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Effect of Storage Time on Quality Assessment of Quail Eggs Raised in Opened House
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Abstract

To study the shelf life of quail egg quality of opened houses during the storage periods of 0, 7, 14,
and 21 days at room temperature (29°C, 63% relative humidity), 160 experimental quail eggs were used
(20 replicates, 2 eggs each). Results of egg quality analysis found that yolk index, albumin index, albumin
height, albumin weight, albumin ratio, shell thickness, and Haugh unit decreased significantly (p<0.05).
However, the yolk ratio significantly increased (p<0.05). but did not affect shape index, yolk weight, shell weight,
and shell ratio (p>0.05). It was concluded that increasing the shelf life resulted in a decrease in the quality of
quail eggs raised in open barns.
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Figure 1 Effect of storage time on quality assessment of quail eggs raised in an open house. (A) 0 days,

(B) 7 days, (C) 14 days, (D) 21 days, and (E) 28 days
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Table 1 Effect of storage time on characteristics of quail eggs
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Albumen index, [%)] 5.85+1.24° 4.25+0.81° 3.50+1.03° 2.68+0.58°
Albumin height [mm] 4.56+0.86° 3.55+0.62" 3.09+0.74° 2.23+0.59°
Albumen weight, [g] 5.46+0.70° 5.00+0.53" 4.51+0.51° 4.25+0.67°
Shell weight, [g] 1.45+0.17° 1.40+0.13% 1.30+0.15b° 1.33+0.15°
Yolk weight, [g] 3.10+0.29 3.96+1.30 3.74+0.54 3.72+0.51
Albumen ratio, [%] 50.7245.15 47.95+4 13 45.85+3.96™ 44.19+5.72°
Yolk ratio, [%] 31.63+2.14° 37.80+1.02° 38.12+4.29° 38.65+4.54°
Shell ratio, [%] 13.50+1.29 13.43+1.15 13.18+1.01 13.84+1.13
Egg shell thickness, [mm] 0.26+0.03" 0.32+0.04° 0.28+0.08" 0.22+0.02°
Haugh unit 90.47+4.59° 85.01+4.04" 82.53+4.86" 76.92+4.16°

Remarks: different letters in the same row mean a significant difference (p<0.05)
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@0/ (p<0.05) N13anasaeditlafidus lduafinann
wusnen ldidunaiuunnsueulaeenladaz et o
anawnlst iinlalanaleaeuiidadu Aflegeiu
u 9.5 vidennndntu waneinlddennnnm
AATNLAEANELNT g IR TLAnNaTuTes
Talaia@1 (Ovomucin) g1 lanquunasidansasziilu
taatnszFunulaladodiu (Ovomucin) Jg4 laia1q
funadunisiinaadudu studnapansues
ldunsuazliann navnldiniedluldanngngeds
nglauns dsnalilannnanasuazldunedisFunn

1IN (Lokaewmanee, 2018)

9. wlafiduslaung (Yolk ratio)
mmﬂﬁu%ﬂmwuﬂﬂaxmﬁmq 07
14 waz 21 1 wuan wefidusladung (yolk ratio)
wanAgee NATEENATYNI9anA (p<0.05) lat
Lﬂ’ﬂﬂ%u[ﬁﬂ“ﬂLL&NLﬁm%uﬁmwﬂ’]ﬂqﬂ’]ﬂﬁuf‘/ﬂﬂ’]
efifuslduaslusudl 0 filefifudlauns
ﬁ@ﬂﬁqmﬁmﬁﬂuﬁu{uﬁ 7 14 waz 21 4 (Table 1)
ARAAABINUNITNAARIURY Nowaczewski et al.
(2010) WU dmsdauuedlauag (yolk content)
dauanndud 0 fedudl 10 218981819 ALTNED

o

WANFAN9BENaNTdN

o aa

ATYNanA (p<0.05) &

o

FIgN&AU
1 QI li?l v o [~3 s 1
gaqlduauiNIuFesay 1.4 nasanniiusne laiily
1981 3 FU wazunasanniusnE 5 51 wudn lana
dudnuInnIuTawindy 12.50 NN (p<0.05) @4
2, 4
AN eadndauladuaan1aInn1sndas Ll as

TaseaFrgraalilsfnladunn 1Hasannszazinainig

v
=<

WHuSnENuLILdanasia A1 pH 1a9ldea i
(Lokaewmanee and Seedarak, 2018) N 1#ilaladnTu
(ovomucin) uazlaleldsd (Lysozyme) Hadsidedau
Pludazanenin Inausanszyiniingdm (electrostatic
. . Aa o ° ' =
interaction) NRFABAY w34nseN1geudnalismu
79 2 alaRazanadluanz? pHinaululdang
dauanilfldanadulatuluszuinanisiduinme la
(Tantapanichkul, 1994) deuanilfiian1seedluda
Taanallealaung N lddndouueslaunalylFunny
oy
AN
10. wWefduwslidann (eggshell ratio)
panisiuinen launnsznafieny 0 7 14
uae 21 1 wudn wefduslidaenld (eggshell ratio)
unnpnsaenellNiedAtymeadi@ (0>0.05) (Table 1)
AaAAARINL Caglayan et al. (2009) wudnlailinasg
a o , 2 o
wWasuwlasresdmnandoudasnldiiessezinaninig
BUSNH U ANTULANAURN1IAAAIUDIT NI 49U
T 919181 TANTLI TR EW LA WANFSAL
Lokaewmanee and Seedarak (2018) ANWATD

