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Abstract

:

To explore the influences of chitosan coating structure and structure changes during storage on egg preservation, eggs coated by chitosan solution for single time (CS1), two times (CS2), and three times (CS3) were prepared separately and stored with untreated eggs (CK1), eggs washed by water (CK2) and eggs treated by acetic acid solution (CK3) at 25 °C, 80% RH. The weight loss, Haugh unit, yolk index, albumen pH, eggshell morphologies and infrared (FTIR—Fourier Transform Infrared) spectra of all the samples were monitored. CS2 and CS3 presented the lowest weight loss, highest Haugh unit and yolk index, stabilized pH, and the highest thickness of chitosan coating layers (>2 μm) among all the groups, which extended egg shelf life for 20 days longer compared to CK1 and CK2. CS1 with very thin chitosan coating showed similar egg qualities with CK3, which are second only to CS2 and CS3. Furthermore, destructions were found on chitosan coatings during storage as revealed by the eggshell morphologies and FTIR spectra, which caused the quality deterioration of eggs. The results demonstrated that eggs with the thickest coating showed the best qualities during storage, while destructions on coating layers led to the quality drop of eggs.
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1. Introduction


Eggs are produced and consumed daily all over the world on a large scale, as excellent and inexpensive sources of high quality protein, certain minerals, and vitamins [1]. Nowadays, they have also been considered as ideal vehicles of bioactive components to enhance human nutrition [2]. Although the eggshells have been regarded as natural protective barriers of eggs, quantities of tiny pores presenting on the eggshells for gas exchange lead to the moisture and CO2 loss of eggs, as well as the penetration of microbial, which would then cause the quality deterioration of eggs [3,4]. Moreover, eggshells are too fragile to retain their integrity during transport. Even a tiny crack in an eggshell would largely increase the risk of microbial contamination, particularly when eggs are stored at room temperature.



Attracted by the huge economic benefit, many strategies have been studied for egg preservation, which can be generally classified into two types based on the mechanism. The first one is to deactivate the microorganisms on the eggshells, including techniques such as ultrasonic treatment [5], ozone treatment [6], application of AgNPs-doped paper egg trays [7], and vacuum packaging [8]. The other one is to seal the pores on eggshells by coating, which serves as good barrier layers towards water vapor, gases, and microorganisms. The most widely studied coating materials are oil [9,10], proteins [11], biopolymers [3], etc. Biopolymers composed of biomass or derived polymers are intensively studied as edible coatings [12,13]. Among them, chitosan has attracted much attention of researchers due to its extraordinary performance, such as the excellent film forming property, low gas permeability, satisfied biocompatibility [14], and strong antimicrobial activities [15]. Therefore, coating of chitosan on eggshells can protect egg from both physicochemical changes and microbial contamination, leading to promising effects on quality preservation of eggs. Owing to the low cost, wide availability of chitosan and the operational feasibility of coating process, chitosan coating is considered an efficient and practical way to preserve eggs at room temperature. The influencing factors on the efficiency of chitosan coating such as the molecular weight [16], plasticizer types [17], sources of chitosan [18], and crosslinking agents [19] have been widely investigated. Combination coatings of chitosan with natural antimicrobial agents [20], pullulan [3], oil [21], and montmorillonite [22] have also been applied to eggs and showed improved performance.



However, although the coating materials have been intensively studied, the structure of the chitosan coating layer and their effects on egg preservation has not been carefully investigated so far. Suresh et al. [23] have coated eggs by chitosan a single time and three times, respectively. The coating layer on the eggshell with three-time coating was 20 μm thicker than that with single time coating, but no significant differences were found in weight loss, Haugh unit and albumin index of eggs between these two groups at 22 ± 1 °C. The preservation effects of chitosan coatings should be mainly dependent on their barrier properties and antimicrobial activities, which are highly related to the thickness and structures of coating layers on the eggshells.



Therefore, in this study, eggs were coated with chitosan one, two, and three times, separately, to observe their differences in coating structure and structural stability during storage in order to study the relationship between the coating structure and preservation effects. The quality of coated eggs were compared with those of the untreated, water washed and acetic acid treated eggs.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Materials and Reagents


The freshly laid eggs were provided by a local farm of Chongqing, China. Chitosan with molecular weight of 180 kDa and deacetylation degree of 90% was supplied by Weifang Haizhiyuan Biological Products Co., Ltd. (Weifang, China). Other chemicals were of analytical grade and were used as received.




