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Chiller temperature
o 3.0 # 0.021 3.0 + 0.230 3.0 £ 0.034 ox “ ¢
1 3.0 == 0.020 3.0 £ 0.230 3.0 4 0.023 cetien
2 2.8 + 0.013 2.6 + 0.130 2.8 %+ 0.012
3 2.7 4+ 0.012 2.6 %+ 0.043 2.6 % 0.002 C
a 2.2 4 0.030 \L 2.4 4+ 0.023 \L 2.0 £ 0.340 q (=
5 1.9 4 0.014 1.8 - 0.420 1.9 4 0.123 gOO (@)
6 1.4 4 0.123 1.3 + 0.230 1.3 + 0.320 (&)
7 0.7 = 0.543 0.4 + 0.230 0.5 %+ 0.322 (@]
8 0.0 &£ 0.000 0.0 = 0.000 0.0 %= 0.000 poor .
Room temperature
o 3.0 4 0.020 3.0 + 0.230 3.0 & 0.023 | excellent I:I
1 2.0 + 0.133 2.4 = 0.032 2.3 = 0.321

2 1.0 #+ 0.124 \L 1.3 + 0.032 l/ 0.9 % n.ozz\L gOOd QO

3 0.0 £ 0.000 0.0 %= 0.000 0.0 = 0.000 poor .
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Table 1 Y Jﬁ 3>
Statistics on three standard freshness indicators of beef samples,
Index Sample number Range Average value Standard deviation
TVB-N (mg/100 g) 90 4.55-17.25 975 2.84
TBARS (mg MDA/kg) 90 0.13-0.79 032 0.15
TVC (lg CFU/g) 78 344-7.25 202 1.22

Liu H et al., Food Chem., 2020
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