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Abstract: Pre-slaughter transportation is one of the most important factors affecting meat quality of livestock and poultry. Forty
six-month-old rams, the hybrid of Ujimgqin sheep and small-tail Han sheep, divided into four groups that were transportedfor0 h (control group),
1, 3, and 6 h before slaughter. The effect of pre-slaughter transport time on_lamb quality was analyzed by evaluating the palatability, sensory
characteristics, and protein content. The results showed that the pH and shear force values of lamb a 24 h after slaughter were significantly
higher than those in the control group, where bath had increased by 0.54% to 2.90% and 15.60% to 24.61%, respectively (P< 0.05).
Pre-slaughter transport for 3 and 6 h caused an increase in AE value by 6.12% and 6.50%, respectively, and significantly reduced the overall
acceptability score (viasensory evaluation) by 13.51% and20.82% (P<'0.05), respectively. Cooking loss recorded in the group transported for 6
h before slaughter was lower than that.inthe control group, with a 7.37% decrease(P< 0.05). The lamb in the group transported for 1 hshowed a
lower degree of my ofibrillar protein degradation than that observed in the other groups (P< 0.05). Thus, pre-slaughter transport for 1, 3, and 6 h
showed a negative effect on lamb meat quality, to varying degrees. These results suggest that pre-slaughter transport should be avoided as much
as possible or other pre-slaughter treatments should be employed to allow sheep to recover from transportation stress.
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Table 1 Comparison of different transport time on technological qualitycharacteristics of mutton
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Table 3 Comparison of different transport time on mutton myofibrillar protein bands grayscale value at 24 hpost-mortem

PN AT IE 4y B 18] P {i
xR (0h) 1h 3h 6h
1 507.72412.73 436.59487.09 408.6144.07 495.84443.67 0.278
2 199.05#19.19 158.1124.22° 110.34#3.70° 114.3623.90° 0.003
3 246.17434.782 351.9546.25° 218.7447.08° 260.7242524° 0.014
4 78.8938.64%  104.9644.19° 64.8540.84°  75.9538.39°  0.014
5 799.10228422 659.35+11.40 926.8234919 961.27466.78 0.301
6 122.75417.40 124.8936.26  132.04#1611 135.6249.70  0.751
7 61.9338.25°  123.0342.62° 82.2046.98° 81.57+10.73° 0.006
8 236.56228.22° 206.5844.92% 130.2542.32° 153.03+12.86° 0.008
9 27.774054 38564259  30.39+1.14  29.11+1.73  0.010
10 13.27+1.36 13.25+1.21 6.8942.66 18.71+1.73  0.014
11 28.73+12.87  21.4129.12  26.66#4.51 24444304  0.836
12 262.50435.62° 370.0622881° 255.4745.74" 273.91+170 0.027
13 64.1545.84°  92.7149.15°  60.1443.37°  81.7449.41®® 0.033
14 144.51#17.64 148.6036.09*° 78.10+1.62° 78.51+17.12° 0.008
15 4359746298  595.8247.99  439.62+1742 449.66256.39 0.053
16 219.13429.28 2645442172 207.20#1642 199.52440.76 0.246
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