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Effects of modified atmosphere packaging on quality and preservation of
sauced duck wings

LI Xue, WANG Li, LIU Guang—Xian*, CHENG Wen-Long, ZHANG Yao

(Institute of Agricultural Products Processing, Jiangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanchang 330200, China)

ABSTRACT: Objective To study the effects of modified atmosphere packaging with different gas ratio on quality
and preservation of sauced duck wings during storage, and determine the best modified atmosphere packaging
conditions. Methods The sauced duck wings were stored in 3 kinds of modified atmosphere packaging with
different gas ratio for 1, 3, 5, 7 and 10 days at 13 °C, respectively. The pH, thiobarbituric acid (TBA), total volatile
basic nitrogen (TVB-N), aerobic plate count, tenderness and hardness were measured. Results The pH, TBA,
TVB-N and aerobic plate count of 30% N,+70% CO, were lower than those of the other 2 groups. The sensory scores
of different modified atmospheric packaging decreased with the extension of storage time. The tenderness and
hardness of sauced duck wings were increased with the extension of storage time in the 30% N,+70% CO, and 50%
N,+50% CO,, while increased first and then decreased of 70% N,+30% CO, with the extension of storage time.
Conclusion The best preservation effect of sauced duck wings is under 30% N,+70% CO, modified atmosphere

packaging gas ratio condition, and this study can provide reference for prolonging shelf life of cooked meat products.
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Table 1 Sensory test criterion of sauced duck wings
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Fig.l1 Effects of modified atmosphere packaging
with different gas ratio on pH (n=3)
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Fig.2 Effects of modified atmosphere packaging
with different gas ratio on TBA (n=3)

0 1 2 3 4

23 ARESELEFHIKIBERIT TVB-N BIF20E
TVB-N 2 1 & P il i Ji8 050738 o 0 28 1 o A it 11—
AEEELFEAR, T TG R PN IR R AN R I T
g U A 3 AL KR TVB-N &
2 WL A B Y B TS 0, X 5 pH BIIE 45 R — 2
P 57 i 1 3 2 2 e v i L 1 1 R L,
N R B B A K, R, 530 1 S b ok 2
TVB-N £ a3 i 9 = 2 Dt PR % i 0 3 o 1) 8 TR o 2
YR EE, BmmE b EAR, AR, B, =
e A = W e 02 e B 3 AR R, TR AE Y



9174 B dn 2 4 R R I A 4R 5124

JEHET S d 1Y TVB-N & a8, s WP 1 1<
I A2 5 I R ] 174 35 o, ﬁi%i#ﬂﬂﬁﬁ“‘)&éﬂi@ﬁz
R SATRRE, 5 SO BT RN, 43 R T
JHE Al A 0 0 T FE IR . 1B A, 70% Nop+30% CO, i 4,2
[ 3 1 1548 TVB-N & f 7625 10 d Bk 3] 25.90 mg/100 g,
Fl I BT AH ] 85 T] 30% No+70% CO, A 18 43,255 1) 3% pa 15 48
15 25.17%, Ut B & CO, S AL %6 7] U — R B4
Tl WO A P I AR B, IR T i S R A
fh 3 i 221

30 —=—30%N,+70% CO,
—e—50% N,+50% CO,
g5 | —4—70%N;+30% CO, /
®
S %
= 20
e d
&
E 15 1
H
b c
10 4
aa b
5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
fi e T /d

B3 ARG I AT TVB-N B (n=3)
Fig.3 Effects of modified atmosphere packaging
with different gas ratio on TVB-N (n=3)
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Fig.4 Effects of modified atmosphere packaging
with different gas ratio on aerobic plate count (n=3)
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Fig.5 Effects of modified atmosphere packaging
with different gas ratio on tenderness (nN=3)
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Fig.6 Effects of modified atmosphere packaging
with different gas ratio on hardness (n=3)
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