2.2. Treatment of Eggs


Chitosan coating solution with a concentration of 0.5% (w/w) was prepared by dissolving certain amount of chitosan granules in 1 vol % acetic acid and stirring for 24 h. The freshly laid eggs were divided into 6 groups with 50 eggs in each. There were three coated groups, which were coated by chitosan solution for one, two and three times, separately, and were designated as CS1, CS2, and CS3, correspondingly. Each coating process was carried out as immersing eggs in the prepared coating solution for 2 min and drying under ambient conditions overnight with their small-ends down. The other three groups were set as control, including the untreated eggs (CK1), water washed eggs (CK2), and eggs immersed in 1 vol % acetic acid for 2 min (CK3). After the above treatments, all the eggs were placed in egg trays with their small-ends down, and were stored at 25 °C and 80% relative humidity (RH). Five marked eggs of each group were taken out to weigh every 5 days, and were returned back right after the measurement. Another five eggs of each group were picked up randomly to measure the Haugh unit, yolk index and pH of albumen every 5 days.




2.3. Characterizations of Eggs


2.3.1. Weight Loss


Weight loss (%) of a whole egg was calculated as the weight difference in percentage of an egg during storage compared to its whole weight at day 0 [24]. The weight of five marked eggs in each groups was measured using a balance every 5 days and given as average value ± standard deviation.




2.3.2. Haugh Unit


Haugh unit is a value related to egg weight and thick of albumen, which was calculated using Equation (1) [17]:


  H U = 100 log ( H − 1.7 ×  W  0.37   + 7.6 )    



(1)




where H is the albumen height (mm) and W is the weight of whole egg (g).



According to the United States Standards for Quality of Individual Shell Eggs (USDA 2000 [25]), eggs are classified in to AA, A and B grade, which require Haugh unit value to be above 72, 71 to 60, and below 60, correspondingly.




2.3.3. Yolk Index


Yolk index was calculated as the ratio of yolk height to yolk width [9]. The height and width of egg yolk were measured using a micrometer.




2.3.4. pH of Albumen


pH values of the albumen separated from the yolk was measured by a digital pH meter.




2.3.5. Scanning Electron Microscopy (SEM) of Eggshells


Morphologies of the surfaces and cross sections of eggshells were observed using a scanning electron microscope (JEM-2100, JEOL Ltd., Tokyo, Japan) after platinum sputtering of the samples.




2.3.6. Fourier Transform Infrared (FTIR) Spectra of Eggshells


FTIR spectra of the outer surface of eggshells were recorded using a FTIR spectrophotometer (Thermo-Nicolet 6700, Thermo Fisher Scientific, Waltham, MA, USA) with attenuated total reflectance (ATR) accessories. For each sample, 32 scans at 4 cm−1 resolution were used to collect the ATR spectra of the outer surface of eggshells.




2.3.7. Statistical Analysis


All the experiments were repeated at least three times to calculate the average values and standard deviations unless otherwise stated. All the data were statistically compared among groups by one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). The significances of the mean values were determined by Duncan’s multiple range testing with p < 0.05.






3. Results


3.1. Weight Loss


Generally, the weight loss of eggs gradually increased during storage, which was attributed to the escaping of CO2 and water vapor in albumen through numerous pores on the eggshells [24]. The loss of CO2 and water was responsible to many physical and chemical changes in albumen and yolk resulting in deterioration of eggs. Therefore, weight loss rate of eggs is an important index of egg quality. As shown in Table 1, the weight losses of CK1 and CK2 increased rapidly over time, which were significantly higher than others at day 36. CK3 and CS1 showed lower average values of weight loss, but were not significantly different from those of CK1 and CK2 (p < 0.05) until day 36. However, the weight losses of CS2 and CS3 were significantly lower than those of CK1 and CK2 since day 16. Up to day 36, the weight loss of CS2 was 29% less than that of CK2. The above results revealed that acetic acid treatment and one-time coating of chitosan showed limited effects to reduce the loss of CO2 and water vapor of eggs, while coating two or three times largely slowed down the weight loss rate during storage. It is known that the main component of eggshell is CaCO3 [26], which would react with acetic acid solution leading to some structural changes on the eggshell surface. Further coating with chitosan was more effective to seal the pores on the eggshells and to form dense and barrier outer layers, leading to considerably inhibited weight loss. Therefore, observations on the morphologies of eggshells would be helpful to further understand the weight loss change of each group.




