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Abstract: Nowadays, the consumer trend towards healthier food choices is unquestionable. Meat
products enriched with nutrients, such as polyunsaturated fatty acids and antioxidants, are gaining
much more interest among consumers. However, products are susceptible to quality deterioration
and a short shelf‑life of meat through lipid oxidation due to the lack of antioxidants in the meat.
In this regard, the efficacy of dietary sea buckthorn leaves (Hippophaë rhamnoides L.) together with
Chromium on the nutritional quality of meat and lipid oxidative stability was investigated. An ex‑
periment (28 days long) was carried out on 90 Cobb 500 chickens assigned into three treatments: a
control treatment based on corn and soybean meal, without Chromium (T0) and two treatments sup‑
plemented either with 0.00002% Chromium (T1) or with 0.00002% Chromium and 2% sea buckthorn
leaves (T2). Dietary supplementation of SBL and Cr improved the PUFA/MUFA ratio, DHA concen‑
tration and decreased the n‑6/n‑3 ratio compared to the other treatments. Moreover, the breast and
thigh meat belonging to T1 and T2 treatments showed a higher concentration of lutein and zeaxan‑
thin, Fe and Zn and expressed a higher antioxidant capacity compared to those from T0. Further‑
more, n‑6 and n‑3 PUFA deposited preferentially in the thigh meat rather than in the breast meat.
The results from the study showed that dietary SBL and Cr significantly improved the fatty acid pat‑
tern and the oxidative stability of chicken breast meat, lowering the TBARS level after storage. In
conclusion, SBL and Cr are promising dietary bioactive compounds with beneficial effects to obtain
nutrient‑enriched meat products.

Keywords: chicken; chromium picolinate; nutrients; meat quality; oxidative stability; sea buck‑
thorn leaves

1. Introduction
After improvements in the standard of living and in the context of the COVID‑19 crisis,

the concern/awareness of the population about the nutritional quality and health benefits
of food has increased. Antioxidant compounds, such as vitamins, minerals, polyphenols,
etc. are among the most‑consumed nutrients in the form of supplements. As a result, there
is a strong interest in developing healthier products, especially those that are easily acces‑
sible and frequently consumed (regularly). For example, in addition to being the main
source of protein in a diet, meat can provide other bioactive compounds, such as vitamins,
minerals, etc. In recent years, many efforts have been made to enrich meat products with
nutrients required for a balanced diet. In the poultry meat industry, relevant nutritional
findings play an important role in developing healthier meat products that provide the
needed nutrients in the required amounts.
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Compared to red meat, which is associated with a higher risk of metabolic diseases
and cancer, chicken is considered a healthy and low‑calorie meat for which there are no
religious restrictions [1,2]. In this context, the consumption of chicken meat together with
fish is recommended to have a balanced diet and reduce the risk of cardiovascular dis‑
eases and their risk factors, such as obesity and insulin resistance [3,4]. Despite the grow‑
ing awareness of their health benefits, the intake of nutrients such as LC‑PUFA remains
below the recommended levels in many countries [5]. Considering these aspects, poultry
seems to be a good matrix for food enrichment. Many studies have demonstrated the suc‑
cessful enrichment of meat with nutrients, such as polyunsaturated fatty acids, fat‑soluble
vitamins, minerals, etc. [6,7], when they added various plants/plant extracts or oils to the
chickens’ feed. Dietary supplements from natural sources are appreciated by consumers
who consider them safe and nutritious.

Sea buckthorn (Hippophaë rhamnoides L.) is a shrub known for its nutritious fruits or
seeds that are consumed by people in various forms, from raw to juices, jams, oils, etc.
Although sea buckthorn leaves (SBL) are not as well‑known and used as the fruits, they
are a source with a high content of active ingredients that can be included in the formula‑
tion of chicken feed to produce meat with added nutritional value. Sea buckthorn leaves
are also rich in various valuable compounds, such as antioxidants, fiber, fatty acids, miner‑
als, etc. [8–10], which have antioxidant and antimicrobial activities [9,11,12]. Such bioactive
compounds can be used in animal feed to obtain meat products enriched with nutrients.
However, the development and marketing of enriched meat products can be very challeng‑
ing compared to conventional products, which have a high health image. Meat‑enriched
products represent a category of remarkably promising foods with beneficial properties,
such as cholesterol‑lowering, antioxidant, and anti‑cancer properties that are considered
very attractive by consumers [13]. The use of sea buckthorn leaves (waste/by‑products
of harvest) in chicken feed can be a practice to obtain value‑added animal products and
contribute to the circular economy [14]. In the light of the fact that food waste is a global
problem [15], using all parts of vegetables and fruits is a favorable/adequate/sustainable
solution. Although most studies have been conducted on fruits, there are also some stud‑
ies that have investigated the effects of sea buckthorn leaves in the diet of chickens. The
results of these studies include improvement in broiler performance [16,17], biochemical
parameters [16], and the microbiological quality of the meat [18].

Trivalent chromium (Cr3+) is an essential micronutrient for all animals, which is also
an important component of glucose tolerance factor. Cr could act as an indirect antiox‑
idant, by lowering high insulin levels and preventing glucose autooxidation [19]. Diet
supplementation with Cr had beneficial effects on fat metabolism [20], improved immune
response [21] and alleviated heat stress [22] in broiler chickens. To our knowledge, there
are no studies investigating the effect of Cr in combination with SBL on the meat quality
of broilers. This study represents a novelty in the field of animal and human nutrition and
food quality research by using a combination of Cr and a natural antioxidant (waste/by‑
products of harvest) from berry species in the diet of chickens. The results of this study
address human nutrition to prevent the occurrence of metabolic diseases by improving
meat with essential nutrients for humans and increasing daily nutrient intake without neg‑
ative effects on food safety (oxidative lipid stability). The present study is a first research
step—the development of nutrient‑enriched meat—but further clinical studies need to be
conducted to investigate the impacts of these products on human health.

Therefore, the aim of the present study was to evaluate whether dietary supplemen‑
tation of chicken diet with Cr in combination with a natural antioxidant source (SBL) con‑
tributes positively to the nutritional quality and lipid oxidative stability of breast and
thigh meat.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Experimental Design

A 28‑day experiment (14–42 days) was conducted with 90 Cobb 500 chickens housed
in an experimental shed according to the experimental protocol (no. 3511/22.05.2020) ap‑
proved by the Ethics Committee of the National Research and Development Institute of
Animal Biology and Nutrition, Ilfov, Romania (no. 52/30.07.2014). Chicks were fed a con‑
ventional diet until 14 days of age. Then, the chicks were divided into 3 groups, 30 chicks
per group and 5 replicates with 6 birds each. Chicks were housed in three‑level digestibil‑
ity cages (65 × 75 × 45 cm) and raised under controlled environmental conditions. The
temperature was maintained at 34 ◦C for the first 3 days, and then lowered by 2 ◦C ev‑
ery other week (until the thermal comfort temperature of 26 ◦C was reached). All cages
were equipped with feeders and waterers. Experimental treatments consisted of a control
treatment based on corn and soybean meal, without chromium (T0) and two additional
treatments supplemented with either 0.00002% chromium (T1) or 0.00002% chromium
plus 2% sea buckthorn leaves (T2). Chromium picolinate (CrPic, Santa Cruz Biotechnol‑
ogy, Santa Cruz, CA, USA) was used as a chromium source. Sea buckthorn leaves (Hip‑
pophaë rhamnoides L.) were dried, and ground as purchased from SC. SILVER ROM AGRO
S.R.L., Tomești, Iasi, Romania. The supplements were added to the basal diet.

The ingredients and chemical composition of the basal diet are shown in Table 1. Feed
(commercial basal diet; mash form) and water were administered on an ad libitum basis.
Temperature and air relative humidity were recorded daily throughout the experimental
period using a Viper Touch computer. The light regimen was 23 h light/1 h darkness. The
chicks were vaccinated and after this, no medical care program or treatment was applied.

Table 1. Main ingredients and nutrient analysis of the diets (%).

Ingredient
Grower (14–28 d) Finisher (28–42 d)

T0 T1 T2 T0 T1 T2
%

Corn 40.18 40.18 38.36 44.70 44.70 42.91
Soybean meal 26.33 26.33 26.07 21.32 21.32 21.06

Wheat 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00
Corn gluten 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

Sea buckthorn leaves (SBL) ‑ ‑ 2.00 ‑ ‑ 2.00
Oil 3.78 3.78 3.83 4.62 4.62 4.66

Monocalcium phosphate 1.36 1.36 1.36 1.19 1.19 1.19
Calcium carbonate 1.25 1.25 1.23 1.13 1.13 1.11

Salt 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36
Methionine 0.30 0.30 0.31 0.26 0.26 0.27

Lysine 0.30 0.30 0.32 0.30 0.30 0.31
Threonine 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.07 0.07 0.08
Choline 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05

Chromium ‑ 0.00002 0.00002 ‑ 0.00002 0.00002
A1 Premix 1 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Chemical analysis‑ theoretical

ME, Kcal/kg 3128.99 3217.72
CP, % 21.50 20.00
EE, % 6.01 6.49
CF, % 3.57 3.36
Ca., % 0.87 0.81
P, % 0.70 0.65

Available phosphorus, % 0.43 0.41
1 1 kg of A1 premix contains 1,100,000 IU/kg vitamin A; 200,000 IU/kg vitamin D3; 2700 IU/kg vitamin E;
300 mg/kg vitamin K; 200 mg/kg Vit. B1; 400 mg/kg vitamin B2; 1485 mg/kg pantothenic acid; 2700 mg/kg nico‑
tinic acid; 300 mg/kg vitamin B6; 4 mg/kg Vit. B7; 100 mg/kg vitamin B9; 1.8 mg/kg vitamin B12; 2000 mg/kg vita‑
min C; 8000 mg/kg manganese; 8000 mg/kg iron; 500 mg/kg copper; 6000 mg/kg zinc; 37 mg/kg cobalt; 152 mg/kg
iodine; and 18 mg/kg selenium. T0: control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; and T2: experimental diet sup‑
plemented with 0.00002% Cr +2% sea buckthorn leaves (SBL).
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2.2. Broiler Performance
Throughout the experimental period (14–42 days, broiler age) the following parame‑

ters were recorded daily: body weight (g), average daily feed intake (g feed/chicken/day),
average daily weight gain (g/chicken/day), and feed conversion ratio (g feed/g gain).

2.3. Sample Collection
Dried and ground SBL samples were used to analyze the proximate composition, fatty

acid profile, bioactive nutrients (total phenolic content, total flavonoids, lutein and zeaxan‑
thin, vitamin E and minerals), and total antioxidant capacity (TAC).

At 42 days of age, 6 chicks/group were randomly selected, electrically stunned, and
slaughtered by cervical dislocation. Carcasses were eviscerated and both breast and thigh
muscles and organs (liver, heart, gizzard, spleen and bile) were removed and weighed. The
carcass and cuts yields were calculated based on hot carcass weight. Left breast and thigh
meat samples were immediately packed into zip‑top bags and stored at −80 ◦C for further
analysis (proximate composition: dry matter, crude protein, ether extractives, ash, fatty
acid profile, bioactive nutrients: total phenolic content, lutein and zeaxanthin, vitamin E,
minerals), and total antioxidant capacity (TAC). The right breast and thigh meat samples
were stored at 4 ◦C for 7 days for TBARS determination.

