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Figure 1- Steps to extract gelatin from chicken feet
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Table 1- The percentage of compounds of dairy dessert treatments

Slowi oS " FEE 2y ST w’ty; 8)".«5‘?: oY g Uy g
Treatment Milk Cocoa Oats Comme.rcml Chlcken. feet Sugar Stevia
code powder gelatin gelatin
SH 77.500 3.000 7.000 0.000 0. 500 12.000 0.000
T1 80.485 3.000 7.000 0.000 0.500 9.000 0.015
T2 83.470 3.000 7.000 0.000 0. 500 6.000 0.030
T3 86.455 3.000 7.000 0.000 0.500 3.000 0.045
T4 89.440 3.000 7.000 0.000 0. 500 0.000 0.060

T4 (Ll 1oy3 VO (gols i yuwd) T3 (Lgiwl doyd B+ (ggls (I jurd) T2 (Ll 1o )d YO (g9l (o jud) T (S5 dopd Voo (g9l () puwd cdals) SH*

(sl 20 V- (ool )
*SH (control sample, dairy dessert containing 100% sugar), T1 (dairy dessert containing 25% stevia), T2 (dairy dessert containing 50%
stevia), T3 (dairy dessert containing 75% stevia), T4 (dairy dessert containing 100% stevia)
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Table 2- physicochemical and rheological properties of gelatin extracted from chicken feet

093!
Test

Er b 0B
chicken feet gelatin

Jj o8
gel strength

pH

S & 598y
Apparent viscosity
@93 g9y Lod

Temperature at the start of

melting
C9d bbb

Temperature at the end of

melting

379.66 + g Bloom».ay

FHEE o

244,66 +2.08 cP

70.6+0.01°C

85.3+0.01°C

S > SBdiged (252 9 PH (SUiS B3lo (500 - Jgia
Table 3- Dry matter, pH and Fat percentage of dairy dessert samples

B Lo () Suis bale oH (AR
Treatments Dry matter(%6) Fat(%)
SH 33.33+£0.117 6.59 +0.014 6.33 £ 0.5
T1 31.35+0.28 6.61 + 0.054 6.6 +0.627
T2 27.45 +0.21¢ 6.55 + 0.02A8 7.13+0.3~
T3 25.44 +0.06° 6.51 +£0.048 6.3+0.75%
T4 21.23+0.21F 6.62 + 0.0054 7+0.75%

03) T4 (Lol 10,5 VO (gl (i juwd) T3 (Lgiwl 2o p3 0+ (g5l i jud) T2 (Lol 1uo)d YO (gol> i jud) T (S5 do 3 Voo (ol i juwd cals)SH*

(bgmal 203 Ve v (g5l> (3
i (103 O Jleis] pdasw) b Sk H0 gine glas (Sl gt p 50 gliiio gy

*SH (control sample, dairy dessert containing 100% sugar), T1 (dairy dessert containing 25% stevia), T2 (dairy dessert containing 50%

stevia), T3 (dairy dessert containing 75% stevia), T4 (dairy dessert containing 100% stevia)
Different letters in each column indicate significant differences at p<0.05.
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Figure 2- Synersis percentage of dairy dessert samples
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Table 4- Changes in L*a*b* index of color measurement of dairy dessert samples
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L* a* b*
Treatments
SH 8.688 7.84A8 8.75¢
T1 10.51A 7.548 10.318
T2 11.08A 8.21AB 11.398
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T4 10.49A 8.27AB 10.828
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*SH (control sample, dairy dessert containing 100% sugar), T1 (dairy dessert containing 25% stevia), T2 (dairy dessert containing 50%

stevia), T3 (dairy dessert containing 75% stevia), T4 (dairy dessert containing 100% stevia)
Different letters in each column indicate significant differences at p<0.05.
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Table 5- Sensory properties of dairy dessert samples
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Treatments Color Flavor Sweetness Texture Total acceptance
SH 4,77 4.64 4A 457 4.47
T1 4.37 3.68C 3.448 4A 3.68
T2 4.4A 4,178 3.6~ 457 3.878
T3 4.7A 3.78 3.2A8 4A 3.48
T4 4,77 2.9¢ 2.68 4.47 3.18
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*SH (control sample, dairy dessert containing 100% sugar), T1 (dairy dessert containing 25% stevia), T2 (dairy dessert containing 50%
stevia), T3 (dairy dessert containing 75% stevia), T4 (dairy dessert containing 100% stevia)
Different letters in each column indicate significant differences at p<0.05.
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Abstract

Milk-based dessert is one of the dairy products consumed as a snack and, in addition to its nutritional
value, it creates variety in the consumer's basket of goods and has many fans. Considering the direct
relationship between sugar consumption and diseases, production of dairy desserts using low-calorie
sweeteners can be nutritionally important. The aim of this study was to extract gelatin from chicken feet
and prepare a dairy dessert containing stevia, chicken foot gelatin, and oats. Gelatin was extracted from
chicken feet by an acidic method, then the effect of replacing different levels of stevia (Ot 0100 percent)
with sugar on the quality of dairy dessert samples was evaluated using Duncan's multiple range test
using SAS software. According to the results, the gel strength of chicken leg gelatin was reported as
379.66 and the results indicated that increasing the percentage of stevia caused a decrease in the amount
of dry matter, viscosity, texture hardness and an increase in the amount of water and transparency (L)
in the dairy dessert samples by significant difference. The amount of dry matter, fat and pH of most
dairy dessert samples were within the permissible range specified by the Iranian National Standard. In
terms of overall sensory acceptance, dairy dessert samples containing 100% sugar and 50% stevia
obtained the highest score in the hedonic test by the evaluators. According to the results presented, stevia
can be a suitable substitute for commercial sugar in the formulation of low-calorie gelatin desserts.
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