Korean J. Food & Nutr. Vol. 19. No. 1, 47~52 (2006)

THE KOREAN JOURNAL OF
FOOD AND NUTRITION

SIRAE BN

AH=Ee EEM0 st A4
TMES S - H2x}
gAY AEFIH

A Study on Preservation of Chicken Products

TJeong-Sook Seo, Byung-Ho Bang and Eun-Ja Jeong

Department of Food and

Nutrition, Seoul Health College

Abstract

This study was carried out to improve the preservation and the functionality of chicken legs. Three precipitation
solutions of common solution(A), herb solution(B) and herb solution containing chitosan(C) were prepared. The

chicken legs were treated with A, B and C solution,

respectively, during 4 hours. And the chicken legs treated

with each solution were stored at 7°C for 8 days. The quality changes of each groups were examined by pH,

total bacteria, VBN(volatile basic nitrogen) values and sensory evaluation. The pH values of three groups were

not different. Chicken legs treated with C solution showed the lowest VBN values and total bacteria cell count

and the highest sensory scores in color and flavor.
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9 g 7 100 mL, Bt 75 g, 7h(FRE wi2 ) 60
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Fig. 1. Changes of pH in the chicken leg immer-
sed with different solution during storage at 4C.

* Note Materials and Methods in ingredients of
different immersion solution A, B, C.
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Fig. 2. Changes in volatile basic nitrogen values
in chicken leg immersed with different solution du-
ring storage at 4T.

*Note Materials and Methods in ingredients of
different immersion solution A, B, C.
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Fig. 3. Changes in total plate counts of chicken
leg immersed different slution during storage at

4T.
*Note Materials and Methods in ingredients of
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Table 1. Scoring evaluation of chicken legs(color)
Scoring scores(M+S.E.M.)
Sample No. of men
0 day 2 day 4 day 6 day 8 day
Control(A) 8 4.2540.27 3.25+0.27 3.63+049 3.2540.52 1.13£0.13
B 8 4.63+0.20 3.2540.17 1.75+0.27" 1.38£0.20" 1.00:£0.00
C 8 5.00+0.00™ 4.13%0.17 42540.17 3.75+0.27 1.63+0.20"
Significantly different from the control group(*: p<0.05, r p<0.01, e p<0.001).
Table 2. Scoring evaluation of chicken legs(flavor)
Scoring scores(M+S.E.M.)
Sample No. of men
0 day 4 day 6 day 8 day
Control(A) 8 4.25+0.27 2.13+0.24 3.13+0.24 3.13+0.32 1.2540.17
B 8 4.75£0.17 3.88:037" 2.7540.17 2.75+0.39 1.00:0.00
C 8 5.00+0.00" 475:0.17" 4.63£020™" 4.00+£0.297 2.00+0.00™"

Significantly different from the control group(*: p<0.05,

" p<0.01, ™" p<0.001).
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