2.4. Analysis of Plant and Meat Nutrients
The analysis of proximate composition (dry matter, crude protein, ether extract, and

ash) of plant and meat samples (breast and thigh) was determined according to [23]. Dry
matter (ISO 6496/2001) and ash (ISO2171/2010) were determinedby the gravimetricmethod,
crude protein (ISO 5983‑2/2009) was analyzed by the Kjeldahl method, and ether extrac‑
tives were performed by extraction in organic solvents (SR ISO 6492/2001).

From the extracted fat of SBL and meat samples, 0.5 g of fat was weighed, and 50 mL of
acidified methanol (H2SO4 in methanol) was added and boiled under reflux for 25–30 min
from the beginning of boiling. After cooling, it was transferred to a separation funnel,
then 25–30 mL of distilled water and 20 mL of hexane were added. It was stirred well.
The aqueous layer was then transferred to another funnel and 20 mL of hexane was added.
The organic layer (hexane) was stirred and transferred to the first separation funnel. The
combined hexane layers were washed twice with 10 mL of distilled water. The organic
layer was dried over anhydrous Na2SO4 in a rotary evaporator. It was concentrated and
the residue was again taken up in 3–5 mL of hexane and then placed in a 5 mL volumetric
flask. For analysis, the extract was placed in a 1.8 mL vial. The fatty acid profile of SBL plant
and breast and thigh meat samples was determined using a gas chromatography technique
with a PerkinElmer Clarus 500 gas chromatograph (PerkinElmer, Inc., Waltham, MA, USA)
system coupled to a flame ionization detector (FID) and capillary separation column with
a high polar stationary phase TRACE TR‑Fame, (Thermo Electron, Waltham, MA, USA),
according to [24]. For the SBL plant, each fatty acid was expressed as g/100 g fatty acid
methyl esters (FAME) and for the meat samples, each fatty acid was expressed as g/100 g
fatty acid methyl esters (FAME) and as mg/100 g meat.

The fatty acid profile obtained from the chemical analysis (as g/100 g fatty acid methyl
esters) was used to determine several nutritional quality indices of meat lipids. Nutri‑
tional quality indices of meat lipids were assessed by calculating the PUFA n‑6/PUFA n‑3,
Σ PUFA/Σ MUFA ratio, atherogenicity index (IA), thrombogenicity index (IT), saturation
index (SI), the ratio of hypocholesterolemic and hypercholesteremic fatty acids (h/H), and
the health‑promoting index (HPI) as previously described [25].

The total phenol content (TPC) was measured spectrophotometrically according to
the Folin–Ciocalteu’s method from the extracts obtained previously in methanol 80% p.a.,
(1:10, w/v) for SBL samples and in a solution of phosphate‑buffered saline (PBS) at pH 7.4
(1:10,w/v) for meat samples according to themethod described previously [25]. Absorbances
were recorded at 732 nm against a blank solution and the concentrations (as mg gallic acid
equivalent (GAE)/g) were calculated using gallic acid as the standard solution.
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Total flavonoid content was determined by the aluminium chloride colorimetric
method described [26] with slight modifications. An exact volume of 1 mL of methano‑
lic SBL extract, and 4 mL of aluminium chloride (AlCl3) was placed in a 10 mL volumetric
flask. The solution was mixed well and left for 15 min to incubate at room temperature. Af‑
ter this, the absorbance of the orange‑yellowish solution was measured against the blank at
410 nm using a UV‑VIS spectrophotometer (JASCO V0.). The calibration curve was plotted
using quercetin as the standard (R2 = 0.9972). The flavonoid content was expressed as mg
Quercetin equivalents (QE)/per g.

Fat‑soluble compounds (lutein and zeaxanthin and vitamin E) from SBL and meat
samples were extracted using the method previously described by [27]. The preparation
technique before the extraction included a saponification step using ethanolic potassium
hydroxide solution. For this, two grams of meat samples was weighed and mixed with
130 mL of ethanol, 100 mg of butylhydroxytoluene, 2 mL of sodium ascorbate solution,
50 mg of EDTA, and 25 mL of 50% potassium hydroxide solution. Due to high concentra‑
tions of fat‑soluble antioxidants in plants, only 0.5 g of dried samples were considered for
the extraction described previously. Fat‑soluble compounds from SBL and meat samples
were analyzed using the liquid chromatographic technique (RT‑HPLC) [27] with a high‑
performance liquid chromatograph (HPLC Finnigan Surveyor Plus, Thermo‑Electron Cor‑
poration, Waltham, MA, USA). The results were expressed as µg/g.

The mineral concentrations (Cu, Fe, Mn, and Zn) were determined by flame atomic
absorption spectrometry (FAAS) using a Thermo Electron—SOLAAR M6 Dual Zeeman
Comfort (Cambridge, UK) according to [28]. The results were expressed as mg/kg (SBL)
and µg/kg (meat samples). For a better visualization of the effects of feeding treatments
over the bioaccumulation of bioactive nutrients in chicken meat, for each nutrient, the ac‑
cumulation factors (AF) were calculated according to [29]. This factor is the ratio between
the concentration of bioactive nutrients in meat from experimental treatments (T1, and T2)
to the concentration of bioactive nutrients in meat from the control treatment (T0). The
accumulation factor (AF) for each bioactive nutrient in meat (breast and thigh meat) was
calculated with the following formula:

AF meat〗_((TPC, Lutein+ zeaxanthin, vit. E, Cu, Fe, Mn, Zn)) =
(conc. of bioactive nutrient from experimental treatments )/
(conc. of bioactive nutrient from the control treatment ).

2.5. Analysis of Antioxidant Capacity and Lipid Oxidation Status
The total antioxidant capacity (TAC) was assessed by evaluating the capacity of in‑

hibiting the DPPH radical [30]. The calibration curve was performed using 6‑hydroxy‑
2,5,7,8‑tetramethylchroman‑2‑carboxylic acid (Trolox), and by plotting % DPPH inhibi‑
tion depending on the concentration. The results were expressed as mmol Trolox equiva‑
lents/kg sample, describing the capacity of the samples to scavenge radicals in comparison
to Trolox.

The lipid oxidative status of chicken meat was evaluated using the TBARS (thiobar‑
bituric acid reactive substances) method [31]. The calibration curve was performed using
1,1,3,3‑tetramethoxypropane hydrolyzed to an MDA stock solution. The results were ex‑
pressed as µg MDA per kilogram sample (µg MDA/kg).

2.6. Statistical Analysis
The effects of dietary treatments on the parameters investigated in the present study

were analyzed with one‑way analysis of variance (ANOVA), using Addinsoft statistical
software (version 2022.3.1). Graphs were drawn using Prism‑GraphPad software v. 9.03
(San Diego, CA, USA). The dietary treatment groups (T0, T1, and T2) were included as
fixed factors in the statistical model. Tukey’s honest significant difference test was used to
separate means if there was a significant difference (p < 0.05). A heat map illustrating the
correlation between meat quality characteristics was generated by analyzing the Pearson’s
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correlation coefficient test. Each cell contains the corresponding correlation and is color‑
coded by the correlation according to the color legend on the left, where red indicates a
strong positive correlation and violet indicates a strong negative correlation. The stronger
the correlation, the darker is the color.

3. Results
3.1. Chemical Composition of Sea Buckthorn Leaves (SBL)

Table 2 presents the chemical composition of dietary sea buckhorn leaves used in the
diet formulation in a percentage of 2%. Regarding the proximate composition, sea buck‑
thorn leaves have important concentrations of crude protein and crude fiber.

Table 2. Chemical composition of sea buckthorn leaves (SBL).

Analyzed Parameters Sea Buckthorn Leaves (SBL)

Proximate composition (%)

Dry matter 91.63
Crude protein 14.48

Ether extractives 5.12
Crude fiber 13.68

Ash 6.37

Fatty acids (g/100 g FAME)

Σ Saturated fatty acids (SFA) 30.76
Σ Monounsaturated fatty acids (MUFA) 32.66
Σ Polyunsaturated fatty acids (PUFA) 35.65

Σ Unsaturated fatty acids (UFA) 68.31
SFA/UFA 0.45

PUFA/MUFA 1.09
Σ n‑3 of which: 24.92
α‑linolenic acid 23.61

Eicosadienoic acid 0.47
Σ n‑6 of which: 10.72

Arachidonic acid 0.69
Σ n‑6/ Σ n‑3 0.43

Antioxidant profile

TPC, mg/g GAE 58.61
TFC, mg/g QE 9.03

Lutein and zeaxanthin, µg/g 583.4
Vitamin E, µg/g 321.29
TAC, µM Trolox 1147.91

Mineral profile (mg/kg)

Copper 3.05
Iron 334.79

Manganese 159.59
Zinc 126.78

FAME = fatty acid methyl esters; TPC = Total phenol content; TFC = Total flavonoid content; TAC = total antioxi‑
dant capacity; GAE = gallic acid equivalents; and QE = quercetin equivalents.

The results of fatty acid analysis show that sea buckthorn leaves have a high con‑
tent of α‑linolenic acid, with the amount of PUFA being higher than that of SFA. It is also
found that the content of omega‑3 fatty acids (Σ n‑3) in sea buckthorn leaves is two times
higher than that of omega‑6 fatty acids (Σ n‑6). The antioxidant profile of sea buckthorn
leaves shows high content of lipophilic (vitamin E, lutein, and zeaxanthin) and hydrophilic
(polyphenols) antioxidant compounds. The mineral profile shows high concentrations of
Fe, Mn and Zn, and low concentrations of Cu.
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3.2. Broiler Performance and Carcass and Cuts Yield
Table 3 shows the broiler performance and carcass and cuts yield.

Table 3. Treatment effects on broiler performance and carcass and cuts yield.

Item
Treatment

SEM p‑Value
T0 T1 T2

Broiler performance

Initial BW, g 521.65 521.47 521.65 3.59 0.9994
Final BW, g 3246.74 3244.06 3260.00 2.68 0.9542

ADWG, g/broiler/day 97.84 97.24 97.80 0.746 0.7554
ADFI, g/broiler/day 158.68 149.33 157.73 4.688 0.6747
FCR, g feed/g gain 1.61 1.54 1.62 0.044 0.7108

Carcass and cuts yield

Carcass yield, % 84.79 81.80 81.17 0.891 0.2151
Breast yield, % 26.68 27.67 26.87 0.424 0.6446
Thigh yield, % 21.23 22.01 21.73 0.264 0.5118

Gizzard, % 1.16 1.14 1.12 0.046 0.9587
Liver, % 2.44 2.34 2.59 0.069 0.3793
Heart, % 0.57 0.54 0.54 0.018 0.8013
Spleen, % 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.007 0.8766
Bile, % 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.008 0.2576

BW: body weight; ADWG: average daily weight gain; ADFI: average daily feed intake; and FCR: feed
conversion ratio.

No significant differences were found for broiler performance. In addition, the in‑
clusion of Cr and Cr + SBL in the broiler diet did not significantly affect the carcass and
cuts yield.

