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Analysis and Comparison of Edible Quality and Nutritional Components of
Bactrian Camel Meat from Different Parts

SUN Shuyuan, HE Jing, Jirimutu"
(College of Food Science and Engineering, Inner Mongolia Agricultural University, Hohhot 010018,China )

Abstract: This study explored the differences of meat quality characteristics and processing
suitability of different parts of Bactrian camel to provide a theoretical basis for the fine processing of
Bactrian camel meat. The edible quality was investigated and the nutritional components and texture
characteristics were analyzed from seven parts of the 8-year-old Alxa Bactrian camel, including
tenderloin, sirloin, brisket, plate and flank, round, hindleg and shank. The results showed that the
tenderloin had the smallest color difference with bright color and moderate water retention. The
sirloin had the higher fat content (6.50%) with better tenderness and poor water retention due to the
lower water content (66.11% ). The brisket had the lowest hardness with good elasticity and
tenderness, containing the richest and most complete varieties of amino acids and fatty acids. The
plate and flank had the higher fat content (9.03%) and good water retention. The round has the worst
hardness, cooked meat rate and cohesion. The hindleg had the higher protein content (21.27%) and
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lower fat content (0.33%). The shank had the higher moisture content (mass ratio of 75.27%) and
largest water holding rate (0.89%) with less fatty acids varieties. The results showed that the meat

quality characteristics of different parts of Alxa Bactrian camel was varied, and each part had its

appropriate processing methods.
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Table 1 Carcass parts and names of Bactrian camel
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Table 2 Comparison of edible quality of camel meat from different parts
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Table 4 Comparison of nutritional components in different
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Table 5 Comparlson of texture characteristics of camel meat from different parts
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Table 6 Amino acid content in different parts of camel meat
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Table 7 Fatty acid content in different parts of camel meat
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Fig. 1 Cluster analysis thermogram of nutrient components in different parts of Bactrian camel meat

A& S Ll £ 2L 2022 FE 41 BE O




RESEARCH ARTICLE

SUN Shuyuan,et al; Analysis and Comparison of Edible Quality and

Nutritional Components of Bactrian Camel Meat
from Different Parts

A EN O BRIERE TR
B2 AEEBMARIETEARTERRELSTRE

Fig. 2 Amino acid cluster analysis thermogram of Bactrian camel meat from different parts

xR BRI R A, (0 AR, U)X HL 3 i
g 2 R AR R, A BRI
A UESE AR AT A3 2 28 R HE 128 HiR
6 FhESALINHI A 5 2 20 ATEL T HA 6 Bl Az oy
FUA A R R R AR AR, BRI AR R AR RN
IR AR 4 FhE SRR & R b HAR 12 Rl
FEPR F BEARARS B . 26 2 200 6 FhER AL 2351 A AT
o h 3R HE— RN IR FRAE T N, H AR
AR R T I O LR R P A R
P, LA R S A B r BRI A A [
P P EOL A LR & 522 5 1 EE IR xR
R Z I HHLE IR AL A — B, B Bk T
AR AL UL BE P R IR [ (4 22 52, 24 R 5 R
SL A B I T 45 SRAFAE 22 5209 B Y A B R R SR 26 4
RO TFHEA A U I BE A [ 57 22 [h] 4 2 2k
M 2e 5 /N THEA A

273 KRR AL M SR A S By BR R K A B 4 AT
T 53 M AN TR] B A XU B 1) =2 T ) £ ot ot
BRI 2E 5 WS AN [ R A XU BE 1) B i 17 1R 5
PEAT BRI S5 R ULIRT 3 E AR R b A ] A2 XX
W T2 PR A it ) P9 2R 2, Z MRS AR Sy g 07 7 5 2 110 2R
J&, v I FR o S5 T B A TR, Bk A5 A P IR
U7 R 5 A 14 i IR, A ZE AR 105 PR 1) SR K T R
GG W R R A 23 DR P 2IS DR 20 LA A0 I I T A £

SN Hap &R

FRG I RR AT X 73 . W MBEBE R, 1 6 R B
T DA o g 5 £ (0 R Bk AR
i, N EMEZRERT DU LE P RE dh o 3 KK
BeE AR M T AR 12 AN A 2 28 Ko
FIA AR 326, 5 LR —2, K gE R Sk T A
B0 7 TR 5 o S Rl ARG, 7 i o B B 1A 1) g
U R s AT A 22 5, Ul WA () T2 23 X 1A B M A
PR e A R, {EL iy SR AR T 25 20 T R
TSRO, UL A AR S B R, X AR
A= IR i I R SR S o A 45 R R B BE R SRR N
R IR I N 3 2K 5 HUE IR RAKAS
SR — B, Ul TP A 28 BT 5 N 7 R b 2K B 2
B

AN TR TRV 19 UL B PR 151 B AR g 14 IR A (B
AELAS [ 38 52 B P4 A 2 B I T K o3 2 2k R
i 105 R 45 B SR R & R Z AR 22 S . AT A R R
WL BE R R E R R E L EH RS R IR
i A S 2 R SRR S IR TR AT S BEAR Y
BT RS R 7 He ], R O BRAR R £ A
2, gE LRIk AR AN TR FAL DA i SR AR
AR BB ™ dh o HUE SNE RO E2E (BN ARG
R W R R L T S K IR B RR A R

JOURNAL OF FOOD SCIENCE AND BIOTECHNOLOGY Vol. 41 Issue 9 2022



A R R B S A 4G R S R AR R AT

2.280
1.730
1.170
0.623
0.070
-0.483
-1.040
-1.590
-2.140

100

SMF WKW B A SR BEF

G
G
©
C!
@
@
@
[oF
Cy
cs
Cy
G
CZ
G
G
C;
@Q
@
@
@
C
C,
<
C,
c
G

A
3 TR NIELE ARSI ER R K o AT R E

Fig. 3 Thermogram of fatty acid cluster analysis of Bactrian camel meat from different parts
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