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Study on quality change and shelf life of Guangdong style

salt baked chicken storaged in 4 C
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Abstract; The quality change and shelf life of Guangdong packaged
salted chicken were studied, which was storaged in 4 ‘C. Results;
Ssensory score decreased significantly in the 15th, 18th and 21th
days (P<C0.05) , while. it exceeded acceptance in the 18th day, with
the brightness L * value and yellowing a * value decreasing signifi-
cantly (P<C0.05); pH increased first and then decreased (P>>0.05).
The difference was not significant, volatile salt nitrogen and acid
value were all increasing, and the variation of volatile salt nitrogen
and nitrogen in chicken skin was significantly different (P<C0.05), in

the 18th day, the volatile salt based nitrogen in the chicken was
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15 mg/100 g and the chicken acid value was significantly different in
the 15th, 18th and 21th days (P<C0.05); the shear force decreased
significantly (P <C0.05), while the hardness, chewiness and the
tensile strength of chicken skin increased significantly (P<0.05);
the total number of Escherichia coli and colonies were not beyond
the limit of going abroad. and Salmonella was not detected. There-
fore, the quality of cantonese style salt baked chicken with vacuum
packaging decreased with the prolongation of storage time at 4 degree
storage, suggesting that the longest storage period less than 15 days.
Keywords: Vacuum packaging; salted chicken; storage period; quali-

ty; texture
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Table 1 Salted chicken sensory score table under 4 °C storage conditions
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X6 JBR PR ) RO R AR B AN AR SR X R F I AS P 1.5 cm X
1.5 emX 1.5 em A ZEAG LG A 1.5 emX 1.5
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(3) 48 Bz A B A I < ARG STRCO ] & i F L 3
e Bz 5 TR R A T R IURE LA AN S8k 0.5
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Sy RN (3.8020.22) 4 28 K Ja 2R T T 6 (R RS 7L HLOG

T EB AR R T B (3.80£0.09) 435 5 18 KA,
WEW%L/T\ BT # 5 21 KT, 3R IR XS Y KUk PF
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Table 2 Changes in the sensory evaluation of salted chicken under 4 °C storage conditions

5 B 1)/ ke S X B Jfe B AL A P O HYUR TS By
0 4.5+0.10° 4.5+0.10 4.6+0.13 4.440.11 3.840.26¢ 21.8+2.14
3 4.4+0.11 4.440.18% 4.440.08" 4.440.11° 3.6+0.23  21.442.04°
6 4.2+0.26" 4.240.17" 4.1+0.08" 4.240.17% 3.6+0.23  20.342.36°
9 4.040.14b 4.040.14b 4.040.07b 4.240.09% 3.6+0.23  19.841.89°
12 4.00.14b 4.040.24b 3.940.11% 3.84+0.09" 3.44+0.18" 19.1+2.61°
15 3.840.09° 3.8+0.22° 3.940.18% 3.6+0.11% 3.4+0.11° 18.342.64"
18 3.5+0.10¢ 3.6+0.18° 3.840.09¢ 3.440.18¢ 3.3+0.17° 17.642.27
21 3.440.18¢ 3.340.17¢ 3.740.13° 3.440.18¢ 3.240.17° 16.6+2.88"

T SR 5 B 3R 7R 28 57 1 3% (P<<0.05)
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2.3 pH