3.3. Proximate Composition of Chicken Meat
Table 4 shows the proximate composition of chicken breast and thigh. No significant

differences were found for chicken breast. For chicken thigh, the addition of 0.00002% Cr
and 2% SBL in the diet resulted in a significant increase in crude fat content compared to
the other diets. In contrast, the addition of chromium alone did not significantly affect the
EE content in thigh meat.

Table 4. Treatment effects on the proximate composition (%) of breast and thigh meat samples.

Item
Treatment

SEM p‑Value
T0 T1 T2

Breast
Dry matter 25.32 25.17 25.99 0.6549 0.561

Crude Protein 22.78 23.12 23.39 0.5394 0.530
Ether extractives 1.46 1.50 1.49 0.0024 0.061

Ash 1.04 1.06 1.10 0.0015 0.188
Thigh

Dry matter 23.47 23.89 24.47 0.8651 0.346
Crude Protein 18.84 19.21 18.89 0.5478 0.762

Ether extractives 3.68 b 3.70 b 4.45 a 0.0197 0.0001
Ash 0.85 0.88 0.91 0.0025 0.288

T0: control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; T2: experimental diet supplemented with 0.00002% Cr +2% sea
buckthorn leaves (SBL); a,b Means within a row with no common superscript differ (p < 0.05); and SEM = standard
error of the mean.

It is not only the fat content that is important, but also the quality of the fatty acids in its
components, or the fatty acid profile, which is shown in the following tables (Tables 5 and 6).
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3.4. Fatty Acid Profile of Chicken Meat
The effects of the experimental treatments on the fatty acid composition in broiler

breast meat are shown in Table 5. Although the fatty acid profile was expressed in two
different ways (as g/100 g FAME and mg/100 g meat), only the results expressed in mg/100
g meat will be discussed, because this information is more relevant to the consumer. The
use of Cr alone or in combination with SBL affected some of the fatty acids of the breast
meat. For example, in the SFAs family, statistically significant differences were found for
C15:0 acid: T2 = T1 < T0, C18:0 acid: T1 = T0 < T2, and C24:0 acid: T0 > T1 = T2. Total
SFAs and PUFAs did not differ between the groups. In the MUFAs family, statistically
significant differences were found for C15:1 acid: T1 = T0 < T2; C17:1 acid: T2 > T1 = T0;
C22:1n9 acid: T1 < T0 = T2; and C24:1n9 acid: T2 > T1 = T0. In the T2 group, lower MUFAs
(p = 0.0001) were found than in the T0 and T1 group.

Table 5. Treatment effects on the fatty acid profile of breast meat.

Fatty Acids
Treatment

SEM p‑value
Treatment

SEM p‑ValueT0 T1 T2 T0 T1 T2
g/100 g FAME mg/100 g meat

C14:0 0.60 0.42 0.48 0.018 0.161 8.84 6.49 6.94 1.120 0.285
C15:0 0.13 0.10 0.12 0.010 0.951 1.98 a 1.60 b 1.81 ab 0.261 0.048
C16:0 18.08 18.06 18.07 0.067 0.168 266.72 269.58 279.35 0.300 0.194
C17:0 0.22 b 0.22 b 0.20 a 0.014 0.001 3.06 3.19 2.93 0.078 0.113
C18:0 7.57 7.76 8.20 0.117 0.139 111.14 a 115.76 ab 123.01 b 0.241 0.022
C24:0 0.25 a 0.21 b 0.22 b 0.012 0.0001 3.77 a 3.28 b 3.35 b 0.268 0.033

Σ Saturated
fatty acids 26.85 26.77 27.29 0.488 0.090 394.41 400.30 420.29 0.294 0.088

C14:1 0.09 a 0.08 ab 0.07 b 0.124 0.001 1.17 0.97 0.91 0.290 0.140
C15:1 0.55 0.63 0.71 0.181 0.121 8.19 b 9.53 ab 12.17 a 0.912 0.026
C16:1 2.52 a 2.47 ab 2.39 b 0.741 0.0001 37.21 36.95 35.89 0.902 0.551
C17:1 0.12 b 0.15 b 0.21 a 0.524 0.0001 1.93 b 2.40 b 3.16 a 0.197 0.003
C18:1 29.45 a 29.62 a 27.90 b 0.185 0.0001 433.22 441.99 418.79 9.501 0.336

C22:1n9 0.08 a 0.06 b 0.09 a 0.125 0.003 1.37 a 0.97 b 1.36 a 0.082 0.009
C24:1n9 1.02 b 1.07 b 1.38 a 0.580 0.0001 15.19 b 16.08 b 20.67 a 0.137 <0.0001

Σ Monounsaturated
fatty acids 33.81 a 34.01 a 32.84 b 0.125 0.0001 497.42 a 508.89 a 492.96 b 0.368 0.007
C18:2n6 32.41 32.34 32.23 0.294 0.125 476.65 482.51 468.73 0.341 0.707
C18:3n6 0.27 0.29 0.27 0.325 0.230 4.21 4.51 4.28 0.322 0.394
C20:2n6 0.25 a 0.21 ab 0.17 b 0.101 0.0001 3.87 a 3.28 a 2.50 b 0.175 0.001
C20:3n6 0.80 0.85 0.91 0.045 0.321 11.67 b 10.44 c 13.70 a 0.132 <0.0001
C20:4n6 2.74 b 2.88 b 3.64 a 0.370 0.0001 38.75 b 43.20 b 54.59 a 1.304 <0.0001
C22:2n6 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.451 0.355 2.37 2.25 2.71 0.298 0.182
C22:3n6 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.604 0.196 1.96 2.50 1.96 0.294 0.160
C22:4n6 0.33 b 0.29 b 0.43 a 0.725 0.0001 4.97 b 4.48 b 6.48 a 0.117 <0.0001

Σ n‑6 37.25 b 37.07 b 37.97 a 0.147 0.0001 547.34 553.17 554.95 0.381 0.917
C18:3n3 0.67 a 0.58 ab 0.53 b 0.021 0.010 10.10 a 8.75 ab 8.06 b 0.247 0.028
C18:4n3 0.23 b 0.29 a 0.36 a 0.001 0.0001 2.84 c 4.53 b 5.45 a <0.0001 <0.0001
C20:3n3 0.49 b 0.47 b 0.63 a 0.009 0.0001 7.32 b 7.24 b 9.51 a 0.147 0.0001
C20:5n3 0.21 a 0.19 b 0.18 b 0.002 0.0001 3.26 a 2.55 b 2.65 b 0.207 0.005
C22:5n3 0.10 b 0.11 b 0.15 a 0.001 0.0001 1.66 b 1.78 b 2.27 a 0.079 0.001
C22:6n3 0.05 b 0.06 b 0.10 a 0.002 0.0001 1.08 b 1.08 b 1.52 a 0.096 0.012

Σ n‑3 1.75 b 1.70 b 1.95 a 0.029 0.0001 26.30 b 25.93 b 29.46 a 0.227 0.009
Σ Polyunsaturated

fatty acids 39.05 38.77 39.92 0.153 0.158 573.64 579.11 584.40 0.379 0.865
Other fatty acids 0.23 0.23 0.22 0.074 0.111 3.33 3.42 3.26 0.351 0.950

T0: control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; T2: experimental diet supplemented with 0.00002% Cr +2%
sea buckthorn leaves (SBL); a,b,c Means within a row with no common superscript differ (p < 0.05); and SEM =
standard error of the mean.

The following relationships were noted in the n‑6 fatty acid family: C20:2n6 acid:
T2 T1 = T0, C20:3n6 acid: T2 > T1 < T0, C20:4n6 acid: T2 > T1 = T0; and C22:4n6 acid:
T2 > T1 = T0.

A higher content (p = 0.0001) of n‑3 PUFAs was measured in the breast meat of chick‑
ens from the T2 group compared to the other two groups. In the n‑3 fatty‑acids family,
statistically significant differences were found for α‑linolenic acid (C18:3n3): T1 = T2 < T0;
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C18:4n3 acid: T2 < T1 = T0; C20:3n3 acid: T2 > T1 = T0; C20:5n3 acid: T0 > T1 = T2; C22:5n3
acid: T2 > T1 = T0; and C22:6n3 acid: T2 > T1= T0.

Table 6. Treatment effects on the fatty acid profile of thigh meat.

Fatty Acids
Treatment

SEM p‑Value
Treatment

SEM p‑ValueT0 T1 T2 T0 T1 T2
g/100 g FAME mg/100 g meat

C14:0 0.49 0.47 0.49 0.032 0.188 18.36 b 17.15 b 22.16 a 0.217 0.008
C15:0 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.011 0.063 7.15 5.64 6.69 0.272 0.249
C16:0 19.13 ab 18.87 b 19.99 a 0.720 0.040 703.12 ab 699.40 b 888.05 a 0.128 <0.0001
C17:0 0.22 b 0.24 ab 0.26 a 0.002 0.0001 8.22 b 8.73 ab 11.36 a 0.120 <0.0001
C18:0 7.15 b 7.96 a 7.31 b 0.036 0.0001 262.78 c 295.24 b 325.01 a 0.145 <0.0001

Σ Saturated
fatty acids 27.44 27.69 28.52 0.933 0.061 1008.93 b 1026.15 b 1267.62 a 0.109 <0.0001

C14:1 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.005 0.324 3.56 3.06 3.28 0.290 0.648
C15:1 0.92 0.84 0.89 0.015 0.231 33.34 30.78 39.37 0.233 0.025
C16:1 3.32 a 2.94 b 3.15 ab 0.028 0.0001 122.46 b 109.45 c 140.12 a 0.147 <0.0001
C17:1 0.17 b 0.14 b 0.24 a 0.025 0.002 5.79 b 4.79 b 10.55 a 0.170 0.0001
C18:1 29.40 a 29.41 a 28.31 b 0.215 0.0001 1088.74 b 1089.95 b 1259.48 a 0.157 <0.0001

C22:1n9 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.002 0.125 2.63 2.41 2.97 0.280 0.392
C24:1n9 0.58 b 0.87 a 0.74 ab 0.022 0.025 21.58 b 32.61 a 33.19 a 0.221 0.011

Σ Monounsaturated
fatty acids 34.56 a 34.34 a 33.48 b 0.124 0.0001 1278.11 b 1273.05 b 1488.96 a 0.139 <0.0001
C18:2n6 31.26 31.16 30.92 0.122 0.185 1150.38 b 1154.51 b 1375.25 a 0.128 <0.0001
C18:3n6 0.20 b 0.22 ab 0.25 a 0.004 0.0001 7.83 b 8.46 b 11.32 a 0.141 <0.0001
C20:2n6 0.29 0.27 0.28 0.006 0.077 10.36 9.80 7.88 0.275 0.292
C20:3n6 0.49 0.50 0.45 0.003 0.233 18.07 b 19.96 ab 22.32 a 0.232 0.023
C20:4n6 2.82 2.84 2.80 0.583 0.987 103.68 b 115.12 ab 122.88 a 0.233 0.025
C22:2n6 0.18 0.19 0.21 0.019 0.088 6.91 6.49 9.19 0.246 0.056
C22:3n6 0.16 c 0.32 a 0.23 b 0.143 0.0001 5.55 c 19.96 a 10.10 b 0.079 <0.0001
C22:4n6 0.22 0.24 0.24 0.150 0.058 6.90 b 7.33 b 10.53 a 0.212 0.006