3.2. Haugh Unit


Haugh unit is an important index of egg quality [27], which is determined by the age-related changes of egg white proteins [28]. The reduced Haugh unit value during storage is a result of albumen thinning, which was caused by the increased concentration of clusterin and ovoinhibitor, as well as the disordering of ovalbumin structure [29]. These protein changes have been mainly attributed to the proteolysis of dense protein or to the increase of albumin pH [30], which are influenced by the losses of water and CO2 during storage. As given in Table 2, the Haugh unit values of CK1 and CK2 decreased rapidly, which were significantly lower than those of other treated groups after stored for only 6 days. Three chitosan coated groups had similar Haugh unit values during the first 11 days. However, CS1 showed a sharp drop from day 11 to 16, making the value comparable to that of CK3. Moreover, the Haugh unit values of CS2 and CS3 were always significantly higher than those of CS1 and CK3 from day 16 to day 31. According to the egg grading standard given in 2.4, both CK1 and CK2 fell to grade B at day 16, followed by CK3 and CS1 both at day 21, while CS2 and CS3 were in grade B since day 36 and 31, respectively. Therefore, coating eggs with chitosan two times showed the best performance to significantly slow down the structural changes in albumen proteins, thus extending the shelf life by up to 20 days longer at 25 °C, 80% RH according to Haugh unit values.




3.3. Yolk Index


Yolk index is another important measure of egg freshness besides Haugh unit, which is based on the yolk quality. As shown in Figure 1, CK1 and CK2 showed the similar and maximum decreasing rate of yolk index with storage time, followed by CK3 and CS1, while CS2 and CS3 presented the highest values during the whole storage. Moreover, it was worth noting that the yolk index of all the groups almost decreased linearly in two time periods, which were day 0 to 16, and day 20 to 36, respectively. To clearly demonstrate the changing trend, each curve in Figure 1 was linear fitted separately in these two periods. The slopes and correlation coefficients obtained from the linear fittings were listed in Table 3, which revealed some important results. First, the slope values of each curve were much higher in the first time period (day 0 to 16) than those in the second period (day 21 to 36), indicating that the yolk quality declined more seriously in the first time period compared to the second one. Second, the order of all the slope values in the first time period from small to large was CS2, CS3, CS1, CK3, CK1, and CK2. Particularly, CS2 and CS3 showed quite lower values compared to those of other groups. Third, the slope values of CS1, CS2, and CS3 were still lower than those of CK1, CK2, and CK3 in the second time period, but the differences among them became much smaller compared to those in the first period. Therefore, the above results showed that coating eggs with chitosan two or three times was very effective to slow down the quality drop of egg yolks, especially in the most important period of egg quality control, which is the first 16 days of storage.



The decreased values of yolk index with storage time was a result of liquefaction and flattening of yolk, which was attributed to the constant permeation of water from albumen to yolk through vitelline membrane driven by the osmotic pressure [11]. The osmotic pressure between albumen and yolk was associated to the albumen viscosity, which was reduced by the breakage of ovomucin-lyzyme complex. Therefore, when chitosan coating reduced the loss of CO2 and water vapor and slowed down the structural changes in albumen, the increase in osmotic pressure between albumen and yolk would be slowed down resulting in improved yolk quality.



Furthermore, it was interesting to notice that the yolk index of CS1 showed a sharp decrease from day 11 to 16 as pointed by an arrow in Figure 1, which was in accordance with the rapid drop as mentioned above in Haugh unit value of CS1. As the changes in both yolk index and Haugh unit were associated to the barrier properties of eggshells, the sharp reductions of these values of CS1 might indicate some structural changes occurred on the chitosan coatings at this time period.




3.4. pH of Albumen


Since the albumen of fresh-laid eggs are saturated with CO2, the evacuation of CO2 through eggshells led to an increase in the albumen pH with increasing storage time. As given in Figure 2, the albumen pH of CK1 and CK2 increased to as high as 9.8 after storage for 31 days. The followed decrease at day 36 might be attributed to the breakdown of proteins in the albumen to fat and peptone. The albumen pH values of CK3 and CS1 presented similar changes, but were always lower than those of CK1 and CK2 at the same time. The pH value of CS1 also showed a sharp increase from day 11 to day 16. However, the albumen pH value of CS2 and CS3 was stabilized between 8.5 and 8.9 during the whole storage. Similar results have also been observed in eggs coated by proteins [11] and edible oils [31]. The stable albumen pH of CS2 and CS3 should be a result of the effective reductions of CO2 loss in albumen, which further confirmed the considerably improved barrier properties of eggshells by chitosan coating two or three times.




