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Table 2 Criteria for sensory evaluation of shrimp ball
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Fig.1 Effects of water to feed ratios on the gel

strength and elasticity in 1. curvirostris prawn ball
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Fuzzy Comprehensive Evaluation Combined with Response Surface Methodology
for Optimization of the Processing Technology of White—hair Rough Shrimp
( Trachypenaeus curvirostris) Prawn Ball
Zhu Kai', Zheng Feivang', Guo Liping', Zhang Yigi'?, Lu Yanbhin'?, Dai Zhivuan'®
(‘Institute of Seafood, Zhejiang Gongshang University, Hangzhou 310012
Key Laboratory of Aguatic Products Processing of Zhejiong Province , Hangzouw 310012)

Abstract  The effects of different rinsing techniques on the gel property of prawn ball were studied with white—hair rough

shrimp (Trachypenaens curvirostris) and white shrimp  (Penaeus pannomei) as raw materials, and the formula was opti-
mized. The best rinsing process for shrimp meat was water ratio 11:1 and rinsing time 7 min, taking gelation strength,
elasticity and adhesive swength as indicators. The fuzzy comprehensive evaluation and response surface methodology
(RSM ) results showed that the optimal solution was as follow: 5.6% potato starch, 25% white shrimp and 1.9% salt,
taking sensory score as indicator. This study can provide data support for the improvement of processing technology of
white=hair rough shrimp products and prawn ball products,

Keywords

white—hair rough shrimp; fuzzy comprehensive evaluation; response surface methodology (RSM); processing

technology