Σ n‑6 35.62 35.74 35.38 0.350 0.125 1309.68 b 1324.67 b 1569.47 a 0.136 <0.0001
C18:3n3 0.57 a 0.52 b 0.54 ab 0.002 0.0001 19.52 b 18.68 b 23.10 a 0.415 <0.0001
C18:4n3 0.35 0.34 0.29 0.021 0.241 13.86 11.93 13.57 0.264 0.158
C20:3n3 0.34 0.35 0.40 0.084 0.711 12.59 13.58 17.85 0.252 0.082
C20:5n3 0.43 0.49 0.47 0.018 0.115 16.11 18.81 13.39 1.765 0.129
C22:5n3 0.11 0.09 0.07 0.005 0.065 4.23 4.30 3.70 0.284 0.484
C22:6n3 0.07 ab 0.05 b 0.10 a 0.007 0.026 2.51 b 2.01 b 4.47 a 0.213 0.006

Σ n‑3 1.87 1.84 1.87 0.025 0.624 56.73 b 68.45 b 78.90 a 0.142 <0.0001
Σ Polyunsaturated

fatty acids 37.50 37.58 37.24 0.551 0.175 1380.98 1393.12 1645.55 0.259 0.122
Other fatty acids 0.50 a 0.40 a 0.76 b 0.071 0.234 13.17 b 17.79 b 44.76 a 0.125 <0.0001

T0: control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; T2: experimental diet supplemented with 0.00002% Cr +2%
sea buckthorn leaves (SBL); a,b,c Means within a row with no common superscript differ (p < 0.05); and SEM =
standard error of the mean.

Table 6 shows the fatty acid profile of thigh meat. Total PUFAs did not differ between
groups. In the SFAs family, statistically significant differences were found for C14:0 acid:
T2 > T1 = T0, C16:0 acid: T2 = T1= T0, C17:0 acid: T2 > T1 = T0, and C18:0 acid: T2 > T1 = T0.
A higher content (p = 0.0001) of MUFAs, n‑3 PUFAs and n‑6 PUFAs was measured in the
thigh meat of chickens from the T2 group compared to T1 and T0 groups. In the MUFAs
family, statistically significant differences were found for C16:1 acid: T2 > T0 > T1; C17:1
acid: T2 > T0 = T1; C18:1 acid: T2 > T0 = T1; and C24:1n9 acid: T0 < T1 = T2. The following
relationships were noted in the n‑6 fatty acid family: C18:2n6 acid: T2 > T0 = T1; C18:3n6
acid: T2 > T0 = T1; C20:3n6 acid: T1 = T2 > T0; C20:4n6 acid: T1 = T2 > T0; C22:3n6 acid:
T1 > T2 > T0; and C22:4n6 acid: T2 > T0 = T1. In the n‑3 fatty‑acids family, statistically signif‑
icant differences were found for C18:3n3 acid: T2 > T1 = T0; and C22:6n3 acid: T2 > T1 = T0.

3.5. Nutritional Quality Indices of Meat Lipids
Figure 1 shows the effects of treatment on the nutritional quality indices of lipids

in breast and thigh meat. With respect to breast meat (Figure 1A), lower n‑6/n‑3 and
PUFA/MUFA ratios were observed in the T2 group compared with T0 and T1.
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Figure 1. Treatment effects on nutritional quality indices of the lipids in breast (A) and thigh meat 
(B) The main effects of diet are presented in each graph (Prism Graph 9.03). Data are presented as 
mean SEM (n = 6 broilers/group). Asterisks denote statistical significance (p > 0.1234 ns, * p ≤ 0.0332, 
** p ≤ 0.0021, *** p ≤ 0.0002, **** p < 0.0001); T0: control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; T2: 
experimental diet supplemented with 0.00002% Cr +2% sea buckthorn leaves (SBL); AI = atherogenic 
index; TI = Thrombogenicity index; SI= saturation index; h/H = Hypo/hypercholesterolemic index; 
and HPI = health-promoting index. ns= non-significant.  

Figure 1. Treatment effects on nutritional quality indices of the lipids in breast (A) and thigh meat
(B) The main effects of diet are presented in each graph (Prism Graph 9.03). Data are presented as
mean SEM (n = 6 broilers/group). Asterisks denote statistical significance (p > 0.1234 ns, * p≤ 0.0332,
** p ≤ 0.0021, *** p ≤ 0.0002, **** p < 0.0001); T0: control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; T2:
experimental diet supplemented with 0.00002% Cr +2% sea buckthorn leaves (SBL); AI = atherogenic
index; TI = Thrombogenicity index; SI= saturation index; h/H = Hypo/hypercholesterolemic index;
and HPI = health‑promoting index. ns= non‑significant.

However, the h/H ratio was significantly higher in the breasts of the T2 group than
in those of the T0 group. AI, TI, SI, and HPI values did not show significant differences
between treatments. For thigh meat, nutritional quality indices (Figure 1B), PUFA n‑6/n‑3,
PUFA/MUFA ratio, AI, TI, h/H, SI, and HPI values did not show significant differences
between the groups.

3.6. Bioactive Nutrient Content of Breast and Thigh Meat
Figure 2 shows the accumulation factors (AF) of bioactive nutrients in chicken breast

(A) and thigh (B) under the influence of different treatments. The increased intake of xan‑
thophylls due to the addition of sea buckthorn leaves in the diet resulted in an increase
in the concentrations of lutein and zeaxanthin in the chicken breast and thigh of group T2
compared to group T0 (p = 0.012).

The accumulation of vitamin E was lower in the breast and thigh meat of chickens fed
T1 and T2 treatments compared to T0 (p < 0.000). Moreover, the TPC accumulation factor
increased in the thigh meat of T2 compared to T1 and T0 (p = 0.0001), without the same
trend in the breast meat (p = 0.06).

Regarding the mineral profile, the accumulation factor of Fe and Zn was significantly
lower in the breasts of group T2 compared to other treatments (p = 0.0001; p = 0.001). How‑
ever, in the thigh meat, the content of Fe and Zn was higher in T2 than in T0. Zinc content
decreased in T1 compared to T0 (p = 0.0001). Copper and manganese content were below
the method detection limit in the breast samples; in thigh meat, copper content showed no
significant difference between treatments, but the manganese level was higher in T1 than
in the other treatments (p = 0.004).
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Figure 2. Bioactive nutrients accumulation factors (AF) in chicken breast (A) and thigh (B) under 
the influence of different treatments (error bar represents a range of 95% confidence). T0: control 
diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; and T2: experimental diet supplemented with 0.00002% Cr 
+2% sea buckthorn leaves (SBL). 

The accumulation of vitamin E was lower in the breast and thigh meat of chickens 
fed T1 and T2 treatments compared to T0 (p < 0.000). Moreover, the TPC accumulation 
factor increased in the thigh meat of T2 compared to T1 and T0 (p = 0.0001), without the 
same trend in the breast meat (p = 0.06). 
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Figure 2. Bioactive nutrients accumulation factors (AF) in chicken breast (A) and thigh (B) under the
influence of different treatments (error bar represents a range of 95% confidence). T0: control diet;
T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; and T2: experimental diet supplemented with 0.00002% Cr +2% sea
buckthorn leaves (SBL).

3.7. Antioxidant and Lipid Oxidative Stability of Chicken Meat
The effect of feeding Cr alone or in combination with SBL on TAC of chicken breast

and thigh meat is shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Bar graph illustrating total antioxidant capacity (TAC) as µg Trolox of chicken breast (A)
and thigh (B). Asterisks denote statistical significance (p > 0.1234 ns, * p ≤ 0.0332, ** p ≤ 0.0021); T0:
control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; T2: experimental diet supplemented with 0.00002%
Cr +2% sea buckthorn leaves (SBL); ns = non‑significant.

The breast samples from T2 and T1 showed a higher antioxidant capacity compared
to those from T0 (p = 0.005). However, in the thigh meat, TAC showed a higher activity
only in group T2 than in T1 and T0.

The effect of feeding Cr alone or in combination with SBL on the TBARS of chicken
breast and thigh meat is shown in Figure 4. Feeding Cr alone or in combination with
SBL in chicken diets decreased the TBARS concentration in breast meat after 7 days of
refrigeration storage. However, the treatments had no effect on TBARS in thigh meat.



Antioxidants 2022, 11, 2220 12 of 22

Antioxidants 2022, 11, 2220 12 of 22 
 

 
Figure 3. Bar graph illustrating total antioxidant capacity (TAC) as µg Trolox of chicken breast (A) 
and thigh (B). Asterisks denote statistical significance (p > 0.1234 ns, * p ≤ 0.0332, ** p ≤ 0.0021); T0: 
control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; T2: experimental diet supplemented with 0.00002% Cr 
+2% sea buckthorn leaves (SBL); ns = non-significant. 

The breast samples from T2 and T1 showed a higher antioxidant capacity compared 
to those from T0 (p = 0.005). However, in the thigh meat, TAC showed a higher activity 
only in group T2 than in T1 and T0. 

The effect of feeding Cr alone or in combination with SBL on the TBARS of chicken 
breast and thigh meat is shown in Figure 4. Feeding Cr alone or in combination with SBL 
in chicken diets decreased the TBARS concentration in breast meat after 7 days of 
refrigeration storage. However, the treatments had no effect on TBARS in thigh meat. 

 
Figure 4. Bar graph illustrating lipid oxidation status (as TBARS, µg MDA/kg) of chicken breast (A) 
and thigh (B) after 7 days of storage. Asterisks denote statistical significance (** p ≤ 0.0021, *** p ≤ 
0.0002, **** p < 0.0001); T0: control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; T2: experimental diet sup-
plemented with 0.00002% Cr +2% sea buckthorn leaves (SBL), ns = non-significant. 

3.8. The Relationship between Meat Characteristics Given by Pearson Correlation Matrix 
Figure 5 shows the correlations between the different meat quality items. To account 

for multiple testing, only those differences that have p-values < 0.05 are discussed. 

  

T0 T1 T2
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

Treatment

μM
 T

ro
lo

x

✱

✱✱

ns

A

T0 T1 T2
0

1

2

3

Treatment

μM
 T

ro
lo

x

ns

✱

✱

B

  

T0 T1 T2
0

50

100

150

200

250

Treatment

TB
AR

S 
(μ

g/
kg

)

✱✱

✱✱✱✱

✱✱✱

A

T0 T1 T2
0

200

400

600

800

Treatment

TB
AR

S 
(μ

g/
kg

)

B

Figure 4. Bar graph illustrating lipid oxidation status (as TBARS, µg MDA/kg) of chicken breast
(A) and thigh (B) after 7 days of storage. Asterisks denote statistical significance (** p ≤ 0.0021,
*** p ≤ 0.0002, **** p < 0.0001); T0: control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; T2: experimental
diet supplemented with 0.00002% Cr +2% sea buckthorn leaves (SBL), ns = non‑significant.

