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Abstract

Yolk index (YI), Haugh unit (HU) and weight loss of quail egg were measured to evaluate the effect of composite
film (SPI/com starch). Also, the effect of composite film was investigated to extend the shelf-life of sandwich
foods. The quality characteristics of sandwich food was measured by the weight increment. The weight reduction
ratio for quail egg coated with composite film showed 8% increment after 20 day storage. Yolk index and Haugh
unit were significantly different between the uncoated and coated quail eggs with composite film solution. Sandwich
coated with composite film showed the less weight increase for 12 hour storage compared to controls.
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Fig. 1. Changes of yolk index of quail eggs coated with
composite film during storage at 25T and 50% RH
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Fig. 2. Changes of Haugh unit of quail eggs coated with
composite film during storage at 25 and 50% RH.
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Fig. 3. Changes of weight of quail eggs coated with composite
film during storage at 25 and 50% RH.
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Table 1. Thickness of composite films made of SPI and corn
starch

(unit: mm)
Films
SPI 6% CS SPI/CS
Thickness 0.080,01 0.05°+001 0.06+0.01

"Meanzstandard deviation
“Means with different superscripts in each column are significantly different(p<0.05).
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Fig. 4. Weight changes of sandwich breads during storage at 4°C.
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