3.5. Morphology of Eggshells


It has been generally agreed that coating eggs with polymers is able to seal the pores on eggshells and form barrier layers, thus providing effective protections to eggs to extend their shelf life. Therefore, it is necessary to examine and compare the eggshell morphologies of eggs in different groups, which is closely related to their barrier properties. The micrographs of the eggshell surfaces of all the groups are given in Figure 3. A large number of micro-cracks were observed on the surfaces of CK1 and CK2, which were probably produced during handling due to the fragile nature of eggshells. These micro-cracks would not only accelerate the permeation rate of CO2 and water vapor from eggs to surroundings, but also provide pathways for the entry of bacteria. As a result, the protection function of eggshells would be largely compromised. However, after eggs were soaked in 1% acetic acid for 2 min, the micro-cracks on the eggshell surface of CK3 disappeared. It might be because the main component of eggshell, CaCO3, reacts with acetic acid resulting in the filling up of micro-cracks on the eggshell surface. Therefore, the barrier properties of the eggshell of CK3 were superior to those of CK1 and CK2, which explained the improved quality of CK3. Moreover, the eggshell surfaces of CS1, CS2, and CS3 presented similar dense morphologies with that of CK3 when viewed at a low magnification (200×).



Therefore, the micrographs of the eggshell cross-sections were examined and given in Figure 4, chitosan coating layers with different thickness were found on the outside of the eggshells of CS1, CS2, and CS3. The chitosan coating layer on the eggshell of CS1 showed a thickness of approximately 0.7 μm, which was too thin to homogeneously cover the whole eggshell and to act as a dense and effective barrier layer. This might be the reason that CS1 showed comparable performance with that of CK3 during storage. The thicknesses of the coating layers of CS2 and CS3 were close to each other, and were larger than 2 μm. Although a dense eggshell surface was obtained by merely acetic acid treatment of eggs, eggshells of CS2 or CS3 coated by chitosan two or three times, which formed a dense polymer layer with a thickness of several micrometers on the outside of eggshells, provided more effective barriers compared to that of CK3.



Another thing that needed to be figure out is whether there are structural changes on the coating layers with increasing storage time, when they are constantly influenced by the environmental conditions and the gas transfer between eggs and surroundings. If the dense structure of coating layers was destructed during storage, the barrier properties of eggshells would certainly be compromised thus affecting the physical and chemical changes of eggs. Therefore, micrographs of eggshell surfaces were taken at different times during storage with a magnification of 2000× as given in Figure 5. It was clearly observed that the cracks on the eggshells of CK1 were gradually widened with increasing storage time, which indicated the weakened protection functions of the eggshell with time. For CK3, a stable structure with little change on the surface morphologies was observed on the eggshells treated by acetic acid. For CS1 and CS2, their eggshell surfaces were somewhat blurred at day 0 because of the soft texture of chitosan coating. As the storage time increased, some parts of the surfaces became clear with some micro-pits on it, which were similar to the morphology of CK3. Therefore, it might reveal that the dense structure of chitosan coating was gradually destructed during storage. Furthermore, this phenomenon was firstly observed for CS1 at day 11, while for CS2 at day 16 as observed in Figure 5. Since the coating layer on the eggshell of CS1 was thinner than that of CS2, it was reasonable that the coating on CS1 was more vulnerable to damages.




3.6. FTIR Spectra of Eggshells


To further confirm the structural changes on the coatings, the compositional changes of the eggshells were analyzed by the FTIR spectra, which was taken on the outer surface of eggshells at day 0 and day 36, respectively. As given in Figure 6, the spectra of CK1, CK2, and CK3 showed peaks at 872 cm−1 and 1397 cm−1, which were due to the out-plane deformation and stretching vibration of carbonate groups, respectively [32], while peaks at 1026 cm−1 and 1647 cm−1 might be attributed to the C–O–C vibration of polysaccharides [33] and amide I band of proteins on the eggshell cuticles, respectively [34]. However, the intensity of peaks at 1026 cm−1 and 1647 cm−1 were relatively lower than that of peaks at 872 cm−1 and 1397 cm−1 in the spectra of CK3 compared to that of CK1 and CK2, which revealed the loss of polysaccharides and proteins on the eggshell cuticles after soaking in acetic acid solution. For CS2 and CS3, a new absorption at 1064 cm−1 appeared, which might be assigned to the asymmetric stretching of C–O–C of chitosan [35].



