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Effect of handling cattle in different platform slope on beef quality
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Abstract; In order to investigate the beef quality changes under han-
dling cattle in different platform slope, Twenty simon tal beef cattle
were randomly divided into 4 groups. the cow is respectively loading
and unloading through (30,40,50 °) slope. then cattle are slaugh-
tered. The pH value, flesh-colored, drip loss percentage, cooking
loss percentage and shear force of postmortem beef were measured
respectively. Results showed, with the increase of loading platform
slope, pH values, L * value and a * value of postmortem beef signifi-
cantly decreased (P<C0.05), while shear force, 6 * value, drip loss
and cooking loss of postmortem beef significantly increased (P <
0.05). This study indicated that beef quality was better through handling
cattle in 30 degrees platform slope, and it should be reduced platform
slope in cattle actual production thereby improve beef quality.
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Figure 1

sketch map of 30° platform
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Figure 2 Changes of pH value in beef with different

slope platform
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Figure 4 Change of color in beef with different

slope platform
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Figure 5 Change of DL in beef
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Figure 6 Change of DL in beef

TR R K T W TR R 7 e 0 i v R ) 65 0 R 1
R 2 LA HOE e A S bR, LD p LR AR P 3
3 i

AR 60 10 S S A A pHL R YR SRR R R R
KA TTYL Sy I E S A L A5 SRR R 5 R S R R
Ja A PR ST — A S B DR R B S B B R, S 0A
A pHE AW L Ha HETREEH@C0.05,. 4K
b A BT U1y (AR K R AR B I (P<0.05)
AR Pl 307 A B A AR L R R A pH {H BT
PR R RIE T PP ¥ 1 Sk i N 7Y B 54
o RS PR AR ™ I R v RIS 43 30 R /0N H) 2R ) 5 2R D 4L LU
P25 25 1A R

AHEFEIE T A [] ¢ 52 24 1) 13 25 00 2 XF 2 1A it ) 52
W 5 28 52 % ) S5 i DR 38 25 22 ol 00X A 1A ™ A 9 SR
BB G AR SO 15 F itk — 2 ).

2% 30k

(1] 258, dRaE M, Z0ME . &5 v G 1138 R 4= AS [ 3 82 7 i Jo2 3
LT PEFB RS, 2011, 38(3): 217-220.

(2] P, WERK, SRR, 5. SHHTE RO 48 S P Re
FWRBA R m L], o G B 4R, 2015, 35(12): 2 045-
2 048.

[3] MOUNIER L, DUBROEUCQ H, ANDANSON S, et al. Varia-
tions in meat pH of beef bulls in relation to conditions of transfer
to slaughter and previous history of the animals [J]. Journal of
Animal Science, 2006, 84(6): 1 567-1 576.

[4] MARIA G A, VILLARROEL M, SANUDO C, et al Effect of
transport time and ageing on aspects of beef quality [J]. Meat
Science, 2003, 65(4): 1 335-1 340.

[5] ADEYEMI I G, ADEYEMO O K, ALLI O A. Economic loss
from transportation stress in slaughter cattle: the case of Ak-
inyele cattle market Nigeria [ J]. Bull Anim HIth Prod Afr,
2010, 58(1): 89-94.

[6] FERGUSON D M, WARNER R D. Have we underestimated the
impact of pre-slaughter stress on meat quality in ruminants [J].
Meat Science, 2008, 80(1). 12-19.

[7] HAMBRECHT E, EISSEN J J, NEWMAN D J, et al. Negative
effects of stress immediately before slaughter on pork quality
areaggravated by suboptimal transport and lairage conditions
[J]. T Anim Sci, 2005, 83(2); 440-448,

(T35 236 7O



B32EE 11
2016411 H

00D & MACHINERY

Vol.32,No.11
Nov.2016

(E#% 128 7

(8] XBLLF, JEAESE, Bz, A4 H iz i i 4 38 25 S %) JL AR A7
GRgma[J]. 4l T, 2012, 28(1): 197-200.

Lo #we, PN, b, S5, AR BTIT 2 48 b B2 i PR 28 1) F 9 ik
JELJ]. P E & PeEpE, 2013, 40(7): 100-106.

(107 R3ch, 25, TR1, 5. A2k An 6 2 7 20 I o 7
s P A ST e LT, £ S AL, 2016, 32(6) . 139-143.

(117 F3k, DEWH. ZRR00, 5. AR 8R BER M2 A B oK v
HeOFEBMARELT] B SPL. 2015, 31(3): 140-144,

[12] Baegt, 2R, BRI, 55, AS[R)SE T I2 i i )% 26 5 5 09 5%
LI, B & B, 2014, 30(9) . 230-235.

[13] ZFHm . ANZE, FLAAE, & BT wh | x4 A Tk 550 i 5
ST AR AL R SE L], RZERFSE. 2016, 30(4): 30-34.

[14] HILL F. The solubility of intramuscular collagen in meat ani-

mals of vannus ages [J]. Journal of Food Science, 1966, 31

(2): 161-166.

L1657 Sesi . #PU & . M 75 P4l G S A0 45 b 38X 28 P & B A 52w [T .
iR, 2010, 31(19): 141-145.

