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ABSTRACT: Objective To evaluate the meat quality of different parts of Sunan yak comprehensively. Methods
Four parts of milone, outer ridge, upper brain and oxen of 3-year-old male Sunan yak were selected, through the
determination of nutritional components such as protein and fat, etc, 7 kinds of mineral elements such as Ca and Fe,
etc, and the composition and content of amino acids, the quality characteristics of yak meat were comprehensively
evaluated. Results From the perspective of nutritional value, there was no difference in protein content in yak meat
from different parts (P>0.05); the crude fat content of milone was significantly higher than that of the other 3 parts

(P<0.05); yak meat was rich in mineral elements, the content of Fe, Zn and K in milone was significantly higher than
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those in the other 3 parts, and the content of Na, Ca and Mg in upper brain was significantly higher than those in the

other 3 parts (P<0.05). The ratios of essential amino acid/total amino acid (EAA/TAA) in yak meat from 4 parts were
40.50%, 40.40%, 40.03% and 40.73% respectively, all of were above 40%, and these 4 parts of yak meat belonged to

high quality protein. Combined with principal component analysis and canonical discriminant analysis, the meat

qualities of 4 different parts were well distinguished. Conclusion The beef in Sunan yak is of excellent quality, rich

in protein and mineral elements, and has good protein quality. In terms of comprehensive evaluation, the meat quality

and taste of milone is better than that of other parts.

KEY WORDS: Sunan yak meat; different parts; nutritional composition; mineral element; amino acid

composition
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Fig.1 Discrimination results of meat color and nutritional components of yak meat in different parts
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Table 2 Analysis results for mineral element of yak meat from different parts (n=3)
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