After storage for 36 days, the spectra of CK1, CK2, and CK3 showed little changes compared to those of them at day 0, which indicated that the compositions of their eggshell cuticles were stable. However, for CS1, CS2, and CS3, the intensity of peaks at 1064 cm−1 significantly decreased in day 36 compared to those in day 0, which further confirmed the destructions of chitosan coating layer in the coated groups during storage.





4. Discussion


When changes in egg qualities are correlated to variations in coating morphologies, the relationship between them can be observed. CS2 and CS3 showed the highest thickness of coating layers and they were close to each other. At the same time, they both exhibited the best qualities during storage. CS1 and CK3 had thinner coatings presented poorer qualities but better than those of CK1 and CK2. It indicated that thicker coating layers led to better performance of coated eggs, and similar thickness of coating resulted in similar quality of eggs during storage. Therefore, it confirms that the thickness of chitosan coating layer, which determines their barrier properties, is responsible to the preservation performance of coatings on eggs.



Secondly, destructions on chitosan coating for different samples occurred at different time of storage. For CS1, destructions were observed on day 11, which was the same time that weight loss, Haugh unit, yolk index, and pH of CS1 showed sharp changes. Similarly, from day 16 to 21, more significantly changes on weight loss, Haugh unit, yolk index of CS2 were also observed compared to other time periods, which could correspond to the destructions on coatings of CS2 that appeared on day 16. Therefore, it indicated that egg quality was quite sensitive to the structural changes of coating layers during storage, which was dominant to the barrier properties of eggshells. However, thicker coatings are more resistant to the damages, thus exhibiting better preservation effects on eggs during the whole storage. The above findings inspired us to further extend the shelf life of eggs, efforts should be made not only to improve the initial barrier properties of the coatings, but also to enhance their structural stability during storage.




5. Conclusions


The results revealed that eggs coated by chitosan two or three times with a coating thickness of more than 2 μm showed a shelf life up to 36 days at 25 °C, 80% RH, which was 15 days longer than those of CS1 and CK3, and 20 days longer than those of CK1 and CK2. The thicker the coating layer, the better quality of the coated eggs. Therefore, the preservation effects of chitosan coating on eggs should be predominantly attributed to the barrier properties of coatings. However, destructions in the coating structure with increasing storage time were revealed by the micrographs and FTIR spectra of the outer surfaces of eggshells. Although the mechanism needed to be further explored, this study inspired us to effectively improve the storage qualities of eggs, coatings with stable structure and durable barrier properties should be developed.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, D.X.; Methodology and Validation, J.W.; Formal Analysis, X.W.; Investigation, D.R.; Data Curation, J.W.; Writing—Original Draft Preparation, J.W.; Writing—Review & Editing, D.X.; Visualization, D.X.; Supervision, D.X.; Project Administration, D.X.; Funding Acquisition, D.X.




Funding


This research was funded by Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities of China (XDJK2016B012), National Natural Science Foundation of China (21306154), and Special Projects of Chongqing Social Undertakings and People’s Livelihood Protection Technology innovation (cstc2015shmszx80011).




