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Analysis on beef quality characteristics of Pingliang red cattle
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ABSTRACT: Objective To study the beef quality characteristics of Pingliang red cattle. Methods The 1213
thoracic intercostal eye muscles of A3 grade Pingliang red cattle were taken. The nutritional characteristics,
tenderness and water retention of Pingliang red cattle were analyzed by measuring the protein, fat, moisture content,
amino acid and fat composition, as well as the shear force and cooking loss. The sensory evaluation of raw and fried

steak and rinsed meat slices were carried out respectively. The meat quality of A3 grade imported snowflake beef was
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compared, and the meat quality of Pingliang red cattle was comprehensively analyzed. Results There was no
significant difference in crude protein, moisture and total fat content between Pingliang red cattle and imported
snowflake beef (P>0.05); Pingliang red beef was rich in amino acids, and the ratio of essential amino acids to total
amino acids was 0.45+0.05, which was higher than that of A3 grade imported snowflake beef (0.42+0.00); Pingliang
red cattle had the advantages of low saturated fatty acid and high unsaturated fatty acid content. The fatty acid content
of Pingliang red cattle was lower than that of imported snowflake beef, but the difference was not significant
(P>0.05); the shear force of Pingliang red beef was (4219.10+£225.29) g, which was significantly higher than that of
imported snowflake beef (P<0.05). Sensory evaluation results showed that fresh Pingliang red beef was slightly lower
than imported snowflake beef, but cooked Pingliang red beef scored higher, especially chewing elasticity, juiciness
and aftertaste were significantly higher than imported snowflake beef (P<0.05). Conclution Pingliang red cattle A3
grade snowflakes beef can completely reach the quality level of imported snowflake beef, but the content and

distribution of functional fatty acid needs to be regulated.
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Table 1 Results of food quality (n=3)
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Table 2 Nutrient content table (n=3)

BB

iy MEASTR/% KOOSR /Y%
/(g/100 g)
R ARG L | 20.27+1.80° 62.7+5.65" 16.73+7.45"
HOFEFN 16.36+2.28" 52.246.19°  27.90+11.17°
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Table 3 Content of amino acid (n=3)

Eistan Tl R4+ O A
NEAA/(g/100 g) 7.9140.98° 7.49+1.09°
EAA/(g/100g) 6.42+0.71° 5.3240.79°
TAA/(g/100 g) 14.33+0.70 12.81=1.87
EAA/NEAA 0.830.19 0.71£0.00
EAA/TAA 0.45£0.05 0.420.00

AR T & FERR (non-essential amino acid, NEAA); W7y 2 KR
(essential amino acid, EAA); & %R (total amino acid, TAA); [f]
FTRBINE FREAR RN 225 B4 (P<0.05), % 4. 5.
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Table 4 Content of fatty acid (g/100 g, n=3)
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AR 1T TR 15.268+4.852 20.714+2.264

S 19.280+5.792° 25.898+2.840°

n-6 PUFA 7.959+2.162 12.398+2.152

n-3 PUFA 0.098+0.070 0.152+0.033

n-6 PUFA/n-3 PUFA 139.85:1 82.20:1

4RI 7 R (saturated fatty acids, SFA); AN A i 1l IR
(monounsaturated fatty acids, MUFA); £ A fl Al g B #&
(polyunsaturated fatty acid, PUFA).
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Table 5 Results of sensory evaluation (n=13)
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A 7.08+1.12 6.69£0.95 6.15+1.28 6.31+1.03
Mgl 7.25+1.06 6.62+1.33 6.46+1.27 6.00+1.63
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