceptability of

pork belly
Treatment
Items > SEM
Control FFWF
Flavor" 3.73 3.64 0.11
Taste" 3.61 3.55 0.10
Texture" 3.52 3.49 0.11
Juiciness” 3.43 3.32 0.09
Overall acceptability” 3.57 3.47 0.09

D 5. most desirable, 3: moderate 1: least desirable.
2 FFWF : Fermented food waste feed.
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Fig. 1. Effect of fermented food waste feed (FFWF) diet on
consumer's preference or liking of pork belly.
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Table 4. Consumer’s sensory scores for color, freshness,
fat contents, acceptability of fat contents and
overall acceptability of raw pork belly from gilt

Treatment
Items m SEM
Control FFWF
Color" 3.79 3.39 0.15
Freshness” 3.80° 3.45° 0.11
Fat contents” 3.20 3.25 0.15
A bility of fat
ceptadfiity of 12 3.49 3.40 0.16
contents
Overall acceptability" 3.60 3.41 0.13

D 5. most desirable, 3: moderate, 1. least desirable.
¥ 5: too much fat, 3: normal, 1: not enough fat.
% FFWF : Fermented food waste feed.

*® Means in the same row with different superscript letter differ

(p<0.05).

Table 5. Consumer‘s sensory scores for flavor, taste,
texture, juiciness and overall acceptability of
pork belly from gilt

Treatment
Items 5 SEM
Control FFWF?
Flavor” 3.81 3.55 0.16
Taste" 3.56 341 0.16
Texture" 3.45 3.40 0.17
Juiciness” 3.44 3.28 0.13
Overall acceptability" 3.53 3.41 0.15

V5. most desirable, 3: moderate 1: least desirable.
? FFWF : Fermented food waste feed.
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Fig. 2. Effect of fermented food waste feed (FFWF) diet on
consumer's preference or liking of pork belly from

gilt.

Table 6. Consumer‘s sensory scores for color, freshness,
fat contents, acceptability of fat contents and
overall acceptability of raw pork belly from

barrow
Treatment
Items p SEM
Control FFWF?”
Color” 372 3.53 0.15
Freshness” 3.68 3.64 0.12
Fat contents” 2.95° 3.36 0.14
A .
ccepta‘t:)lllty of fat 132 351 015
contents
Overall acceptability" 3.55 3.60 0.13

D'5: most desirable, 3: moderate, 1. least desirable.

25 too much fat, 3: normal, 1: not enough fat.

 FFWF : Fermented food waste feed.

*® Means in the same row with different superscript letter differ

(p<0.05).

Table 7. Consumer‘s sensory scores for flavor, taste,
texture, juiciness and overall acceptability of
pork belly from barrow

Treatment

Items SEM

Control FFWF?
Flavor" 3.64 3.73 0.15
Taste" 3.65 3.68 0.14
Texture" 3.59 3.57 0.13
Juiciness" 3.43 3.36 0.12
Overall acceptability” 3.60 353 0.13

Y'5: most desirable, 3: moderate 1: least desirable.
? FFWF : Fermented food waste feed.
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Fig. 3. Effect of fermented food waste feed (FFWF) diet on
consumer's preference or liking of pork belly from
barrow.
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