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Study on the Smart Tags of Freshness of Black Carp

HE Huapeng', ZHANG Min™, CHEN Huizhi', YANG Chaohui’
(1. School of Food Science and Technology , Jiangnan University , Wuxi 214122, China ;2. Yangzhou Yechun
Food Production and Distridution Co., Ltd., Yangzhou 225000, China )

Abstract: Black carp was investigated as research object in this paper. Bromcresol purple and
bromothymol blue were chosen as reagents which were selected to produce smart tags. First,how
smart tags indicate the freshness of fresh water fish was studied, then the effects of different masses
of fish on color changes of smart tags were determined. Additionally,the effect of preservative film
on indicating freshness of smart tags was investigated. Results showed that smart tag of bromcresol
purple can better indicate the freshness of packaged black carp;The color of smart tag of 0.5%
bromcresol purple could turn to blue when the TVBN of black carp was 20 mg/hg;Smart tag of
bromcresol purple can indicate of the freshness of packaged black carp with different masses; The
effect of protection film on indicating of smart tag was not significant.
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Color changes of 0.5% bromocresol purple
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----

TREPR 2
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78.32+1.61 12.90+0.23 66.93+0.50
6 78.40+1.24 12.36+0.38 66.17+1.17 0.94
24 78.28+1.32 11.01+0.19 65.47+1.01 2.39
36 77.94+2.08 11.12+0.24 65.48+1.26 2.33
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Table 2 Color changes of 0.5% bromothymol blue without

sample
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80.36+0.80 10.32+0.67 66.65+0.64
6 79.22+1.11 10.18+0.74 66.42+0.73 1.17
24 79.25+2.45 9.94+0.49 65.38+0.88 1.73
36 78.98+2.35 10.01+0.68 65.02+0.98 2.16
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