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Effect of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories supplementation in diet on meat

color and sensory evaluation of commercial Thai native crossbred chicken
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ABSTRACT: The objective of this research was to study the meat color and sensory evaluation in
commercial thai native crossbred chicken, which supplement with thai herbal mixture Tom Yum
accessories. The experiment was assigned in the completely randomized design (CRD). 480 birds
about day old were randomized to 6 groups, each group with 4 replications and each replication
with 20 birds. The dietary treatments were control diet (T1), control diet supplemented with 0.10 %
chlortetracycline (T2) and control diet supplemented with 0.25, 0.50, 0.75 and 1.00 % of herbal mixture
Tom Yum accessories (T3, T4, T5 and T6) respectively. The experiment was conducts for 16 weeks.
At the end of the feeding trial 48 birds (4 males and 4 females of each treatment) were slaughtered,
bringing the meat to test the color of meat and sensory evaluation. The results was found that (1) the
yellowing value (b *), the breast meat of theT4 (0.50% Tom Yum) had the highest value, followed by
the T1 (control group) and T6 (1.00% Tom Yum) and the yellowing value (b *), the thigh meat of T4
(0.25% Tom Yum) was higher value than other groups, showed significant difference (P <0.01) and
(2) Overall satisfaction of T4 (0.50 % Tom Yum) was the highest (P<0.05).

Keywords: meat color, sensory evaluation, thai native crossbred chicken, Tom Yum accessories
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Table 1 Proximate analysis of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories

Dry Matter (%) On dry basis

Protein (%) Fat (%) Ash (%) Fiber (%) NFE (%)

Tom Yum accessories 87.60 8.09 4.47 7.43 24.52 55.49

Table 2 Proximate analysis of experimental diet formula at duration 1-8 weeks
Treatment Dry Matter (%) On dry basis

Protein (%) Fat (%) Ash (%) Fiber (%) NFE (%)

T1 88.51 23.91 5.65 5.84 4.24 60.36

T2 88.65 2417 5.50 5.85 4.55 59.93

T3 88.64 24.61 5.58 5.86 4.69 59.26

T4 88.64 24.56 5.54 5.94 4.49 59.47

T5 88.69 24.33 5.54 5.90 4.33 59.90

T6 88.72 24.03 5.81 5.90 4.20 58.06

T1: Control diet, T2: Control diet supplemented with 0.10 % chlortetracycline, T3: Control diet supplemented with 0.25 % of
herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories, T4: Control diet supplemented with 0.50 % of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories,

T5: Control diet supplemented with 0.75 % of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories, T6: Control diet supplemented with 1.00

% of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories.

Table 3 Proximate analysis of experimental diet formula at duration 9-16 weeks

Treatment Dry Matter (%) On dry basis
Protein (%) Fat (%) Ash (%) Fiber (%) NFE (%)
T1 88.87 21.01 7.95 5.82 5.05 60.17
T2 88.20 21.37 7.93 5.82 4.99 59.89
T3 88.10 21.06 8.01 5.96 4.99 59.98
T4 88.22 20.63 8.00 5.93 5.28 60.16
T5 88.24 20.71 8.03 6.04 5.22 60.01
T6 88.02 21.00 8.09 6.21 5.21 59.49

T1: Control diet, T2: Control diet supplemented with 0.10 % chlortetracycline, T3: Control diet supplemented with 0.25 % of
herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories, T4: Control diet supplemented with 0.50 % of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories,

T5: Control diet supplemented with 0.75 % of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories, T6: Control diet supplemented with 1.00

% of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories.
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Table 4 Meat Color of breast and thigh
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Treatment Breast Thigh
L a b L a b
T1 45.61+2.33 0.22+0.22 10.59+0.72° 41.45+0.63 2.26+0.85 10.41£0.72*°
T2 45.16+1.01 0.79+3.01 7.30+0.98° 42.82+3.05 5.43+1.32 11.9242.27%
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5 46.3716.22 0.85+0.76 7.13+1.18° 41.70+1.84 1.06+£2.15 8.69+1.44°
T6 45.40+0.94 0.02+0.83 10.51+1.52° 42.37+3.25 6.49+5.34 10.24%1.54°
P value 0.633 0.663 0.003 0.895 0.137 0.003

T1: Control diet, T2: Control diet supplemented with 0.10 % chlortetracycline, T3: Control diet supplemented with

0.25 % of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories, T4: Control diet supplemented with 0.50 % of herbal mixture Tom

Yum accessories, T5: Control diet supplemented with 0.75 % of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories, T6: Control
diet supplemented with 1.00 % of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories.
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Table 5 Sensory evaluation of meat
Treatment Appearance”™ Color™ Odor™ Taste™ Texure Juiceness Overall
T 6.47 6.33 6.63 6.17 5.63 5.57° 5.90°
T2 6.67 6.70 6.67 6.50 5.80° 6.03% 6.57%
T3 6.77 6.60 6.33 6.30 5.73° 6.03% 6.33%°
T4 6.93 6.87 6.47 6.63 6.77° 6.83° 7.00°
T5 6.67 6.43 6.33 6.33 6.70° 6.73° 6.60°°
T6 6.93 6.77 6.17 6.13 6.27% 6.10% 6.67°
P value 0.828 0.672 0.782 0.790 0.031 0.032 0.044

T1: Control diet, T2: Control diet supplemented with 0.10 % chlortetracycline, T3: Control diet supplemented with

0.25 % of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories, T4: Control diet supplemented with 0.50 % of herbal mixture Tom

Yum accessories, T5: Control diet supplemented with 0.75 % of herbal mixture Tom Yum accesso"™ T6: Control

diet supplemented with 1.00 % of herbal mixture Tom Yum accessories.

*> Mean within a column with different letter differ significantly (P<0.05), nsNon different significant
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