3.8. The Relationship between Meat Characteristics Given by Pearson Correlation Matrix
Figure 5 shows the correlations between the different meat quality items. To account

for multiple testing, only those differences that have p‑values < 0.05 are discussed.
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Figure 5. Heatmaps representing the correlation between meat quality characteristics in breast (A) 
and thigh meat (B). Each cell contains the corresponding correlation and is color-coded by the cor-
relation according to the color legend on the left, where red indicates a strong positive correlation 
and violet indicates a strong negative correlation. The stronger the correlation, the darker is the 
color. Abbreviations: ALA—alfa-linolenic acid; EPA—eicosapentaenoic acid; DHA—docosahex-
aenoic acid; TPC—total phenolic content; TAC—total antioxidant capacity; and TBARS—thiobarbi-
turic reactive species. T0: control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; and T2: experimental diet 
supplemented with 0.00002% Cr +2% sea buckthorn leaves (SBL). 

In breast meat (Figure 5A), ALA was positively correlated with EPA (p < 0.05), vita-
min E, Zn, and negatively correlated with TPC and TAC. In addition, TAC was negatively 
correlated with Fe, Zn, and TBARS and positively correlated with DHA. As shown in Fig-
ure 4, EPA was negatively correlated with DHA, lutein, and zeaxanthin and positively 
correlated with vitamin E, Fe, and Zn. As for the content of DHA, a positive correlation 
was found with TAC, lutein, and zeaxanthin and a negative correlation with vitamin E, 
Fe, and TBARS. Lutein and zeaxanthin were negatively correlated with EPA, vitamin E, 
Fe, and TBARS and positively correlated with DHA and TAC. Regression analysis 
showed a positive correlation of zinc with vitamin E, Fe, and EPA and a negative correla-
tion with TAC. TBARS was found to be negatively correlated with DHA, TAC, lutein, and 
zeaxanthin and positively correlated with vitamin E and Fe. 

In thigh meat (Figure 5B), ALA was positively correlated with TBARS and DHA. In 
addition, TBARS was negatively correlated with Mn. A negative correlation was found 
between DHA and Mn and a positive correlation between DHA and TAC, Cu, and Zn. 
EPA was negatively correlated with Cu (p = 0.0016) and Zn (p = 0.018). Regression analysis 
showed a negative correlation between TPC and vitamin E and a positive correlation be-
tween TPC, TAC, lutein and zeaxanthin, Fe, and Zn. In addition, TAC was positively cor-
related with DHA, TPC, lutein, and zeaxanthin, and Zn. Lutein and zeaxanthin were neg-
atively correlated with vitamin E, whereas they were positively correlated with TPC, TAC, 
Fe, and Zn. A negative correlation was found between vitamin E and TPC, lutein, and 
zeaxanthin and Fe. Cu was negatively correlated with Mn and EPA and positively corre-
lated with DHA and Zn. Regression analysis showed a negative correlation between Fe 
and vitamin E and a positive correlation with TAC, TPC, lutein, and zeaxanthin. Mn was 
negatively correlated with DHA, Cu, Zn, and TBARS. With respect to Zn, significant 

Figure 5. Heatmaps representing the correlation between meat quality characteristics in breast
(A) and thigh meat (B). Each cell contains the corresponding correlation and is color‑coded by the cor‑
relation according to the color legend on the left, where red indicates a strong positive correlation and
violet indicates a strong negative correlation. The stronger the correlation, the darker is the color. Ab‑
breviations: ALA—alfa‑linolenic acid; EPA—eicosapentaenoic acid; DHA—docosahexaenoic acid;
TPC—total phenolic content; TAC—total antioxidant capacity; and TBARS—thiobarbituric reactive
species. T0: control diet; T1: treatment with 0.00002% Cr; and T2: experimental diet supplemented
with 0.00002% Cr +2% sea buckthorn leaves (SBL).

In breast meat (Figure 5A), ALA was positively correlated with EPA (p < 0.05), vitamin
E, Zn, and negatively correlated with TPC and TAC. In addition, TAC was negatively cor‑
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related with Fe, Zn, and TBARS and positively correlated with DHA. As shown in Figure 4,
EPA was negatively correlated with DHA, lutein, and zeaxanthin and positively correlated
with vitamin E, Fe, and Zn. As for the content of DHA, a positive correlation was found
with TAC, lutein, and zeaxanthin and a negative correlation with vitamin E, Fe, and TBARS.
Lutein and zeaxanthin were negatively correlated with EPA, vitamin E, Fe, and TBARS and
positively correlated with DHA and TAC. Regression analysis showed a positive correla‑
tion of zinc with vitamin E, Fe, and EPA and a negative correlation with TAC. TBARS was
found to be negatively correlated with DHA, TAC, lutein, and zeaxanthin and positively
correlated with vitamin E and Fe.

In thigh meat (Figure 5B), ALA was positively correlated with TBARS and DHA. In
addition, TBARS was negatively correlated with Mn. A negative correlation was found
between DHA and Mn and a positive correlation between DHA and TAC, Cu, and Zn.
EPA was negatively correlated with Cu (p = 0.0016) and Zn (p = 0.018). Regression analy‑
sis showed a negative correlation between TPC and vitamin E and a positive correlation
between TPC, TAC, lutein and zeaxanthin, Fe, and Zn. In addition, TAC was positively
correlated with DHA, TPC, lutein, and zeaxanthin, and Zn. Lutein and zeaxanthin were
negatively correlated with vitamin E, whereas they were positively correlated with TPC,
TAC, Fe, and Zn. A negative correlation was found between vitamin E and TPC, lutein, and
zeaxanthin and Fe. Cu was negatively correlated with Mn and EPA and positively corre‑
lated with DHA and Zn. Regression analysis showed a negative correlation between Fe
and vitamin E and a positive correlation with TAC, TPC, lutein, and zeaxanthin. Mn was
negatively correlated with DHA, Cu, Zn, and TBARS. With respect to Zn, significant neg‑
ative correlations were observed with EPA and Mn and a positive correlation with DHA,
TPC, TAC, lutein and zeaxanthin, and Cu.

4. Discussion
4.1. Chemical Composition of Sea Buckthorn Leaves (SBL)

Analysis of the nutrient profiles of sea buckthorn leaves (SBL) has shown that they
are rich in bioactive antioxidant compounds, such as hydrophilic antioxidants (polyphe‑
nols) and lipophilic antioxidants (xanthophyll, vitamin E) and microelements, especially
Fe. Due to their high content of phenols and carotenoids, the studied sea buckthorn leaves
have a high antioxidant capacity (demonstrated by the ability to scavenge DPPH free radi‑
cal). Many other studies showed the greatest nutritional value of sea buckthorn leaves and
reported high concentrations of polyphenols ranging from 41.60 to 103 mg GAE/g [32,33],
flavonoids content ranging from 5.63 to 14.37 mg rutin equivalent/g [34], vitamin E,
54.1–659.0 mg/kg [35,36], carotenoids, 3.5–4.2 mg/100 [37], and antioxidant capacity rang‑
ing from 123.47 to 138.72 mg Trolox equivalent/g [33]. All previous results from the litera‑
ture are consistent with those in this study.

Recent studies have shown that sea buckthorn leaf extract has a high concentration of
polyphenols and a high antioxidant capacity (expressed as mg Trolox equivalent/g) [11,33].
Other researchers [9] have shown that the lipophilic antioxidants presented in SBL account
for 3–8% of the total antioxidant activity of the extract. The wide range between the results
of studies in the literature is due to many factors, including genetic characteristics, climate,
soil conditions, plant maturity, harvest time, drying method, time, and temperature [38].
The data from the present study showed that SBL are also a rich source of minerals, es‑
pecially Fe, Mn, and Zn. The results are consistent with those of other studies [39,40]. In
addition, there is evidence that sea buckthorn leaves contain a similar concentration of
minerals as the fruits [33].

In addition to their valuable antioxidant profile, sea buckthorn leaves have a consid‑
erable content of α‑linolenic acid (ALA), a higher concentration of PUFA than of SFA, and
a double concentration of Σ n‑3 fatty acids than of Σ n‑6. Other authors [35] showed a
significant concentration of ALA, but higher (51.1 %) than in our study.
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4.2. Broiler Performance and Carcass and Cuts Yiled
Supplementation with Cr or Cr and SBL to broilers diets did not influence the body

weight, average daily feed intake, average body weight gain, or feed conversion ratio of
broiler. The carcass quality and organ development were not affected by dietary supple‑
mentation with Cr and SBL. Organic chromium in the form of chromium picolinate (CrPic)
was often used as a feed additive in previous studies involving the effect of chromium on
the broiler growth performance. Some researchers found broilers fed supplemental CrPic
showed a positive effect on growth performance [41] and others, whose results are in agree‑
ment with those of our study, showed no effect [42]. To our knowledge there have been
no studies investigating the effects of the use of both Cr and SBL supplements in broiler
diet on broiler performance and carcass and organ development.

4.3. Proximate Composition of Chicken Meat
The proximate composition of breast meat was not affected by dietary supplemen‑

tation with Cr (T1) or Cr and SBL (T2). These results are in agreement with those re‑
ported by [43] which showed no effect on meat crude fat when Cr was supplemented in
broiler diets.

In chicken thigh meat, the addition of Cr and SBL in the diet results in a significant in‑
crease in the crude fat content compared to the other treatments. Moreover, in addition to
the amount of fat, the quality is also important. Data on the effects of sea buckthorn leaves
on the proximate composition of broiler meat are lacking. However, crude fat content in
Longissimus thoracis was increased in lambs fed sea buckthorn pomace [44]. A literature
study in mice showed that SBL, especially its flavonoid glycosides, prevented adiposity
and dyslipidemia by suppressing lipogenesis and dietary fat absorption [45]. Although
no significant differences were observed in this study, others [46] observed an improve‑
ment in the protein content of breast and thigh meat of broiler chickens fed sea buckthorn
leaves, pulp, and oil (1000 ppm sea buckthorn leaf extract, 400 ppm sea buckthorn pulp,
and 0.5 mL/kg sea buckthorn seed oil). Data from the literature have shown that the sole
administration of Cr in chicken feed reduces the crude fat composition of the meat [47–49].

