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Table 1  Comparison of nutrient content

between plant-based beef and animal beef

EhE AL IR R R
A Rlg 25.00 17.17
fig W g 7.81 20.00
fie [E) B% /mg 0.00 17.17
e Fe i Wi lg 0.78 7.58
BRIKACE g 12.50 0.00
TR 4 g 6.25 0.00

2 2 /K] 849.90 1 062.74

®2 SHHEEREFRZESEBNE

Table 2 Daily reference intake of energy and nutrients

shE &E%“ﬁ shE 8 5%
BANE HBANE
e z/k)-d! 9 414.00 45 /mg-d! 650.00
A& Wi lg 62.50 47/mg-d” 2 000.00
B8 g 60.00 Bi/mg-d?  600.00
KA /g 361.90 Hi/mg-d 1500.00
R4 2F Yelg 25.00 #/mg-d? 280.00
%k F Alpg 560.00 #/mg-d? 9.00
% % 4 Bi/mg 1.20 #/mg-d? 1040
Y% % % Bymg 1.20 Alpg-d? 50.00
JB B2 /mg 12.00 4R /mg-d™ 0.60
Y% 4 % C/mg 85.00 Hi/mg-d? 450
YA % E/mg 14.00
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Table 3 Evaluation methods and indexes of food nutrition™
EhE RN RS 2 EX RN
Fa R Eo® F 83 2 DIASS/AAS AR ]
E G Ji o s i (PER) M &
Fa RSN (BV)m E
% & kA A A & (NPU) R &
%8 e (NPR) M 2
FF #5735 2 (NBID ) 2
7§ By fig By BR Vb 45 I A K ol
tade | ERAaFe | %R A0 Fe g B R LA
W-3 4= W—6 fig 5 62 4% o4
B KA A T RAERY R A BAR AT LA oo BE A R A8 A
A& RAEF K A F AR AT A
ek F Mgtk 4 A & (A/D/E/K) Ao R b 2 £ & AR &l 2
% (B/BYVC) A & B At Hifs]
B R Fe.Zn Na K #F 3% 4 8 % 48 % 1o 47 H A FOR o)
x4 ENEFRZEEFERS
Table 4 Normal nutrient profiling model™
W4 AR A K W
FRIREFIHHKANQ) INQ=ERFFE/METEFE FAE T oA A
B F I H(CFN) CEN=#%ZZE/I3 TR ERTREHE REFZEARABHETLEAEERE
ANEHE 8 5 HAME, A 100 g R b s
Y5 F 5 P 2 sl (RRR) RRR=3(HEHEBHREE/AT/O)/S(MRH  ARWARE LITH B R E H AL
g R EAES) 1) 5
XRG4 &% (NNR) NNR=3 _s(I5HRAEFRE/EEFRER RRLANXNISHBTAZLNB AR
HERAF)Ix100%)/15 FEANAG 8 F 914
FREFEFES(NDSI6NDS23)  NDSn=(R ST nfEREZER/ETE RO TI6FR2ZHTHRETERLA
JE)x100,n=16 % 23 HFE A
% & I & 3 (LIM) LIM =3, (R ZR/ANEFAAB A GHERET A 100 g M T34 A4ERERE
Ie F BN T K F)/Bx100% 09 3R KM Ao i SRNIME AR I
%A% F R (NRF n) NRFn=Z2,., (T Z4F/HHIEE R2TnMHTihihHoiEsanasy

Ak F 09 R (NFC)

18)x100%)/n)/#e & & B
NFC =3, (11 #FEE A& KR ELZ/HR
BHEM-2, GFRIAERTRELS S/

B AR FEL)/3

a3 F AL T F A
1A EAEREREOFRE IR
R ERF ey Fe

SefE & e — e R A R EAMIE ] %k%ﬁT@W%Q6ﬁKﬁE%%Wﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ
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BrAost b, A& B0 26 Bk 99 55 R i) b B 2 e i 0
KAEH 1087.40 kJ, e/ IME R 142.33 k), F-B{EH
676.30 kJ, A 15 F= i i g Mo E, &
F & B e RME N 25.00 g, #e/MEH 10.00 g,
BIME N 14.52 ¢, A 12 Fho™ 52 1 B 2 a3y
B, A& de KA M 22.00 g, fe/ME R 1.00 g,
SEHE A 11.89 g, A 15 ™ it i 105 & i -1
. KAG Y& i KIEN 24.58 ¢, e /IMA A
1.40 g, VA K 831 g, A 12 Fhj= /KL &9
B E . BT R S IR KAE R 1.080.00

mg, fz/IME K 313.00 mg, “F- M F 636.58 mg, 1
12 B i oc R & I E . A TE S
20 F i FE 26 177 5 th 3 S A 500 R 21.00 mg
1 54.00 mg; &h K 3.18.19.20.22 .23 24 25 .26