(161 Bepg, EABIN, SHUUZE. i e ab 30 py K 1A ] &0 T BT 18
)] &k 5 MU, 2011, 27(1): 151-154.

L17] 5kme. EA, W EH, & 555 AR &4 W L.
Ll T A 4R, 2014, 30(15): 325-331.

L18] ARy, MR, EMN. VR ik 72 v ] o8 e e X A= &F 46 2
AR )], R, 2016, 37(10): 246-251.

(197 B AE, XUAR . S 30, &5, 3 m HE Ak B vk g5 4 68 28 P 5 BT
Bk ], £ iRk, 2015, 36(12) . 238-241.

[20] sk, £, JHEF, & 55 H 5 A )5 5 5 2 A 5 5T
[T, g b TR 2% 4% . 2014, 30(15): 325-331.

[21] &, BiD¥, (FRE. . 4558 i ia) R s0a: )y 20 A 3 I i
B R B2 L) 1. el T 24, 2013, 29(4): 272-276.

(E#% 132 7D

(30 Bk WO o 8 3R 40 W B R R 1T & M RE R SR LT ). RIS
M, 2015, 44(1): 64-69.

L4 7o miut, X085 K BH A W B = v BeR n i se itk e L) . K e B
., 2012(1): 66-69.

(5] B4k, Emar. REE. % FT %568 00 K B fE W 5
B RS]. KRS, 2006, 27(6): 588-593.

[6] #=%k, REZ%E, 8. KHREAERREITSMAL] T HE
K BH B A %30, 2011(7) ; 31.

L7] ERURG, FHERL, S84RTF . . K PH RE i B #8258 o & 1 250
BALOFIE[T]. B, 2012(2): 7-12.

(8] # /NG, Tk F5EE, HEoR. % K PH A Wi =0 R W B =0k v R 58 1

WFFELI ] E 28 5K . 2013, 19(3): 130-135.

L9 RIZEAR. A BH 8 A 0 B =X v 2 AR A A o 5 gk e [T ). ¢ o
i, 2011(9); 188-191.

[10] 5 V8. 38 R 48 e 1A £ FA A% T i Ak 19 A T A VR B =X 1 8 R e
REFZE]]. RPHAE2:IR . 2014, 35(9): 1 663-1 669.

(110 FARVL. K BH Al W B 20 2R 8 8 PR BRI 98 [ D], W JR B« WA IR
R K%, 2014, 7-15.

[12] 3k52, i 6. 008 PR £ T AL AR =0 4 1 35 £ Ak & 31 LT .
5 5P, 2016, 32(5): 98-100.

(130 Pk, whads . W52, 5. 9 T M O $RSS 8 R e 34 A T 5%
(1], IRk, 2014(3) : 25-26.

(E#% 193 7

[5] mhweds, Mg, 507, % BRI H - s a R T
SRRSO B Tl 2014, 35(7): 152-155.

(6] BRIgIE. =M, MRoEst. . Sl 52 TR B kAR L 245 22
AR A T B e o [T, R o T, 2% 1. 2012(11) .
99-102.

(7] #Emsms, Fe05, RHmesF, . R T4 07 =00 20 I 24 5 Y %
)] & S AR, 2014, 33(11); 1 210-1 215.

[87 LI Zhen-feng. RAGHAVAN G V. WANG Ning. et al. Real-
time, volatile-detection-assisted control for microwave drying[J].
Computers and Electronics in Agriculture, 2009, 69 (2):
177-184.

LO0 AR ZF. YL L 25 Z A BTS2 LD]. T AL IR K2
2006 16-21.

LLOJ AR7BR BRIEES, skfhic, 2. PR 1025 3R Rl 22 02 T 1R Y

S ETELT ). 'R AHE, 2010, 35(7): 111-115.

(L% 231 )

&k
L1 2R, 56 T 58 ¥ PR 4 ol M o BE A T RLBIN) op [ & 22

43, 2016-02-25(B02).

(2] HAR. o H O e 4 WA I By L Bk P sE (. H AR B9
2015(1); 35-43.

(3] HAR. 2 BUPR A £ i I 8 0y IR0 R 6 ) ). s BAE )Mk, 2015
(26): 68-70.

(4] WM. HarRE A EE R TS AENRES SR &
MR EH R, 2013(5) . 7-12.

5] i whEEMmEZ 2 WEIH M EEKE0T] 'SP,

236

2015, 31(1); 277-280.

[6] g5, (g mMmBEERMZ RO b DAERE, 2010
(7): 357-360.

L7 Smm. B ah % R R g X g a0 ] & fm 5L,
2015, 31(4): 274-276.

(8] i, HjASTN . REMesl, 5. T (4 fd & W i BE Ao % e iy o
B AT, £ Tl AL, 2012(11) : 353-360.

(9] 5E#8 . 4 . FRIE R dh DR BT BE & e e LR AT LT ). vh &
i AR, 2012(4) : 348-352.

[10] XUBRZT, ML, ik 302, T O 5 IR W & 4 ir ).
TS EBERH . 2013(2): 1-4.