X PR TR B BE T 4 T DY 63 L OORE RO
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R R X BN A 5 X B B p LR D R I ] £ A K 2 B S
KIG AR L LR B3 (P>0.05), HAS R pH b
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HK T ST B AR i b RS B S =
43 pH AH BT, WG 2 5 4R AL 20 8 B A T A B
B 43 f T 4 AR RN BR K AR A W AR R T R Mk A 1 S
pH (HZEH T M . 31X 52 BkBE 2 ) 7 F 55 0 4 X0 I 58C o o 2%
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Table 3 Changes in the color of salted pheasant chickens under 4 °C storage conditions
b 38, Fsf X 5z Xt g 1A Xt R A
fi] /d L~ a* b L~ a* b L a” b
0 33.747+0.38* 3.0540.05* 15.5140.13* 74.49+0.86* 1.5540.08* 11.8740.12* 68.6740.41* 3.8640.06* 10.96=+0.23*
3 32.2640.02¢> 2.20£0.02> 16.01+0.22* 72.46+£0.19** 1.5640.10* 11.8140.05* 65.404+2.15> 3.74=+0.07* 11.87+0.12%
6 31.0740.15> 1.97+0.08> 16.22+0.12%> 70.69+0.37> 1.514+0.06> 12.0240.36%> 64.25+0.21> 3.4540.052> 12.76+£0.27"
9 30.8440.57" 1.464+0.06¢ 17.4740.14> 65.5440.79¢ 1.4740.14> 12.3740.16*" 64.214+0.93> 3.374+0.12> 13.7440.03"
12 30.34740.08> 0.864+0.109 20.8040.09¢ 64.2540.21¢ 1.264+0.01¢ 13.2540.07" 59.444+1.09¢ 3.284+0.07> 13.7340.22"
15 28.2240.50¢ 0.8440.06% 21,7840.18% 64.2140.93¢ 0.884+0.11¢ 13.7440.03> 58.384+1.87¢ 2.944+0.13¢ 15.9240.43¢
18 28.6740.17¢ 0.8440.05% 22,0840.08¢ 64.644+2.16° 0.6440.05¢ 15.4240.08¢ 57.714+1.40¢ 1.564+0.109 16.2240.59¢
21 27.2640.35¢ 0.6940.02¢ 30.8440.57¢ 54.874+1.859 0.304+0.06¢ 16.3140.07¢ 41.3840.319 1.474+0.149 17.0840.46¢
T SIS R 8 3508 25 5 3 (P<0.05)
6.4: Zeat PRl 5, F P A B O BE ARG NE L TR UL 5 e R M B R
T ER A W i A A U IO 4 °C B HORR IE 22
631 A i K 0 R B0 o A MR S L R 1 R )
621 BE IR, B 22 80 H 45 e v R S A K
= 2.5 BM
o o W 5 4 L 5 K 5 U T U K A G2 5
60! ik 117 OB 107 58 6 1 2477 A8 53 - B8 10 6 4
N PR R 7 SRS R T R R e IR R AR & AR AR
0 3 6 9 1215 18 mz%wﬁ IOE o 7 A T A L 2 A A A B T R
Storage time/d R K FRTR IS . DAL 2 W A AN I R A R R XS B A 1R
Bl 4 CERiEHTHEY pH 6 Tk B BR AN Y9 AN W 1 T (P>>0.05)  fH 38 P IR M 7655 15,18 R 21
Figure 1 Changes of pH in salted chicken under KZEFRZFEP<0.05 .G E RN AL 18.21 REHF B F

4 °C storage conditions
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(P<C0.05), HANEE 15 K Uf, Fh W5 09 X fz 550 Py v 1) #52 %
PEEh BRI R IR, RIS 18 R, 3 MR XS X9 Py o Yy 4% &
PR UM bR A I BR A (15 mg/100 ), 1 255 21 K,
X R A R AR %ﬁﬂi(u.slio.sn mg/100 g, 45 3iE BR
B, R W 4 CERYRAG YIRS MR e L 15 do B TR AR AY
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Table 4 4 “C storage conditions of salt-baked chicken

volatile salt-based nitrogen changes

ARG TVB-N {E/
(10 ?2mg-g ")

A A TVB-N i/

W 9 1]/ d )
(10 ?mg =g ")

0 9.55+0.21° 7.12+0.08°
3 11.86+0.25 7.45+0.24%
6 12.60+0.00" 8.3540.51*
9 12.9740.30¢ 8.72+0.28"
12 13.8240.60< 8.93+0.35"
15 14.35+0.194 10.5340.31¢
18 15.85+1.444 11.6640.01¢
21 24.76+0.43¢ 14.8140.314

T BT TR R R 28 5 i 3 (P<<0.05) .
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(P<C0.05), %5 0 KB, X K (R }9 (0.47£0.05) mg/g, g
AR Hi i (0.6020.03) mg/g, W7k 21 d J5 , BR #2435 3 i
FAB 435K (1.2540.02) , (1.2640.04) mg/go A A=
1 BT A5 i 15 32 T K A D 3t 1 IR DT IR L [ i, 4R Ak 38 )
A B el EE ST g B 4k Sk S AR . R M R T T 3R
P0G i BT R R

2.6 ¥

2.6.1 TPA 7 TPA Wz, X A Y A8 B2 A VR WG 1 6 A L
BMAAMRRME, SEBOX 2 MR T o, MW 3.4 7]
S R R X R e R EE A L IR ) 2 T i A (P<C0.05)
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Figure 2 Changes of acid value of salted chicken under

4 °C storage conditions
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Figure 3 Changes of hardness of salt-baked chicken

under 4 °C storage conditions
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Figure 4 Changes of chewiness of salted chicken under

4 °C storage conditions
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Figure 5 Changes in shear force of salt-fat chicken

under 4 °C storage conditions
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Changes of tensile strength of salted chicken

skin under 4 °C storage conditions
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Table 5 Salted chicken under 4 °C storage conditions
microbial index changes
s 1A/ d ‘%‘Mf/ j‘ﬂm/ O BITRHE
(CFU-g ') (107?MPN-g 1)

0 <10 <30 -
3 <10 <30 -
6 <10 <30 -
9 <10 <30 -
12 <10 <30 —
15 <10 <30 -
18 <10 <30 —
21 <10 <30 —
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