X9 RIS AR OCR, BEL
4 & H o 3.33,5.93,0.93,4.30,1.77,2.65,
6.25,5.63,4.50 g, Fx K1EH N 6.25 g, Jc/IMHE K 0.93
g, FIIME R 3.92 ¢, 47 5 Fl™ SR & £F 4 & wt i it
SEE(E Bk OT E & 4R 8.33,0.72,1.76,2.50,
3.72,3.72,1.72,2.39,2.00 mg, fix K{H N 8.33 mg,
fFe/MEHR 0.72 mg, FBME N 2.98 mg, A 3 Fl™ i
PROTR & i il P E, SRS TR A A
il ERRESEZARTT BRZTREFEKR, I
ST A AR BE BT AR R DT e i T
FZ SR A E SR L, 53 A
FLE SR RFIE (U0 B R4E AR TR Moo RS
Pl B 3R 3R I A AT

®5 ERITEEVEANATR(E 1009)EFRITR

Table 5 Nutrients of commercial plant—based meat (per 100 g) substitutes

5 = o % A - o ”

At = /kJ Ea Rl fig Wi g BIKAE Mg 4h/mg
o i 1 F R 917.63 12.10 16.40 5.60 843.00
o i 2 F A 539.69 10.00 8.00 4.00 353.00
o3 A 168.44 15.56 7.78 10.00 355.56
o iR 4 A 1 051.00 12.20 15.00 16.30 678.00
= hR 5 EY] 836.80 15.20 13.20 4.80 926.00
o= iR 6 W 673.08 16.00 1.00 4.00 353.00
o i 7 EY] 967.17 14.90 15.20 6.60 925.00
o 8 EY] 799.39 23.00 8.50 5.00 980.00
o iR 9 WA 830.73 14.20 13.10 5.50 1 080.00
=i 10 WA 666.00 17.40 8.00 4.00 353.00
i 11 Edo) 917.63 10.50 15.20 9.80 920.00
oo i 12 Edo) 931.81 10.20 15.60 10.10 950.00
s i 13 EXa! 920.68 10.20 15.80 9.00 960.00
o i 14 E3.) 913.61 10.50 15.00 10.00 950.00
15 F 1 051.00 12.20 15.00 16.30 678.00
s M 16 F 1 043.90 12.00 21.00 1.40 585.00
s M 17 RS 1 077.30 12.00 22.00 1.40 685.00
o i 18 F S 205.55 10.17 8.47 24.58 449.15
S i 19 A 205.85 20.37 5.56 18.52 592.59
5= 1 20 T A 679.14 15.00 8.10 4.90 417.00
= 21 F 1 087.40 13.60 18.00 10.50 430.00
5 i 22 F 223.59 17.70 15.93 2.65 345.13
o i 23 F4H 214.63 16.81 12.39 7.96 327.43
on i 24 4R 205.30 25.00 7.81 12.50 609.38
on i 25 4R 142.33 18.31 5.63 8.45 492.96
o 1 26 FHA 314.30 12.50 1.30 2.20 313.00
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Research Status of Nutritional Quality of Plant—based Meat Substitutes

Liu Haodong, Zhang Jinchuang, Chen Qiongling, Zhang Yujie, Li Tongqing, Wang Qiang”
(Institute of Food Science and Technology, Chinese Academy of Agriculture Sciences/Key Laboratory of Agro—Products
Processing, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, Beijing 100193)

Abstract With the increasing population and serious challenges in food production mode and consumption, plant—based
meat substitutes industry development is of great importance to effectively alleviate animal meat shortage due to the in-
creasing population, improve resident nutritional health, and reduce environmental pollution, and will be a new pioneer
in carbon peaks and carbon neutralization. Health is the leading reason for consumer choice of plant—based meat substi-
tutes, which can be up to 30% protein (3 times that of pork), a nutritionally healthy food with high protein and low
fat. However, there are still some differences in nutrition between plant—based meat substitutes and animal meat, such as
B vitamins, selenium, manganese and other micronutrients. The zinc, iron and other vitamins need further equalization
and enhancement, the characteristics of digestion and absorption are not clear. In this paper, the current states of indus-
trial development of plant—based meat substitutes were outlined, and strategies for improvement of nutritional quality of
plant-based meat substitutes by analyzing the nutritional quality of plant-based meat substitutes and its influencing factors
were proposed, to provide references for the evaluation and improvement of nutritional quality of plant-based meat substi-
tutes.

Keywords plant-based meat substitutes; nutritional quality; evaluation methods; influencing factors; quality—improvement