4.4. Fatty Acid Profile of Chicken Meat
Fatty acid composition is of great importance for the nutritional quality, flavor, and

oxidative stability of chicken meat, since the degree of unsaturation in the fat is critical for
the susceptibility to oxidation. In the present study, the fatty acid composition could be
effectively changed by the addition of Cr and SBL. The addition of Cr and SBL to the diet
increased the total saturated fatty acid (Σ SFA) content, especially C14:0, C16:0, C17:0, and
C18:0 in thigh muscles, while no difference was observed in breast meat. As can be seen
from the above results, the association of Cr with SBL stimulated lipogenesis. The con‑
centration of monounsaturated fatty acids (Σ MUFA) and total omega 3 polyunsaturated
fatty acids (Σ n‑3) expressed in mg/100 g of meat were significantly higher in the breast
and thigh meat in response to Cr and SBL treatment. In fact, the Cr + SBL diet effectively
increased the concentration of Σ n‑6 PUFA in thigh meat, whereas no difference was ob‑
served in breast meat. The results from the present study indicate that the fatty acid profile
in thigh meat is partially different from that in breast meat. This observation suggests that
nutritional regulation may be different in the breast and thigh muscles. However, some au‑
thors [50] have shown that the difference could also be due to the structure and functions
of the breast and thigh tissues. In our study, Σ n‑6 PUFA were preferentially deposited
in the thigh rather than in the breast meat, regardless of the dietary treatment. These re‑
sults could be due to the different lipid composition of these two tissue types; the breast
is composed of phospholipids, whereas the thigh contains triglycerides. According to sev‑
eral authors [50,51], n‑3 PUFA are preferentially accumulated in phospholipids, but in our
study n‑3 PUFA were found in greater amounts in the thigh muscle (which is a storage
tissue composed mainly of triglycerides) regardless of the treatment applied, than in the
breast muscle (a storage tissue composed mainly of phospholipids). Similar results were
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first reported by [50] for adipose tissue which, despite being a storage tissue composed
mainly of triglycerides, preferentially accumulated n‑3 PUFA. The exact distribution of
fatty acids is rather unclear and not generally valid. According to some researchers [50,52],
situations are conceivable in which fatty acids may be redistributed to other tissue types
than expected in response to metabolic demand.

Although α‑linolenic acid (ALA) had significantly lower concentrations in the breasts
of group T2 compared with that of group T0, the long‑chain polyunsaturated fatty acid (LC‑
PUFA), and docosahexaenoic acid (C22:6n‑3, DHA), increased significantly in these groups.
The concentration of ALA was significantly higher in the thigh meat of T2 compared with
T0, but similarly to breast meat, the concentration of DHA increased. In this context, some
authors [53] have shown that diet manipulation is an effective tool to improve the conver‑
sion of ALA to n‑3 LC‑PUFA by exploiting the metabolism of birds. LC‑PUFA is formed
from ALA through a series of reactions, such as chain elongation, and desaturation of ALA.
According to some authors [54], dietary fatty acids are competitively metabolized, showing
a preference for n‑3 PUFA over n‑6 PUFA. As indicated by our results, diets containing Cr
and SBL increased the concentrations of C22:5 n‑3 (DPA), C22:6 n‑3 (DHA), and n‑3 PUFA
in the thigh muscles of chickens compared with the control treatment (T0). This trend of im‑
proving DHA content in meat is important because it is essential for brain tissue growth
and function, especially during development and infancy [55], reduces the incidence of
cardiovascular disease and preterm birth, protects against allergies, boosts immunity, and
improves cognitive function [56]. A poultry product enriched with DHA that redresses nu‑
tritional imbalances in today’s diet and meets associated nutritional health requirements
is attractive to the modern, educated consumer [57]. The current research is already tak‑
ing steps to deepen the topic of meat enrichment with LC‑PUFA, especially DHA, because
according to current data, the bioconversion rate of ALA (abundant in vegetable oils) to
DHA in the human body is extremely low [56], with most of ALA β‑oxidized, and there‑
fore DHA‑rich foods and DHA supplements are the two main exogenous sources used to
obtain additional DHA needed for the biological functions of the human body. In addition,
the current study found that Cr and SBL supplemented diets effectively converted ALA to
DHA, which cannot be synthesized in the body but is required for maintaining optimal hu‑
man health and nutrition, and its storage in selected tissues (breast and thigh). The main
reason for this could be that Cr, together with SBL, has antioxidant properties that could
contribute significantly to the protection against peroxidation of oxidative‑labile PUFA. In
the context of a healthy diet and to reduce the risk of heart disease or death, the recom‑
mendation for n‑3 LC‑PUFA in the diet is about 250 mg per day [5,58]. For example, with
one serving (150 g each) of breast meat from groups T1 and T2 in a standard meal, we can
achieve n‑3 PUFA intakes levels of 38.89 mg and 44.19 mg, respectively. This means that
by eating a 150 g serving of chicken breast, up to 17.67% and 15.55% of PUFA n‑3 of the
recommended daily intake of n‑3 PUFA is covered. These amounts are small compared
to LC‑PUFA sources such as seafood, but it is certainly interesting, considering that these
meats are not a source of fat, as they have a low fat content.

4.5. Nutritional Quality Indices of Meat Lipids
Usually, the nutritional value of meat and the health suitability of meat fat for hu‑

man consumption are evaluated by some nutritional indices (PUFA/Σ MUFA, Σ n‑6/ Σ n‑3,
AI, TI, SI, h/H). In the current study, the higher PUFA/MUFA ratio and lower n‑6/n3 ra‑
tio in the breast meat of chickens receiving SBL and Cr indicated their health‑promoting
effects. Meat with a lower n‑6/n‑3 ratio is more desirable for reducing the risk of many
chronic diseases [59].

In this study, dietary supplementation with SBL and Cr increased the h/H ratio in
breast meat, confirming the theory that dietary antioxidants are effective in lowering the
level of hypercholesterolemic fatty acids, resulting in an improved fatty acid pattern in
storage tissues [60]. In addition, the prevention of adiposity and dyslipidemia was found
to be due to the high flavonoid glycoside content, including isorhamnetin 3‑glucoside and
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quercetin 3‑glucoside of SBL [61,62]. Other theories pointed out by researchers showed
that various parts of sea buckthorn (the seeds, pulp, peel, and leaves) contain phytosterols
that have anticholesterolemic effects in chickens by reducing hepatic cholesterol forma‑
tion through decreasing the activity of enzymes, such as 3‑hydroxy‑3methyle glutaryl co
enzyme A reductase [63,64]. In addition, there was convincing evidence that supplemen‑
tation with sea buckthorn seeds (2 and 3 g/kg) improved egg quality and cholesterol levels
in Rhode Island Red × Fayoumi laying hens [65].

Both AI and TI characterize the atherogenic potential of fatty acids; the lower the val‑
ues of AI and TI, the greater the proportion of anti‑atherogenic fatty acids present in meat.
Myristic and palmitic acids are among the most atherogenic agents, whereas stearic acid
is considered neutral in terms of atherogenicity but thrombogenic [66,67]. In our study,
no differences were observed between treatments for myristic and palmitic acid, which
was reflected in the results of AI, and TI. Moreover, the indices h/H, SI and HPI were not
affected by dietary supplementation.

4.6. Bioactive Nutrient Content of Breast and Thigh Meat
The shift in consumer dietary and lifestyle habits toward healthy eating is now a real‑

ity. The quality of chicken meat can be easily improved for nutrients with certain functional
properties by dietary manipulations [53]. Feeding chickens a combination of SBL and Cr
improved fat‑soluble antioxidant compounds (lutein and zeaxanthin) in breast and thigh
meat, while water‑soluble antioxidant compounds (polyphenols) increased only in thigh
meat samples. This may be due to the presence of a variety of phytomolecules in SBL that
are transferred to storage tissues. It is difficult to determine the combination of supple‑
ments that will lead to optimal results because the physiological effects of using plants in
the diet are due to multiple chemical substances with interactions, metabolism, and com‑
plex effects. Nevertheless, vitamin E was poorly deposited in the breast and thigh meat of
chickens fed T1 and T2 treatments compared to T0. Similar results were reported by [25]
when Cr was supplemented in combination with creeping wood sorrel in chicken diets.
However, other authors [68] showed that the vitamin E content of sea buckthorn fruit oil
had no significant effect on the depostion in rat livers and attributed this effect to the high
individual variability of the biological response between the animals used.

Finally, the bioaccumulation of essential metals (Fe, Cu, Mn, and Zn) in chicken meat
was different, depending on the type of meat. Basically, under the influence of Cr and SBL
feeding, chicken thigh meat was enriched in Zn and Fe, while in breast meat the mineral
levels decreased. A similar trend was observed by [29] when feeding minerals and medic‑
inal plant extracts. Others [69] also showed a positive effect of Cr on Fe and Zn deposition.
Feeding Cr alone increased Mn level but decreased Zn content in thigh meat compared to
basal treatment.

The discrepancy in mineral accumulation could be due to the antagonism between
minerals or to the chemical composition of the chicken feed, which contains other chelating
agents, such as amino acids and proteins from soybean and corn [29]. This fact leads to
competition between polyphenols and amino acids for complexation and bioaccumulation
of metals.

4.7. Lipid Oxidation Status of Chicken Meat
The results of the present study indicate that supplementation of Cr alone and Cr and

SBL in broiler diets increases TAC levels in both breast and thigh meat samples. Both
Cr and SBL are/contain antioxidant compounds involved in exogenous antioxidant de‑
fense mechanisms in living cells. Several studies reported the antioxidant capacity of SBL
in vitro [33,40,70]. Although they have different antioxidant mechanisms of action, in the
present study it was observed that the addition of Cr and SBL in the diet improved the
antioxidant activity in tissues compared with Cr alone.

In the current study, Cr alone or together with SBL in the diet significantly and ef‑
fectively reduced the lipid oxidation process in breast meat, which was confirmed by a



Antioxidants 2022, 11, 2220 17 of 22

significantly lower TBARS level after 7 days of storage. Therefore, considering that the
breast meat samples from groups T1 and T2 had increased levels of DHA (particularly sus‑
ceptible to oxidation), it can be assumed that SBL together with Cr protects unsaturated
fatty acids from oxidative damage. This antioxidant mechanism is not unique; there are
many pathways by which antioxidant compounds could exert the protective effect against
the oxidative damage of PUFA: by reducing the rate of free radical chain initiation, by
scavenging the initiating free radicals or by stabilizing transition metal radicals, such as
copper and iron [71,72]. Chicken is the most perishable meat after fish due to its unsatu‑
rated fatty acid content [55]. The most commonly used cut of broiler chicken worldwide
is breast, whose demand has continued to increase due to its high protein and low‑fat con‑
tent. Compared to breast (“white meat”), the thigh meat (“dark meat”) is not as highly
valued by consumers because it has a higher fat content. However, since the content of vi‑
tamins, xanthophylls, and antioxidant capacity in thigh meat was increased in this study,
the consumers’ concept may change, which would bring commercial benefits.

Prepared meat products or ready‑to‑eat products are becoming more common in both
the retail and foodservice segments [73]. Technological steps in meat processing facilitate
the interaction of pro‑oxidants with polyunsaturated fatty acids, dilute antioxidants, and
increase tissue exposure to oxygen [74]. Increasing the oxidative stability of LC‑PUFA‑
enriched breast meat is also important from a technological, commercial, and culinary per‑
spective. Higher oxidative stability is associated with a longer shelf life of meat. Thus, in
this study, increasing the oxidative stability and antioxidant capacity of the breast, even
under the conditions of LC‑PUFA enrichment, has a commercial and technological advan‑
tage over thigh meat by increasing shelf life and enabling processing technology (e.g., the
production of chicken patties, chicken nuggets, etc.), under conditions that may minimize
the impact on oxidation.

