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Title Comparison on the Type of Fish in Local Fook Probuets (Fiddle peel

carapace card) with Consumers Acceptance

By Miss Arpisah Sama
Miss Mareena Mama
Degree Diploma of Vocational Education
Field Fish processing
Advisor Mrs.Aseeyah Addulloh
Abstract

Comparison on the fish in crab shellfishlocal food products with consumer
acceptance score, aimed to studyithe appropriate fish species in crab shellfish
products. By comparison, four species of fish are mackerel scad, Mackerelsabalongtail
tuna, and slenderbody Mackerel. TO study on the level of Consumer acceptance There were
4 hind of fish mackerel scadmackerel saba,lONngtail tuna, Slenderbody Mackerel and
standard mackerel (control), which were evaluated by sensory evaluation. by using
30 testers, the evaluators were randomly selected from student representatives,
teachers, personnel and guests. In the Randomized completely blocked design
Duncan was used to compare the differences in each experimental set. When looking
at the overall liking, the results showed that the of Fish that affect of on Consumer
acceptance was statistically significant (p 0.05), ie, the different types of fish used in
Carb shellfish local foodproducts affected on the level of consumer acceptance.
Aspects of assessment compared with the standard mackerel (control), experimental
1, had the highest rating of consumer acceptance with average was 4.43, followed by
experiment 4,Standard sienderbody Mackerel(Control). average was 3.90. experiment 2, with
lowest acceptance Consumer acceptance average 3.87 points, and Trial Series
experiment 3. Ble Mackerel had the average was 3.77 respectively, as a result of the
mackerel. had proper fat and protein When crushed into the crab shellfish local food

This made the products with a good texture and delicious, resulting in the highest



score of acceptance by the consumers. Therefore, in this study, mackerel the most

suitable and accepted Consumer accepted most.