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Kuroli, S.; Kanoo, T.; Itoh, H.; Ohkawa, Y. Nondestructive measurement of yolk viscosity in lightly heated chicken shell eggs. J. Food Eng. 2017, 205, 18–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kostogrys, R.B.; Filipiak-Florkiewicz, A.; Dereń, K.; Drahun, A.; Czyzynska-Cichon, I.; Cieślik, E.; Szymczyk, B.; Franczyk-Zarow, M. Effect of dietary pomegranate seed oil on laying hen performance and physicochemical properties of eggs. Food Chem. 2017, 221, 1096–1103. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Morsy, M.K.; Sharoba, A.M.; Khalaf, H.H.; El-Tanahy, H.H.; Cutter, C.N. Efficacy of antimicrobial pullulan-based coating to improve internal quality and shelf-life of chicken eggs during storage. J. Food Sci. 2015, 80, M1066–M1074. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Damaziak, K.; Marzec, A.; Riedel, J.; Szeliga, J.; Koczywas, E.; Cisneros, F.; Michalczul, M.; Łukasiewicz, M.; Gozdowski, D.; Siennicka, A. Effect of dietary canthaxanthin and iodine on the production performance and egg quality of laying hens. Poult. Sci. 2018. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Sert, D.; Aygun, A.; Demir, M.K. Effects of ultrasonic treatment and storage temperature on egg quality. Poult. Sci. 2011, 90, 869–875. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Yüceer, M.; Aday, M.S.; Caner, C. Ozone treatment of shell eggs to preserve functional quality and enhance shelf life during storage. J. Sci. Food Agric. 2016, 96, 2755–2763. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Viswanathan, K.; Priyadharshini, M.L.M.; Nirmala, K.; Raman, M.; Raj, G.D. Bactericidal paper trays doped with silver nanoparticles for egg storing applications. Bull. Mater. Sci. 2016, 39, 819–826. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aygun, A.; Sert, D. Effects of vacuum packing on eggshell microbial activity and egg quality in table eggs under different storage temperatures. J. Sci. Food Agric. 2013, 93, 1626–1632. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Ryu, K.N.; No, H.K.; Prinyawiwatkul, W. Internal quality and shelf life of eggs coated with oils from different sources. J. Food Sci. 2011, 76, S325–S329. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Figueiredo, T.C.; Assis, D.C.S.; Menezes, L.D.M.; Oliveira, D.D.; Lima, A.L.; Souza, M.R.; Heneine, L.G.D.; Cançado, S.V. Effects of packaging, mineral oil coating, and storage time on biogenic amine levels and internal quality of eggs. Poult. Sci. 2014, 93, 3171–3178. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Caner, C.; Yüceer, M. Efficacy of various protein-based coating on enhancing the shelf life of fresh eggs during storage. Poult. Sci. 2015, 94, 1665–1677. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Sagnelli, D.; Hooshmand, K.; Kemmer, G.C.; Kirkensgaard, J.J.K.; Mortensen, K.; Giosafatto, C.V.L.; Holse, M.; Hebelstrup, K.H.; Bao, J.; Stelte, W.; et al. Cross-linked amylose bio-plastic: A transgenic-based compostable plastic alternative. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2017, 18, 2075. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Giosafatto, C.V.L.; Di Pierro, P.; Gunning, P.; Mackie, A.; Porta, R.; Mariniello, L. Characterization of Citrus pectin edible films containing transglutaminase-modified phaseolin. Carbohydr. Polym. 2014, 106, 200–208. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Kopacic, S.; Bauer, W.; Walzl, A.; Leitner, E.; Zankel, A. Alginate and chitosan as a functional barrier for paper-based packaging materials. Coatings 2018, 8, 235. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hu, D.; Wang, H.; Wang, L. Physical properties and antibacterial activity of quaternized chitosan/carboxymethyl cellulose blend films. LWT—Food Sci. Technol. 2016, 65, 398–405. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bhale, S.; No, H.K.; Prinyawiwatkul, W.; Farr, A.J.; Nadarajah, K.; Meyers, S.P. Chitosan coating improves shelf life of eggs. J. Food Sci. 2003, 68, 2378–2383. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kim, S.H.; No, H.K.; Prinyawiwatkul, W. Plasticizer types and coating methods affect quality and shelf life of eggs coated with chitosan. J. Food Sci. 2008, 73, S111–S117. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



AMS-56 United States Standards, Grades, and Weight Classes for Shell Eggs; USDA: Washington, DC, USA, 2000.

	



Pujols, K.D.; Osorio, L.; Carrillo, E.P.; Wardy, W.; Torrico, D.D.; No, H.K.; Corredor, J.A.H.; Prinyawiwatkul, W. Comparing effects of α- vs. β-chitosan coating and emulsion coatings on egg quality during room temperature storage. Int. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2014, 49, 1383–1390. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Legendre, G.; Vallée-Réhel, K.; Linossier, I.; Faÿ, F. Evaluation of ionically cross-linked chitosan coating aimed at eggs’ protection. Int. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2015, 50, 736–743. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jin, T.Z.; Gurtler, J.B.; Li, S.-Q. Development of antimicrobial coatings for improving the microbiological safety and quality of shell eggs. J. Food Prot. 2013, 76, 779–785. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Torrico, D.D.; Wardy, W.; Carabante, K.M.; Pujols, K.D.; Xu, Z.; No, H.K.; Prinyawiwatkul, W. Quality of eggs coated with oil-chitosan emulsion: Combined effects of emulsifier types, initial albumen quality, and storage. LWT—Food Sci. Technol. 2014, 57, 35–41. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yi, S.-Z.; Liu, Q.; Xu, D.; Li, D. Preservation effects of chitosan/nano-montmorillonite coating on clean eggs. Packag. Eng. 2017, 7, 12. (In Chinese) [Google Scholar]