In addition, the increase in antioxidant capacity and decrease in the oxidative stress
marker TBARS in breast meat could probably be due to the different antioxidant compo‑
nents of SBL and Cr. There are many studies highlighting the effectiveness of SBL in re‑
tarding lipid peroxidation in vitro and in vivo models [70,75]. For example, the addition of
0.2% SBL extract to sausages after 20 days of storage resulted in significantly lower levels
of TBARS than the commercial sausage mixture with nitrite and ascorbic acid [70]. Other
authors [75] found that the addition of 0.3% SBL to raw ground pork improved antioxidant
potential and oxidative stability for up to 9 days during refrigerated storage.

4.8. The Relationship between Meat Characteristics Given by Pearson Correlation Matrix
The Pearson correlation matrix shows that vitamin E, Fe, and Zn have a stronger in‑

fluence on ALA and EPA deposits in breast meat than polyphenols. However, the results
of the present study show that lutein and zeaxanthin contribute to an increase in DHA
and TAC concentration and a decrease in the TBARS levels of breast meat. In this con‑
text, the interpretation may be that these bioactive compounds exerted a high antioxidant
activity that promoted the bioconversion of ALA to DHA and protected its oxidation, as
shown by the reduction of the TBARS level in breast meat. Therefore, the protective effects
of the experimental diets against lipid peroxidation in stored breast meat are polyphenol‑
independent; similar results were observed by [76]. However, in this study, Fe induced
the formation of lipid oxidation products and thus acted as a prooxidant.

In thigh meat, the TBARS was negatively correlated with Mn, indicating that Mn acts
as an antioxidant. However, DHA was negatively correlated with Mn, suggesting that Mn
may counteract the formation of LC‑PUFA, which causes more rapid lipid oxidation. The
same was true for Zn, which affected the levels of EPA and Mn in thigh meat. As in breast
and thigh meat, DHA increased because of the increase in TAC, and in addition to the val‑
ues observed in breast, DHA also increased in thigh meat because of the increase in Cu
and Zn. The contribution of bioactive compounds to TAC was highly variable depending
on the meat type (breast or thigh). The results of this study showed that lutein and zeax‑
anthin were the major contributors to antioxidant capacity in breast meat, whereas lutein
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and zeaxanthin, polyphenols, and Zn were in thigh meat. In this context, recent studies
have shown that the antioxidant properties of polyphenolic compounds do not play the
major role in their mode of action [76], since their bioavailability is quite low.

In thigh meat, vitamin E was negatively correlated with lutein and zeaxanthin, TPC,
and Fe. Although some studies have shown that dietary polyphenols can protect vitamin E
by acting as a kind of first‑class antioxidant [77,78], an opposite trend was found in our
study. The relationship between bioactive compounds (polyphenols, xanthophyll, etc.)
and vitamin E is not easily and completely clarified and it could well be that phenols influ‑
ence the redistribution of the vitamin between tissues and plasma [76]. Some authors [79]
have shown that dietary antioxidants behave differently with respect to the absorption
of α‑tocopherol. The authors showed that naringenin can impair intestinal absorption of
α‑tocopherol, which can result in lower deposits in targeted tissues. It has been pointed out
that bioaccessibility and uptake of fat‑soluble vitamins correlate negatively with the pres‑
ence of fibers, phytates, saponins or tannins [80,81]. Tannins are secondary compounds,
formed in plant leaves, fruits and bark [80,82]. The negative correlation between total
polyphenols and vitamin E content observed in our study could be due to the possible
presence of tannins in sea buckthorn leaves. To confirm these hypotheses, further stud‑
ies need to be performed to determine the concentration of tannins and to investigate the
effects on vitamin E bioaccessibility.

In this study, vitamin E and lutein and zeaxanthin have antagonistic effects because
they are fat‑soluble compounds and probably have the same transport mechanism, so they
compete for the transporters. The interactive antioxidant effects are closely related to the
bioaccessibility and bioavailability of phytochemicals. This interaction between antioxi‑
dants is the result of the actual fractions of phytochemicals that are absorbed, distributed
in the different cells or tissues, metabolized, and available at specific sites or targets of
phytochemicals [83]. Further studies on bioavailability need to be conducted to clarify
this mechanism.

5. Conclusions
The use of Cr in combination with a natural antioxidant source (SBL) in chicken feed

resulted in meat with beneficial health properties by increasing the content of nutrients,
such as xanthophylls and minerals, improving the fatty acid pattern, promoting the in‑
crease in DHA in meat, and effectively reducing their oxidation. Furthermore, lipid
metabolism and antioxidant activity differed between breast and thigh meat: n‑6 and
n‑3 PUFA deposited preferentially in thigh meat rather than in breast meat, and oxidative
stability increased in breast meat.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.S.; methodology, M.S., T.D.P. and P.A.V.; software,
M.S.; validation, M.S., A.E.U. and T.D.P.; formal analysis, M.S., A.E.U., I.V., R.P.T. and A.‑G.O.; in‑
vestigation, M.S.; Project administration, T.D.P.; resources, M.S.; data curation, M.S. and A.E.U.;
writing—original draft preparation, M.S.; writing—review and editing, A.E.U. and P.A.V. All au‑
thors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Ministry of Research, Innovation and Digitalisation,
Project PN 19 09 0102, and the National Research Development Project Projects to Finance Excel‑
lence (PFE)‑8/2021.

Institutional ReviewBoard Statement: The animal study protocol was approved by the Ethics Com‑
mittee of National Research and Development Institute for Biology and Animal Nutrition
(no. 52/30.07.2014) for studies involving animals.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: All data are contained within the article.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, or
in the decision to publish the results.



Antioxidants 2022, 11, 2220 19 of 22

References
1. Petracci, M.; Bianchi, M.; Mudalal, S.; Cavani, C. Functional ingredients for poultry meat products. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2013,

33, 27–39. [CrossRef]
2. Ravindran, V. FAO Poultry Development Review. Poultry Feed Availability and Nutrition in Developing Countries: Main

Ingredients Used in Poultry Feed Formulations. 2013. Available online: http://www.fao.org/docrep/019/i3531e/i3531e.pdf
(accessed on 2 November 2022).

3. World Cancer Research Fund/American Institute for Cancer Research. Food, Nutrition, Physical Activity, and the Prevention of
Cancer: A Global Perspective; AICR: Washington, DC, USA, 2007.

4. Esposito, K.; Chiodini, P.; Maiorino, M.I.; Bellastella, G.; Panagiotakos, D.; Giugliano, D. Which diet for prevention of type 2
diabetes? A meta‑analysis of prospective studies. Endocrine 2014, 47, 107–116. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. EFSA Panel on Dietetic Products, Nutrition, and Allergies (NDA). Scientific Opinion on Dietary Reference Values for fats, includ‑
ing saturated fatty acids, polyunsaturated fatty acids, monounsaturated fatty acids, trans fatty acids, and cholesterol. EFSA J.
2010, 8, 1461.

6. Albergamo, A.; Vadalà, R.; Nava, V.; Bartolomeo, G.; Rando, R.; Colombo, N.; Gualtieri, R.; Petracci, M.; Di Bella, G.; Costa,
R. Effect of dietary enrichment with flaxseed, vitamin e and selenium, and of market class on the broiler breast meat—Part 1:
Nutritional and functional traits. Nutrients 2022, 14, 1666. [CrossRef]

7. Vlaicu, P.A.; Untea, A.E.; Turcu, R.P.; Saracila, M.; Panaite, T.D.; Cornescu, G.M. Nutritional composition and bioactive com‑
pounds of basil, thyme and sage plant additives and their functionality on broiler thigh meat quality. Foods 2022, 11, 1105.
[CrossRef]

8. Ma, X.; Yang, W.; Kallio, H.; Yang, B. Health promoting properties and sensory characteristics of phytochemicals in berries and
leaves of sea buckthorn (Hippophaë rhamnoides). Crit. Rev. Food Sci. Nutr. 2021, 62, 3798–3816. [CrossRef]

9. Górnaś, P.; Šnē, E.; Siger, A.; Segliņa, D. Sea buckthorn (Hippophae rhamnoides L.) leaves as valuable source of lipophilic antioxi‑
dants: The effect of harvest time, sex, drying and extraction methods. Ind. Crops Prod. 2014, 60, 1–7. [CrossRef]

10. Raudone, L.; Puzerytė, V.; Vilkickyte, G.; Niekyte, A.; Lanauskas, J.; Viskelis, J.; Viskelis, P. Sea buckthorn leaf powders: The
impact of cultivar and drying mode on antioxidant, phytochemical, and chromatic profile of valuable resource. Molecules 2021,
26, 4765. [CrossRef]

11. Radenkovs, V.; Püssa, T.; Juhnevica‑Radenkova, K.; Anton, D.; Seglina, D. Phytochemical characterization and antimicrobial
evaluation of young leaf/shoot and press cake extracts from Hippophae rhamnoides L. Food Biosci. 2018, 24, 56–66. [CrossRef]

12. Pap, N.; Reshamwala, D.; Korpinen, R.; Kilpeläinen, P.; Fidelis, M.; Furtado, M.M.; Granato, D. Toxicological and bioactivity
evaluation of blackcurrant press cake, sea buckthorn leaves and bark from Scots pine and Norway spruce extracts under a green
integrated approach. Food Chem. Toxicol. 2021, 153, 112284. [CrossRef]

13. Hathwar, S.C.; Rai, A.K.; Modi, V.K.; Narayan, B. Characteristics and consumer acceptance of healthier meat and meat product
formulations—A review. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2012, 49, 653–664. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Aschemann‑Witzel, J.; Stangherlin, I.D.C. Upcycled by‑product use in agri‑food systems from a consumer perspective: A review
of what we know, and what is missing. Technol. Forecast. Soc. 2021, 168, 120749. [CrossRef]

15. FAO. The State of Food and Agriculture 2019. Moving Forward on Food Loss and Waste Reduction. Rome. 2019.
Available online: https://www.fao.org/3/ca6030en/ca6030en.pdf (accessed on 28 September 2022).

16. Ma, J.S.; Chang, W.H.; Liu, G.H.; Zhang, S.; Zheng, A.J.; Li, Y.; Cai, H.Y. Effects of flavones of sea buckthorn fruits on growth per‑
formance, carcass quality, fat deposition and lipometabolism for broilers. Poult. Sci. 2015, 94, 2641–2649. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Singh, D.N.; Shukla, P.K.; Bhattacharyya, A.; Singh, Y.; Sirohi, R. Effect of breeder and post‑hatch dietary supplementation of sea
buckthorn leaf meal on growth performance of coloured broiler during summer season. Indian J. Poult. Sci. 2019, 54, 257–262.
[CrossRef]

18. Dhanze, H.; Khurana, S.K.; Mane, B.G. Effect of seabuckthorn leaf extract on microbiological quality of raw chicken during
extended periods of storage. J. Food Qual. 2013, 36, 59–65. [CrossRef]

19. Roussel, A.M.; Andriollo‑Sanchez, M.; Ferry, M.; Bryden, N.A.; Anderson, R.A. Food chromium content, dietary chromium
intake and related biological variables in French free‑living elderly. Br. J. Nutr. 2007, 98, 326–331. [CrossRef]

20. Arif, M.; Hussain, I.; Mahmood, M.A.; Abd El‑Hack, M.E.; Swelum, A.A.; Alagawany, M. Effect of varying levels of chromium
propionate on growth performance and blood biochemistry of broilers. Animals 2019, 9, 935. [CrossRef]

21. Lu, L.; Zhao, L.L.; Dong, S.Y.; Liao, X.D.; Dong, X.Y.; Zhang, L.Y. Dietary supplementation of organic or inorganic chromium
modulates the immune responses of broilers vaccinated with avian influenza virus vaccine. Animal 2018, 13, 983–991. [CrossRef]

22. White, P.E.; Vincent, J.B. Systematic review of the effects of chromium (III) on chickens. Biol. Trace Elem. Res. 2019, 188, 99–126.
[CrossRef]

23. Saracila, M.; Panaite, T.D.; Mironeasa, S.; Untea, A.E. Dietary supplementation of some antioxidants as attenuators of heat stress
on chicken meat characteristics. Agriculture 2021, 11, 638. [CrossRef]

24. Lee, M.H. Official Methods of Analysis of the Association of Official Analytical Chemists, 16th ed.; AOAC International: Gaithersburg,
MD, USA, 1996.

