F28E HW
2011 4E 12 A

Wl L B XK %2 % K& (8 8 83 % K
Journal of Hebei University of Engineering (Natural Science Edition)

Vol.28 No.4
Dec. 2011

XEHS 1673 -9469(2011)04 ~0097 - 04

IR T A [8) n] 8 U 5 0% X6 2 PR 5 OR 1Y 32 Wi

MER, MR, BEE L
(1L TRKE BB R R, WL HEES 056006; 2 th K k% EEBESH A TR, 45T 100083)

BEAATRERNGAEI>EES ZABEZG AFRQ. CRB+ LR . cRB+ XATHN
Fo kB + HRBAEARBEAR S ERITABRLEFAETRER(25 C), Bd 8%
RGO ERERBAR Y EARSUR, O RO BRSARRIE, ERBEEG.
TR+ IBRZ AL BEORE A TBE, SABMNREE, B KEAELHR
BEAGHARA—ROHALE FERHTOHORAAELTERD LASEROHRK,
XBR:BE; TERE K&, 2R

hESES: TS253 XEkFRIRES A

The effects of edible eggshell coatings on egg
quality during room temperature storage
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Abstract: The effects of fresh — keeping coating films on egg quality and water vapor permeability of
different films were studied with whey protein isolate, corn zein, wheat gluten, lactic + chitosan, so-
dium benzoate + chitosan and Sodium citrate + chitosan stored at room temperature(25°C ). The re-
sults showed that the preservation effect of wheat gluten was obviously better than others, corn zein
and chitosan took the second place, and the effect of whey protein isolate was the worst, but it was
still better than the control group. The effects of fresh — keeping coating films have certain correlation

with their water vapor permeability. WVP of wheat gluten is the lowest. , and whey protein is highest
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Fig. 1 Effects of different treatments on
weight losing rate
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Fig. 2 Effects of different treatment on yolk
coefficient

M GCHEERBTRS0.27, 2 L HH

BE, DM BATREREZE HKRECMEL,A
MFHTRERTE, BRTXRG A, B A4S,
HAMSXH G AMA R EHER(P<0.05),
A WS RBE  FOKREES S T S % AR
M ER RSB, AFETEERONBREE,

2.3 MHEpEEA RYNEL

BEFBUL WG E R BL S B E R,
BERERNSEL, AHH5LEKRS0 % ~60 % ,TE
PR ER RENBEHTRRES, HARKT
B EOH B, KRR ERORREN, X
R I RRRR(R . T80 1H] 25 b B 1 R 4K
EEEyWE 3, Ba%RR10d FHEAR
Bl E TR, J5 20 d B TRIE TR, S4HA KT
REHETXEGC A, AL 10 d o, S4b A
5 MHABARERER(P<0.05) , KF CH
HSHMEHEARA R EEER(P<0.05), R
B EARRREAE,

A

—
——
—
—
—_—
——

TADOCID.

o 5 10 15 20 25 30
e E/d

B3 ARLAEMN SRS RAMER

Fig. 3 Effects of different treatment to
albumen coefficient
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Fig.4 Effects of different treatment on
albumen gel nature coefficient
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Fig.5 Comparison of water vapor permeability
in different films
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