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Study on the correlation between egg fresh index and storage time
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ABSTRACT: Objective To analyze the correlation between egg freshness index and storage days, determine the
significant change time of freshness index value, and establish the correlation model between freshness and storage time.
Methods Total of 12 experimental groups were set up with 5 eggs in each group with 2 d as a time point, the relative
density, gas chamber height, Haugh unit, yolk index, pH value, and weight loss rate of the eggs were measured 3 times
according to the evaluation index of egg freshness in the standard. The correlation between the storage days and each
index of egg freshness was evaluated according to Pearson correlation coefficient, and the significant difference between
the storage days and each index of egg freshness was evaluated by Duncan method. Results There was a significant
correlation between each index of egg freshness and the storage days (P<0.05). The time when the values of each
freshness index changed significantly was different. The weight loss and weight loss rate of eggs between different days
were significantly different (P<0.05). Conclusion The correlation model between egg freshness and storage time

established in this study could be used as an evaluation model for egg freshness.
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Fig.1 Gas chamber height chart for different days
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Fig.2 Relation between the gas chamber height and the storage days
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Fig.3 Relation between the Haugh unit and storage days
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Fig.6 Relation between egg loss and storage days
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