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Quality Characteristics of Breast Meat during Post-mortem Storage of Chicken Meat
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Jae-Sung Yeon’, Kwon-Jung Yi* and Soo-Ki Kin?'
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“Dept. of Animal Science and Technology, Konkuk University, Seoul 05029, Korea

ABSTRACT This study was first conducted to investigate the effect of post-mortem storage time of chicken meat on the
quality of chicken breast, and to determine whether the current grading rule that is ‘using the chicken meat within 2 day
post-mortem (PM)’ is appropriate or not at meat processing plants. Different methods such as freshness, lightness (L*), total
number of microbes, 2-thiobarbituric acid reactive substances (TBARS), shear force and cooking loss were performed. Forty
samples of different PM time (0~4 day) of chicken meat were stored in the refrigerator (3C). As a result of comparing the
chicken meat of 2 day and 3 day PM, torrymeter value was 6.9 and 7.0, respectively. The other values are also as follows:
lightness (L*) 60.22 and 60.51, total number of microbes 4.20 and 4.31 log;(CFU/g, TBARS value 0.056 and 0.071 mg
MDA/kg, shear force 1.43 and 1.59 kg/cm?, and cooking loss 17.24 and 15.66%, respectively. As a result, these two groups
were not significantly different (P<0.05). TBARS value of the chicken meat of 4 day PM was 0.088 mg MDA/kg which
is significantly higher compared to 2~3 day PM (P<0.05). Thus, the result of the study suggests that using the chicken meat
within 3 day PM is also possible. If the grading rule that is ‘using the chicken meat within 2 day post-mortem (PM)’ is
changed to 3 day PM, it will allow processing plants and distributors to more flexibly use or distribute chicken meat.
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Fig. 1. Torrymeter values of chicken breast meat at different
post-mortem storage time. Each column represents the meant
SEM (n=8). * ¢ Different letters among storage time differ
significantly (P<0.05).

Ak e eI eiv =A - 3d 3 449 o
BE5E 47 7.0 512 e =A $ 2~4d A= 79
% 7} 1T} Bae 5(2012)9] Aol AlAE gt
2 %JE & 7k /W‘d f<}°l7} 2o

.0
3 grozm A4 o}r/}j_ Hetsta, =4

o2 PA|Eo] gl AT £ A Az o5t T
T34 © 988 709 A= g2 vepieh mea] =
A F397A= @3 7159 AR gl A3k A=
EbstTh
2. |

HI=(L¥) d EAG UES, BA F 19 ° 955

B oo

)
i
N
@ rr

s Oﬂ
A . 6.79%2 stz =A F 299 3d H
HAEHM e 22 60.229) 60.51 2 <2kt 571513 THTable
D). AT =4 T 4d @ Y55 57.039 #HE Hol
H, EA F AR S8 FAK R fro Al

o
A} e Aoz velyit dd =A% 958 dgk &
A (a*), FAT(b*) = AT IF 52820 AelE YERA]
ororth AMEE 12.09~13.86 Mg o

~124302 A F 3o 7P w2 g Hole= A
Aok Ao R TA T 49H dFE7HA] £ SAS

Trx]?i}ﬁ‘ri A= ok

Adams and Huffman(1972)°] 2JstH Har]e] A& 4
H)x} HEl7]1 2] 71 298 9902 TA Tgale] $A1S
fFABRE Aol 7 ok BHauslith Kang 5(2010)2
SO BA F 1497 349 dES

T =AR dERSC
o AR7IRME e, AME 5 A glofA] felA<l

]

Table 1. Meat color values of chicken breast meat at different post-mortem storage time

Days
Items SEMV
0 1 2 3 4
L* 56.36° 56.79° 60.22% 60.51° 57.03% 1.09
a* 12.36" 13.36™ 13.86" 12.09° 13.16" 0.52
b* 11.35% 12.04® 12.43° 10.60° 10.16° 0.62

¢ Different letters within the same row differ significantly (P<0.05). n=8. L*: Lightness, a*: Redness, b*: Yellowness.
" Standard error of means.
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Table 2. Number of total microbes of chicken breast meat at different post-mortem storage time

Days
Item SEM"
0 1 2 3 4

log CFU/g 3.82° 432 420" 431° 428" 0.13

** Different letters within the same row differ significantly (P<0.05). n=8.
D Standard error of means.
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Table 3. Shear force, cooking loss of chicken breast meat at different post-mortem storage time

Days
Items SEM"
0 1 2 3 4
Shear force (kg/cm?) 2.32° 1.62° 1.43° 1.59° 1.22° 0.14
Cooking loss (%) 17.03° 13.81° 17.24 15.68" 15.99° 0.68

*® Different letters within the same row differ significantly (P<0.05). n=8.

D Standard error of means.
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