	



Suresh, P.V.; Raj, K.R.; Nidheesh, T.; Pal, G.K.; Sakhare, P.Z. Application of chitosan for improvement of quality and shelf life of table eggs under tropical room conditions. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2015, 52, 6345–6354. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Jirangrat, W.; Torrico, D.D.; No, J.; No, H.K.; Prinyawiwatkul, W. Effects of mineral oil coating on internal quality of chicken eggs under refrigerated storage. Int. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2010, 45, 490–495. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Munoz, A.; Dominguez-Gasca, N.; Jimenez-Lopez, C.; Rodriguez-Navarro, A.B. Importance of eggshell cuticle composition and maturity for avoiding trans-shell Salmonella contamination in chicken eggs. Food Control 2015, 55, 31–38. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pan, C.; Zhao, Y.X.; Liao, S.F.; Chen, F.; Qin, S.Y.; Wu, X.S.; Zhou, H.; Huang, K.H. Effect of selenium-enriched probiotics on laying performance, egg quality, egg selenium content, and egg glutathione peroxidase activity. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2011, 59, 11424–11431. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Sheng, L.; Wang, J.; Huang, M.J.; Xu, Q.; Ma, M.H. The changes of secondary structures and properties of lysozyme along with the egg storage. Int. J. Biol. Macromol. 2016, 92, 600–606. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Sheng, L.; Huang, M.J.; Wang, J.; Xu, Q.; Hammad, H.H.M.; Ma, M.H. A study of storage impact on ovalbumin structure of chicken egg. J. Food Eng. 2018, 219, 1–7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Omana, D.A.; Liang, Y.; Kav, N.N.; Wu, J. Proteomic analysis of egg white proteins during storage. Proteomics 2011, 11, 144–153. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Nongtaodum, S.; Jangchud, A.; Jangchud, K.; Dhamvithee, P.; No, H.K.; Prinyawiwatkul, W. Oil coating affects internal quality and sensory acceptance of selected attributes of raw eggs during storage. J. Food. Sci. 2013, 78, S329–S335. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Markovski, J.S.; Markovic, D.D.; Dokic, V.R.; Mitric, M.; Ristic, M.D.; Onjia, A.E.; Marinkovic, A.D. Arsenate adsorption on waste eggshell modified by goethite, α-MnO2 and goethite/α-MnO2. Chem. Eng. J. 2014, 237, 430–442. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pop, O.L.; Vodnar, D.V.; Suharoschi, R.; Mudura, E.; Socaciu, C. L. plantarum ATCC 8014 entrapment with prebiotics and lucerne green juice and their behavior in simulated gastrointestinal conditions. J. Food Process Eng. 2015, 39, 433–441. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dominguez-Gasca, N.; Muñoz, A.; Rodriguez-Navarro, A.B. Quality assessment of chicken eggshell cuticle by infrared spectroscopy and staining techniques: A comparative study. Br. Poult. Sci. 2017, 58, 517–522. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Galvis-Sánchez, A.C.; Castro, M.C.R.; Biernacki, K.; Gonçalves, M.P.; Souza, H.K.S. Natural deep eutectic solvents as green plasticizers for chitosan thermoplastic production with controlled/desired mechanical and barrier properties. Food Hydrocoll. 2018, 82, 478–489. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Coatings 08 00317 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Changes in yolk index of eggs in different groups during storage. 
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Figure 2. Changes in pH of albumen of eggs in different groups during storage. 
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Figure 3. Scanning electron microscopy (SEM) micrographs of eggshell surfaces at day 0. 
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Figure 4. SEM micrographs of eggshell cross-sections at day 0. 
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Figure 5. SEM micrographs of eggshell surfaces at day 0, 11, 16, and 31. 
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Figure 6. Fourier Transform Infrared (FTIR) spectra of CS film and eggshell surfaces at day 0 (solid line) and day 36 (dashed line). 
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Table 1. Changes in weight loss of different groups during storage.
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Storage Time (day)

	
Weight Loss (%)