szeznanafiuinesAanunwldzesnisaes il
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wutlgas wudn szazinannafulelidud 21 uas
31 {1 wefidusilaenldgendnszazinainiaiu
T91i5w7 3, 7, 14 uaz 18 aeleildadAoynieada
(p<0.05) LiuLAEATLUNIINAALIT8Y Glnhan and
Kirikci (2017) Wu30 §ndamldenla A uniy
27EN1FNLINHI AN 10.56 wefidusfluiui 0 lu
11.45 Wl fduslusud 42 iasannnindagnin
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nsviaunnstesmeaevln e lisiiu (proteolytic
enzyme) vi’ﬂﬁﬂiﬁw,ﬂ?:'ﬂuuﬂm‘lﬁmim%ﬂﬂuL@Q@
ANTured L9 9anae (Tantapanichkul, 1994)
danalildanamarunsdoudallfuienldentd
vllefifusfinAenfisdumussasnannafusnem
11. anvunilaenle (egg shell thickness)
m@malﬁm“nmiﬂjuﬂmxmﬁmq 07 14
uaz 21 S wudn Aaumdaenle (shell thickness)
umnsngae19ldad1Ayn19ata (p<0.05) Wudn
Fuft 0 paruvunildenlaigendnduil 7 14 uay

21 laeduil 7 way Jui 14 asruvudaanld

'
=

Tunnsineu widufl 21 panamnildenliteniige
(Table 1) #2AARBIALIN1INAABITDI Lokaewmanee
and Muangmoon (2019) w41 naaLiuladlAsui 7
10 uaz 14 FAAru vuddenldmuidienlaenls
A4N313221981NTLAL TalAdud 3 18 21 24 28

o o

uaz 31 ae e B dAtYN19ans (p<0.05) fUNNN

QI U aa A o %
21e9R9uInaen gaunnEngenalulseirauazyinli
wasnldnmuninanad 11899 NANNUITBTY
wlaanlddsznavldsqe 3 41 Tawn Fuuqala
(cuticle) HAa 1 unuIUseunns 10 Tuasaw deiilu
o a al a o

arpandAltaldsmau laginannnissaniwaag
Aflulawmsnduldsiu daududuresunaides
ANFUBLUA HANUUIUsTNns 315 THATaY LAY
dudailaantad Gl 2 fu laun wawdenliduuen
wazitialaanldfuludanuuunilseunn 65 luasay
(Daengprok et al., 2003) itlailasnldlsenausae

ANTu TU9hu Tasiu vin wazanFiulawmem (Pikul

et al., 2014) TeasmisvnauaeilaenlailUsfu e

angnafiudnewnuay dafuldluaninsimunzan
Ainnnsdansnavidasullaslaseasieresllsiy
==& | v A
AedanaliAdurunlasnanasnINenynsg
Nusnen agnaleinnlSunaaadaundndlasy
WuReaduseanuudawssasnla (Lokaewmanes,
2018)
12. AnNan1edla (Haugh unit)
paniaiudnenlaunnseniieny 0 7 14
LAY 21 Ju wudn AeNdnaedled (Haugh unit)

a o o

wANFNseEaRTA Aynneadin (p<0.05) Taasuii 0
fanuangeiign uazdui 21 Saauaniianiign
LazduR 7 uaz 14 Aananeclalyunnsiaii
wAtasndnguR 0 (Table 1) a8amAAa<iL Northcutt
et al. (2022) @mmwi‘*ﬂuﬂmzmnjﬁu (Coturnix
coturnix japonica) wasaniA L ug g 120 1
WUl ArAuanaasldanatann 85.3 1lu 82.0 lu
Juft 30 Agouunf 4 eeAnTaiTeg aanndesiy
Siva et al, (2020) wu41 ldunsen A nine 147
grungfistes Jufl 0 9 Uil 35 A uangedld
WNN9EMIaAas AN 87.62 11 81.29 Tuduit 35
‘EmﬂmmmwmmﬁmM@\a”lﬂjt,ﬁmmﬂn'mﬁumﬂq
nsfiunenaedliunnsznAaannsszmetei
melulduaznsgodelugUfingin i minld
ARAILAZIRIBN NN AT BTN A D T Uiy Ie
ganlvnjunannldnamezldanni pnsiuiesay
87.6 wansiliuasilinanduegienas 51.1 fradl
szinel Aa Anganfuaulaaanlas (CO,), wanluile

(NH,), lalasiaudalns (H,S) Gafinainnisaanssin

2

= a

= T o

NN I098178uN T lulY T9dnIn1Ts LNy
%uag’ﬁufqmwgﬁmef;w%u"nﬂmmwmmﬁﬂu

< o A 1
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