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Abstract : This study investigated the quality properties of smoked breast meats produced by fresh and frozen-thawed
duck meat. Each thirty breast meats from fresh and frozen-thawed duck carcass was used for this study. The yield of
smoked breast meat was measured right after curing and smoking of raw duck breast meat. And, the number of total
aerobic bacteria, color, texture, and sensory property of vacuum-packaged smoked breast meats were evaluated during
storage at 4°C for 28 days. No significant difference was found in yield between smoked breast meats produced by fresh
and thawed duck meats (p>0.05). The number of total aecrobic bacteria and color of smoked breast meat produced by
thawed duck meat were not significantly different compared with those by fresh one throughout storage period (p>0.05).
The all texture properties were not significantly different between smoked breast meats produced by fresh and thawed
duck meats by 14 days of storage (p>0.05). However, on day 21 and 28, the hardness and gumminess of smoked breast
meat produced by fresh duck meat were significantly higher than those by thawed one (p<0.05). In sensorial property,
smoked breast meat produced by thawed duck meat received significantly high scores in color, juiciness, and tenderness
on days 0, 14, and 28 and in flavor and overall acceptance on days O and 14 compared with those by fresh one (p<0.05).
Therefore, we concluded that the use of thawed duck meat for producing smoked duck meat product may be not worse
than the use of fresh duck meat in quality of smoked duck meat product. In addition, the use of thawed duck meat
may be better in sensorial quality of smoked duck meat product than that of fresh one.
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Table 1. Yield and freshness of smoked duck breast meat.
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Freshness Yield
Treatment :
Torrymeter value Post-thaw Post-smoking
Fresh 11.15 - 80.57
Thawed 0.74" 92.45 81.44
SEM! 0.257 0.362 0.395

Standard error of the means.

*YValues with different letters within the same column differ significantly (p<0.05).
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Table 2. Total aerobic bacterial number (Log CFU/g) of smoked duck breast meat.

Storage (d)

Treatment SEM
0 7 14 21 28
Fresh 5.83¢ 6.08% 6.97° 6.49" 6.92° 0.102
Thawed 5.67° 537° 6.99° 6.61° 6.96° 0.183
SEM' 0.134 0.278 0.105 0.131 0.046

Standard error of the means.

““Values with different letters within the same row differ significantly (p<0.05).
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Table 3. Meat color of smoked duck breast meat.

Storage (d)

Treatment SEM
0 7 21 28

L* - value
Fresh 62.09 58.69 60.30 59.92 58.41 1.264
Thawed 59.32 58.66 59.19 59.75 59.76 0.643
SEM 0.773 0.459 0.962 1.101 1.442

a* - value
Fresh 10.01 11.25 9.18Y 11.52 11.48 0.619
Thawed 11.80 11.69 11.48X 11.64 11.84 0.333
SEM 0.623 0.281 0.394 0.532 0.576

b* - value
Fresh 13.37° 12.27* 14.15° 11.95° 12.69% 0.515
Thawed 12.38 12.03 12.62 12.15 12.63 0.194
SEM 0.557 0.220 0.519 0.144 0.331

Standard error of the means.

*YValues with different letters within the same column differ significantly (p<0.05).
**Values with different letters within the same row differ significantly (p<0.05).
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Table 4. Texture properties of smoked duck breast meat.
Storage (d)
Treatment SEM
0 7 14 21 28

Fresh 18.63° 20.83% 23.76° 24.49% 24.67% 1.131

Hardness Thawed 20.94 19.52 19.86 19.95% 18.727 1310
SEM 1.060 0.977 1.816 1.225 0.601

Fresh 0.54" 0.47" 0.41b 0.45% 0.44™Y 0.027

Springiness Thawed 0.45 0.51 0.50 0.56 0.58% 0.047
SEM 0.035 0.029 0.049 0.037 0.035

Fresh 0.43 0.45 0.44 0.43 0.45 0.014

Cohesiveness Thawed 0.46 0.43 0.45 0.43 0.46 0.012
SEM 0.018 0.014 0.015 0.008 0.008

Fresh 7.93° 9.32% 10.50° 10.65 11.00°% 0.573

Gumminess Thawed 9.52 8.39 8.82 8.56" 8.61" 0.534
SEM 0.753 0.431 0.645 0.546 0.388

Fresh 437 438 433 4.80 4.88 0.430

Chewiness Thawed 424 4.30 4.61 4.86 5.00 0.600
SEM 0.584 0.332 0.673 0.500 0.452

YStandard error of the means.

*YValues with different letters within the same column differ significantly (p<0.05).
**Values with different letters within the same row differ significantly (p<0.05).
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SEM 0.102 0.091 0.098
Fresh 2.92%Y 256" 2.95% 0.117
Juiciness Thawed 3.46™ 2.99"% 3.33%% 0.118
SEM 0.143 0.102 0.107
Fresh 3.05%Y 2.66°Y 3.27% 0.102
Tenderness Thawed 416" 3.60°% 3.90%% 0.101
SEM 0.110 0.103 0.089
Fresh 3517 3.33Y 3.62% 0.098
Flavor Thawed 3.81% 3.54"% 3.38" 0.097
SEM 0.106 0.094 0.093
Fresh 3.027 3.01" 3.38 0.112
Overall Thawed 3355 3.40% 3.46 0.102
Acceptance
SEM 0.107 0.105 0.110

Standard errors of the mean.

*YValues with different letters within the same column differ significantly (p<0.05).
“*Values with different letters within the same row differ significantly (p<0.05).
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