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Abstract: To investigate the effect of different packaging methods on the quality characteristics of buffalo meat during
refrigerated storage, buffalo meat was used as raw material, and meat samples were packaged with pallet packaging, film-
coating with pallet packaging, vacuum packaging, respectively, and then stored at 4 “C. The quality indicators, including the
color, pH, centrifugal loss, cooking loss, volatile basic nitrogen (TVB-N), carbonyl content, total number of colonies and
the number of coliforms, etc. were analyzed. The results showed that with the extension of the refrigeration time, the L” and
a’ values of buffalo meat with three packaging methods continued to decrease, but the cooking loss, »" value, volatile basic
nitrogen, carbonyl content, total number of colonies and number of coliforms continued to increase, and the pH and
centrifugal loss showed a dynamic change trend of first decline and then rise. The TVB-N value of the pallet packaging

Wi AHEE: 2022-04-01

HEETH: BEAAHFEALWREELTA (31960492) ;7 BHEFRT &P HFETTFHIFZFIHRAR (BT 2020158 5 ) ;75 A KA FELR
A (2018GXNSFAA138081,2016GXNSFBA380079 ) ; )~ & &% # A AR E A E LRMA (2021JGB235) ;7 AKX FHEALTR (&
FHE 16205)

TEERIN: RS (1996-) , %, MEFFRA, HFRT7 61 % 7~ dade TR 58 T4, E-mail: guorongzhen0721@163.com,

*BEEIEE: x4k (1981-) , 3,14, 81335, HF 5 @ R E & Fan TR A2, E-mail: chunyoucn@126.com


https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2022030387
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2022030387
mailto:guorongzhen0721@163.com

- 370 - £ Tl B4

20234 2 A

group reached 17.56 mg/100 g at the 6th day of cold storage, the TVB-N value of the film-coating with pallet packaging

group reached 19.17 mg/100 g at the 10th day of cold storage, and the TVB-N value of the vacuum packaging group

reached 16.20 mg/100 g at the 15th day of cold storage, exceeding the national standard limit (15 mg/100 g). Among the

three packaging methods, vacuum packaging could not only maintain the color and water holding capacity of buffalo meat,

decrease TVB-N, the total number of colonies and the number of coliforms, but also effectively inhibit the protein

oxidation. Therefore, vacuum packaging had the best effect on maintaining the quality of buffalo meat, and its fresh-

keeping effect was better than that of pallet packaging and film-coating with pallet packaging.

Key words: buffalo meat; vacuum packaging; pallet packaging; film-coating with pallet packaging; quality change;

refrigerated storage; shelf life
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Fig.7 Effects of different packaging methods on the carbonyl
content of buffalo meat during refrigeration
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Table 1 Correlation analysis of quality indicators of buffalo meat in pallet packaging during refrigerated storage
Eiztan L a b pH BLOHR ZEEILR PR TVB-N
L 1
’ 0.979" 1
-0.977" -0.991" 1

pH —0.952° -0.905 0.960 1
BLOR 0.198 0.342 —0.243 -0.101 1
ALK -0.967" -0.969™ 0.935 0.786 -0.394 1
BRAL G i -0.979" -0.921" 0.931° 0.991" -0.014 0.920 1

TVB-N -0.999™ -0.979" 0.995™ 0.966" —-0.351 0.917 0.978" 1

e TR A (P<0.01); FoR AR (P<0.05); F2~FK3 A,

(P<0.05), {HES .01 2% 5 F A48 A AH G AN I 25
(P>0.05),

FH 22 2 A, v g [A] U IR R 2 AR K A I 1Y
L' o B R IEAHZK . 5 2" TVB-N HEWK &
EHAHI(P<0.01), SZEEWUR . RIS EE B EM
FHIE (P<0.05) , (H 5B A AH G (P>0.05) o
a5 b* | FEERREN W TAHIE(P<0.01), 5 TVB-N
(B B FE A (P<0.05), 5 pH., BRILE AR M
AN, bESZEEWIR . TVB-N H 0 83 54
XK (P<0.01), 5 pH., RIL S E 2 B H IEMHG(P<
0.05); pH 5# 3L & . TVB-N {H 2 M o 35 IEAHC
(P<0.01), SELLPUR | ZEEBURACHEAR R, 28
FWRE TVB-N HEM 03 EAH<(P<0.01), 5%
Hear B R B IEAHOC (P<0.05); BRALS &5 TVB-
N HEMEFEIEASE(P<0.01),

P 3 AT, B ] s oK AR R LS

a" BN R IEAESG, 5 p", AR B B A
(P<0.01), 5% 34 . TVB-N {H 2 i 2 7 486 (P<
0.05), {H 5B LIS A MM (P>0.05) . "5 b,

PREL St A IE(P<0.05) . bME- SIRIE S,
TVB-N 1B 5 # . 35 1E A 3G (P<0.01), 528k .
pH £ R E1EASE(P<0.05), pH S5¥RIES 2 W1
FHI(P<0.05), FRFED 5 TVB-N {H 5 2 IEAHG
(P<0.05), ZE8 1k 5 A B . TVB-N (B AR CE
AEE(P>0.05) . i b, b =R gy =Kk 4=
PARTYTE sE vl 1B S SUER/A T DR EP S o
3 g

TE 4 °C BT, = 0y XK A IRl
B DK PE . pH., BREE D 18 . TVB-N. % S8R
KGR b BT a R4y A AH N 1R AE Ak, T HLY2 9T

2 VR TR AL LR K AR P A TR PR AR SR

Table 2 Correlation analysis of quality indicators of buffalo meat in film-coating combined with pallet packaging during refrigerated

storage
et L a b’ pH [EAWiTPN FABUR BRI TVB-N
L 1
: 0.984" 1
-0.939" -0.939" 1
pH -0.729 -0.656 0.843 1
B 0.321 0.367 -0.035 0.398 1
FZ EiTES -0.988™ -0.975™ 0.966" 0.775 -0.228 1
BRHE T -0.874" -0.806 0.896" 0.945™ 0.112 0.875 1
TVB-N -0.911" -0.855" 0.929" 0.937™ 0.062 0.921™ 0.992™ 1
3 RO IR EZS A AR A RS BT AR A e AT
Table 3  Correlation analysis of quality indicators of buffalo meat in vacuum packaging during refrigerated storage
E{Eta) L a b pH BLDRR ABILR BRAL i TVB-N
L 1
a 0.989" 1
-0.965" -0.992" 1
pH -0.797 -0.857 0.910" 1
Bk 0.625 0.511 -0.401 -0.050 1
2 EiTES -0.976" -0.942" 0.895" 0.653 -0.766 1
BRI i -0.926" -0.955" 0.976™ 0.946° —0.334 0.843 1
TVB-N -0.957 -0.991" 1.000™ 0.829 —0.526 0.880 0.985" 1
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