	
CK1

	
CK2

	
CK3

	
CS1

	
CS2

	
CS3






	
6

	
0.90 ± 0.07 a

	
1.01 ± 0.37 a

	
0.88 ± 0.17 a

	
0.78 ± 0.11 a

	
0.92 ± 0.17 a

	
0.80 ± 0.19 a




	
11

	
1.90 ± 0.15 a

	
2.12 ± 0.81 a

	
1.72 ± 0.47 a

	
1.66 ± 0.24 a

	
1.67 ± 0.45 a

	
1.68 ± 0.42 a




	
16

	
2.65 ± 0.23 a

	
2.76 ± 0.02 a

	
2.46 ± 0.45 a,b

	
2.31 ± 0.32 a,b

	
1.91 ± 0.27 b

	
2.01 ± 0.32 b




	
21

	
3.22 ± 0.24 a,b

	
3.27 ± 0.39 a

	
3.18 ± 0.58 a,b

	
2.95 ± 0.41 a,b

	
2.46 ± 0.35 b

	
2.61 ± 0.42 a,b




	
26

	
3.93 ± 0.33 a,b

	
4.21 ± 0.02 a

	
3.87 ± 0.69 a,b,c

	
3.58 ± 0.48 a,b,c

	
2.99 ± 0.42 c

	
3.19 ± 0.50 b,c




	
31

	
4.72 ± 0.36 a

	
4.74 ± 0.56 a

	
4.19 ± 0.07 a,b

	
3.96 ± 0.25 a,b

	
3.61 ± 0.52 b

	
3.84 ± 0.60 b




	
36

	
5.92 ± 0.48 a,b

	
6.18 ± 0.04 a

	
5.09 ± 0.09 b,c

	
5.02 ± 0.47 b,c

	
4.38 ± 0.63 c

	
4.64 ± 0.73 c








Note: Means in the same row with different superscripted letters (a–d) are significantly different (p < 0.05).
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Table 2. Changes in Haugh unit of different groups during storage.
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Storage Time (day)

	
Haugh Unit




	
CK1

	
CK2

	
CK3

	
CS1

	
CS2

	
CS3






	
0

	
83.83 ± 0.81

	
83.83 ± 0.81

	
83.83 ± 0.81

	
83.83 ± 0.81

	
83.83 ± 0.81

	
83.83 ± 0.81




	
6

	
65.43 ± 2.85 c

	
62.34 ± 0.55 c

	
73.69 ± 4.56 b

	
74.90 ± 1.56 a,b

	
78.92 ± 3.98 a,b

	
80.44 ± 4.70 a




	
11

	
62.92 ± 1.67 c

	
61.72 ± 1.27 c

	
68.68 ± 1.89 b

	
73.37 ± 4.43 a,b

	
73.37 ± 4.43 a,b

	
73.54 ± 3.50 a




	
16

	
58.10 ± 2.14 c

	
57.89 ± 1.40 c

	
60.02 ± 3.46 b,c

	
62.04 ± 3.42 b,c

	
72.22 ± 4.58 a

	
73.09 ± 1.75 a




	
21

	
56.54 ± 3.93 b

	
54.39 ± 2.31 b

	
54.35 ± 2.69 b

	
54.03 ± 0.96 b

	
66.27 ± 1.41 a

	
68.34 ± 5.01 a




	
26

	
54.54 ± 5.25 c

	
57.04 ± 2.33 b

	
53.33 ± 1.79 c

	
55.16 ± 1.16 b,c

	
63.28 ± 3.81 a

	
65.79 ± 3.76 a




	
31

	
53.91 ± 2.89 b

	
52.81 ± 2.98 b

	
53.29 ± 3.89 b

	
54.55 ± 7.41 b

	
60.56 ± 5.26 a

	
56.95 ± 1.65 a,b




	
36

	
51.39 ± 2.74 a

	
50.53 ± 3.20 a

	
52.37 ± 1.08 a

	
53.96 ± 0.91 a

	
57.95 ± 8.11 a

	
56.53 ± 2.89 a








Means in the same row with different superscripted letters are significantly different (p < 0.05).
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Table 3. Slopes and correlation coefficients (R2) of the yolk index curves of different groups at two time periods.
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Samples

	
0–16 Days

	
21–36 Days




	
Slope

	
R2

	
Slope

	
R2






	
CK1

	
−0.0117

	
0.9990

	
−0.0042

	
0.9852




	
CK2

	
−0.0124

	
0.9585

	
−0.0050

	
0.8514




	
CK3

	
−0.0106

	
0.9916

	
−0.0050

	
0.9591




	
CS1

	
−0.0098

	
0.9536

	
−0.0037

	
0.9162




	
CS2

	
−0.0057

	
0.9064

	
−0.0038

	
0.8962




	
CS3

	
−0.0062

	
0.9991

	
−0.0035

	
0.9625
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