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Composition and Evaluation of Amino Acids in Muscles of Ji’ an Red-feather Duck
HE Zong-liang, XI Zheng-lin, KUANG Wei et al
Abstract
duck. [ Method] The composition and content of amino acids in breast muscle and leg muscle of Ji” an red-feather duck were determined and e-

(Nanjing Institute of Animal Husbandry and Poultry Science, Nanjing, Jiangsu 210036)
[ Objective | To study and evaluate the composition and content of amino acids in breast muscle and leg muscle of Ji” an red-feather

valuated by using an automatic amino acid analyzer. [ Result] The contents of total amino acids( TAA), essential amino acids(EAA) and flavor
amino acids(EAA) of Ji’ an red-feather duck were 215.52, 85.53 and 101.07 mg/g respectively. EAA/TAA was 39.68% , which was close to
reference protein pattern( EAA/TAA =40% ) recommended by WHO/FAO. SRC of Ji’ an red-feather duck was 80.73. [ Conclusion] Ji’ an red-

feather duck has a high nutritional value.
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Table 1 Amino acid composition in breast muscle and leg muscle of Ji’ an red-feather duck

H 1 Breast muscle

/Nﬁ%mzfg% AL Leg muscle .
ame ol
amino acids d ? g ? Mean
KITEHETR Asp 21.28 +0.28 21.90 +0.21 19.28 +0. 16 20.32 £0.17 20.69 +0.15
FRE R Thr 10.90 £0.22 11.26 £0.13 10.12 £0.19 10.38 £0.26 10.67 +0.19
245 iR Ser 9.67 £0.10 10.02 £0. 15 9.15+0.11 9.42 +0.16 9.57 +0.18
AR Glu 39.14 £0.26 39.80 £0.22 36.78 £0.30 37.72 £0.30 38.36 £0.28
H& " Gly 9.65 +0.21 9.73 +0.16 8.64 +0.14 8.67 +0.22 9.17 £0.20
N Ala 16.42 +0.19 16.81 £0.26 14.63 £0.30 15.00 £0.18 15.71 £0.24
MR Cys 1.03 +£0.10 0.82 +0.05 1.52£0.09 1.00 £0.06 1.10 £0.11
AR Val 11.66 +0.22 11.98 £0.18 10.56 £0.32 10.93 £0.27 11.28 £0.24
AR Met 6.28 +0.16 6.43 +0.17 5.67 +0.19 5.98 +0.15 6.09 £0.22
SRR e 10.68 +0.28 10.93 £0.31 9.70 £0.22 10.13 £0. 18 10.36 £0.24
AR Leu 18.03 £0. 16 18.67 £0.12 16.22 +0.24 17.05 £0.35 17.49 £0.26
% =R Tyr 7.35+0.12 7.71 £0.09 6.57 +0.19 7.22+0.24 7.21 £0.16
HEPNEJR" Phe 10.14 £0.21 10.24 £0.12 8.81 +£0.18 9.03 £0.18 9.55+0.15
2" Lys 20.59 £0.26 20.89 £0.22 19.26 £0.30 19.61 +0.28 20.09 £0.27
R His 5.81+0.12 6.00 +0.10 5.22+0.13 5.53 +0.11 5.64 £0.18
KR Arg 17.67 £0.27 17.99 +0.26 16.22 +0.32 16.61 £0.20 17.12 +0.22
&2 Pro 5.52+£0.12 5.74 £0.09 5.22£0.16 5.17 £0.21 5.41 £0.13
IR TAA )/ mg/g 221.83 £2.86 226.92 £3.33 203.58 £2.56 209.77 £2.96 215.52 £3.12
TR EAA//mg/g 88.29 £1.15 90.38 £1.23 80.33 £1.44 83.11 +1.86 85.53£1.72
RS SR FAA //mg/g 104.16 £2.30 106.24 £2.13 95.55 +1.86 98.32 +1.80 101.07 £2.05
EAA/ TAA /% 39.80 39.83 39.46 39.62 39.68
i JA\ G ;" SRR LR
Note:“. Essential amino acids;”. Flavor amino acids.
R2 HRAOFWLESEBEARSAK .48 . WHO/FAO EFESEBEN LR
Table 2 Comparison of essential amino acid composition in Ji’ an red-feather duck with rice, milk, beef and WHO/FAO recommended pattern
%
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amino acids father duck Rice Milk Beef mended pattern
JRE R Thr 4.95 2.50 3.10 3.60 4.00
SERR Val 5.23 3.80 4.60 4.60 5.00
HERER + AR Met + Cys 3.34 2.80 2.40 3.20 3.50
TR Nle 4.81 4.00 3.40 4.40 4.00
SRR Leu 8.12 6.30 6.80 6.80 7.00
RINER + BEE 2 Phe + Tyr 7.78 7.20 7.30 6.20 6.00
FHi R Lys 9.32 2.30 5.60 7.20 5.50
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Note : The data in the table are the proportion of the content of amino acids in total amino acids.
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Table3 RAA, RC and SRC of essential amino acids in Ji’ an red-
feather duck

RIERAHE RAA RC SRC
Name of amino acids

FRERR Thr 1.238 1.008 80.73
R Val 1.046 0.852

EERR + WA Met + Cys 0.954 0.778

SRR e 1.203 0.980

FLER Leu 1.160 0.945

KA + BYE R Phe + Tyr 1.297 1.056

AR Lys 1.695 1.381
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Table 4 Comparison of earthworm biomass in urban sludge treated by different earthworm varieties

- PR LI R % -
Treatment Initial weight of Final weight of Rate of body Cocoons //
reatmen earthworm // g earthworm // g weight gain // % ocoons/77|
He T2 E. foetida 66.68 a 99.36 a 49.01 a 55.5 a
-2 5 Ohirallearthworm 72.41 a 114.68 a 56.33 a 63.0 a
SRR TG Pheretima guillemi 63.01 a 97.01 a 53.96 a 51.0 a

TE : FFUAN R RS FREFORTE 0. 01 7KOF-25 S 25, R [l /)

G RRRTE 0.05 K PEFBE,

Note ; Different capital letters in the same column stand for extremely significant difference at 0. 01 level; different lowercase indicates significant difference at

0.05 level.
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