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Abstract: In this study, the commercially available chicken egg, duck egg, quail egg and pigeon egg of same pro-
duction date were selected as raw materials, and the quality indicators and change rates stored at normal tempera-
ture (22~25 °C) were determined, aiming to make the comparative analysis of quality changes of different species’
eggs. Results showed that the weight loss rate (4.08%), decreasing rate (5.84%) of egg’s white water content,
Colony Forming Unit(CFU) value (2x10° CFU/mL) and increasing rate (5.72%) of dry basis protein content of
chicken egg were all less than that of other species’ eggs after 36 days’ storage, while the increasing rate(7.21%)
of dry basis protein content of quail egg was higher than that of other eggs. Besides, the decreasing rates of dry
basis protein content (11.17%) and viscosity (49.49%) of duck egg’s yolk were increased compared with that of
other eggs, while the decreasing rates of dry basis protein content (6.00%) and viscosity (29.70%) of pigeon egg’s
yolk were descended compared with that of other eggs. However, the weight loss rate (8.21%), CFU of egg white
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(6x10* CFU/mL) of pigeon egg were higher than that of other eggs, which was also spoiled earlier than other eggs. It

could be seen that under normal temperature storage, the quality changes of four species’ eggs were determined as

follows: pigeon egg>>duck egg>quail egg>chicken egg.

Key words: egg species; normal temperature storage; quality changes; comparative analysis
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Fig.1 Changes in weight loss rates of poultry eggs during

normal temperature storage

10

22 WEEEN & EEREE SN

L 2 W 7R R IR T XS RS RS IR
FAGER N T T BB T 43.43.36.29 d
TeAFEEENETE SBIEZbRE(<5x10° CFU/mL) , 7
P& BRI 14x10° 3.1x10° . 11x10°,1.5x10° CFU/mL., It
A I R T & B, XS FE AT R [ ) AV A A
B AR T AR, T R B A IR I %) B P
S TR A o RSERAEIN R 22 d JE , ERUEA
HEBOREIL T R A TR, A 3 Fh AR R TR
29 d JEA B T, AT HIRS B N AR 0 A
PR T A

o
ER i
= 80 —— 3K
g —— 5
~ 60 —— f
& 40
pac)
w20
i
g}
B 1 8 15 22 29 36 43
[[&C-AinyEINAL
450
B —— M
360 —— 5%
—— R
270 —— 9

O
(=]

WIS BB (x10° CFU-mL ™)
o 8

—

8 15 22 29 36 43
G T/

2 BEERREEDHMETREEENZY
Fig.2 Changes of the total bacterial colonies numbers of poultry
eggs’ white (A) and yolk (B) with storage time
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Fig.3 Changes in egg liquid’s water contents of poultry eggs’

white (A) and yolk (B) during normal temperature storage
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Fig.4 Changes in pH values of poultry eggs’ white (A) and

yolk (B) during normal temperature storage
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yolk (B) during normal temperature storage
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