25. Saracila, M.; Untea, A.E.; Panaite, T.D.; Varzaru, I.; Oancea, A.; Turcu, R.P.; Vlaicu, P.A. Creeping wood sorrel and chromium
picolinate effect on the nutritional composition and lipid oxidative stability of broiler meat. Antioxidants 2022, 11, 780. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2013.06.004
http://www.fao.org/docrep/019/i3531e/i3531e.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12020-014-0264-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24744219
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu14081666
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods11081105
http://doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2020.1869921
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.indcrop.2014.05.053
http://doi.org/10.3390/molecules26164765
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fbio.2018.05.010
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2021.112284
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13197-011-0476-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24293684
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120749
https://www.fao.org/3/ca6030en/ca6030en.pdf
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps/pev250
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26362975
http://doi.org/10.5958/0974-8180.2019.00046.1
http://doi.org/10.1111/jfq.12007
http://doi.org/10.1017/S000711450770168X
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani9110935
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731118002379
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12011-018-1575-8
http://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture11070638
http://doi.org/10.3390/antiox11040780


Antioxidants 2022, 11, 2220 20 of 22

26. Jay, M.; Gonnet, J.F.; Wollenweber, E.; Voirin, B. Sur l’analyse qualitative des aglycones flavoniques dans une optique chimio‑
taxinomique. Phytochemistry 1975, 14, 1605–1612. [CrossRef]

27. Varzaru, I.; Untea, A.E.; Van, I. Distribution of nutrients with benefic potential for the eyes in several medicinal plants. Rom.
Biotechnol. Lett. 2015, 20, 10773–11078.

28. Untea, A.E.; Criste, R.C.; Vladescu, L. Development and validation of a microwave digestion–FAAS procedure for Cu, Mn and
Zn determination in liver. Rev. Chim 2012, 63, 341–346.

29. Stef, D.S.; Gergen, I. Effect of mineral‑enriched diet and medicinal herbs on Fe, Mn, Zn, and Cu uptake in chicken. Chem. Cent.
J. 2012, 6, 19. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Untea, A.; Lupu, A.; Saracila, M.; Panaite, T. Comparison of ABTS, DPPH, phosphomolybdenum assays for estimating antiox‑
idant activity and phenolic compounds in five different plant extracts. Bull. UASVM Anim. Sci. Biotechnol. 2018, 75, 111–114.
[CrossRef]

31. Untea, A.E.; Varzaru, I.; Panaite, T.D.; Gavris, T.; Lupu, A.; Ropota, M. The effects of dietary inclusion of bilberry and walnut
leaves in laying hens’ diets on the antioxidant properties of eggs. Animals 2020, 10, 191. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Bittová, M.; Krejzová, E.; Roblová, V.; Kubán, P.; Kubáň, V. Monitoring of HPLC profiles of selected polyphenolic compounds
in sea buckthorn (Hippophaë rhamnoides L.) plant parts during annual growth cycle and estimation of their antioxidant potential.
Cent. Eur. J. Chem. 2014, 12, 1152–1161. [CrossRef]

33. Criste, A.; Urcan, A.C.; Bunea, A.; Pripon Furtuna, F.R.; Olah, N.K.; Madden, R.H.; Corcionivoschi, N. Phytochemical composi‑
tion and biological activity of berries and leaves from four romanian sea buckthorn (Hippophae Rhamnoides L.) varieties. Molecules
2020, 25, 1170. [CrossRef]

34. Pop, R.M.; Socaciu, C.; Pintea, A.; Buzoianu, A.D.; Sanders, M.G.; Gruppen, H.; Vincken, J.‑P. UHPLC/PDA‑ESI/MS analysis of
the main berry and leaf flavonol glycosides from different Carpathian Hippophaë rhamnoides L. varieties. Phytochem. Anal. 2013,
24, 484–492. [CrossRef]

35. Burčová, Z.; František, K.; Schmidt, Š.; Jablonský, M.; Ház, A.; Sládková, A.; Šurina, I. Composition of fatty acids and tocopherols
in peels, seeds and leaves of Sea buckthorn. Acta Chim. Slovaca 2017, 10, 29–34. [CrossRef]

36. Sytařová, I.; Orsavová, J.; Snopek, L.; Mlček, J.; Byczyński, Ł. Mišurcová, LImpact of phenolic compounds and vitamins C and E
on antioxidant activity of sea buckthorn (Hippophaë rhamnoides L.) berries and leaves of diverse ripening times. Food Chem. 2020,
310, 125784. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Pop, R.M.; Weesepoel, Y.; Socaciu, C.; Pintea, A.; Vincken, J.‑P.; Gruppen, H. Carotenoid composition of berries and leaves from
six Romanian sea buckthorn (Hippophae rhamnoides L.) varieties. Food Chem. 2014, 147, 1–9. [CrossRef]

38. Aaby, K.; Martinsen, B.K.; Borge, G.I.; Røen, D. Bioactive compounds and color of sea buckthorn (Hippophae rhamnoides L.) purees
as affected by heat treatment and high‑pressure homogenization. Int. J. Food Prop. 2020, 23, 651–664. [CrossRef]

39. Jaroszewska, A.; Biel, W.; Stankowski, S.; Bośko, P. Evaluation of the influence of symbiotic mycorrhizal fungi on basic chemical
compounds and minerals of sea buckthorn leaves. J. Elem. 2016, 21, 1029–1041.

40. Biel, W.; Jaroszewska, A. The nutritional value of leaves of selected berry species. Sci. Agric. 2017, 74, 405–410. [CrossRef]
41. Chen, X.; Zhao, W.; Liu, H.; Su, J.; Wang, P.; Zhang, Z.; Li, Y. Effect of sea buckthorn leaves on growth performance and calcium

metabolism in Arbor Acres broilers. Dongbei Nongye Daxue Xuebao 2011, 42, 19–24.
42. Akbari, M.; Torki, M. Effects of dietary chromium picolinate and peppermint essential oil on growth performance and blood

biochemical parameters of broiler chicks reared under heat stress conditions. Int. J. Biometeorol. 2014, 58, 1383–1391. [CrossRef]
43. Haq, Z.; Jain, R.K.; Khan, N.; Dar, M.Y.; Ali, S.; Gupta, M.; Varun, T.K. Recent advances in role of chromium and its antioxidant

combinations in poultry nutrition: A review. Vet. World 2016, 9, 1392. [CrossRef]
44. Qin, X.; Zhang, T.; Cao, Y.; Deng, B.; Zhang, J.; Zhao, J. Effects of dietary sea buckthorn pomace supplementation on skeletal

muscle mass and meat quality in lambs. Meat Sci. 2020, 166, 108141. [CrossRef]
45. Kwon, E.‑Y.; Lee, J.; Kim, Y.J.; Do, A.; Choi, J.‑Y.; Cho, S.‑J.; Jung, U.J.; Lee, M.‑K.; Park, Y.B.; Choi, M.‑S. Sea buckthorn leaves

extract and flavonoid glycosides extract from sea buckthorn leaves ameliorates adiposity, hepatic steatosis, insulin resistance,
and inflammation in diet‑induced obesity. Nutrients 2017, 9, 569. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Pathak, G.P.; Sharma, N.; Mane, B.G.; Sharma, D.; Krofa, D.; Khurana, S.K. Effect of Sea buckthorn (Hippophae rhamnoides)‑
leaves, pulp and oil on growth performance, carcass characteristics and meat quality of broilers chicken. J. Poult. Sci. Technol.
2015, 3, 20–23.

47. Suksombat, W.; Kanchanatawee, S. Effects of various sources and levels of chromium on performance of broilers. Asian‑Australas.
J. Anim. Sci. 2005, 18, 1628–1633. [CrossRef]

48. Javed, M.T.; Ellahi, M.; Abbas, N.; Yasmin, R.; Mazhar, M. Effects of dietary chromium chloride, nicotinic acid and copper
sulphate on meat of broilers. Br. Poult. Sci. 2010, 51, 354–360. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Król, B.; Słupczyńska, M.; Kinal, S.; Bodarski, R.; Tronina, W.; Mońka, M. Bioavailability of organic and inorganic sources of
chromium in broiler chicken feeds. J. Elem. 2017, 22, 283–294.

50. Białek, A.; Białek, M.; Lepionka, T.; Kaszperuk, K.; Banaszkiewicz, T.; Tokarz, A. The effect of pomegranate seed oil and grape‑
seed oil on cis‑9, trans‑11 CLA (rumenic acid), n‑3 and n‑6 fatty acids deposition in selected tissues of chickens. J. Anim. Physiol.
Anim. Nutr. 2018, 102, 962–976. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/0031-9422(75)85359-3
http://doi.org/10.1186/1752-153X-6-19
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22429523
http://doi.org/10.15835/buasvmcn-asb:2018.0009
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani10020191
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31979047
http://doi.org/10.2478/s11532-014-0562-y
http://doi.org/10.3390/molecules25051170
http://doi.org/10.1002/pca.2460
http://doi.org/10.1515/acs-2017-0005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2019.125784
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31816534
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2013.09.083
http://doi.org/10.1080/10942912.2020.1752715
http://doi.org/10.1590/1678-992x-2016-0314
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-013-0740-1
http://doi.org/10.14202/vetworld.2016.1392-1399
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2020.108141
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu9060569
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28574484
http://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.2005.1628
http://doi.org/10.1080/00071668.2010.496773
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20680870
http://doi.org/10.1111/jpn.12902


Antioxidants 2022, 11, 2220 21 of 22

51. Elkin, R.G.; Ying, Y.; Fan, Y.; Harvatine, K.J. Influence of feeding stearidonic acid (18:4n‑3)‑enriched soybean oil, as compared
to conventional soybean oil, on tissue deposition of very long‑chain omega‑3 fatty acids in meat‑type chickens. Anim. Feed. Sci.
Technol. 2016, 217, 1–12. [CrossRef]

52. Foglia, T.A.; Cartwright, A.L.; Gyurik, R.J.; Philips, J.G. Fatty acid turnover rates in the adipose tissues of the growing chicken
(Gallus domesticus). Lipids 1994, 29, 497–502. [CrossRef]

53. Mancinelli Cartoni, A.; Mattioli, S.; Twining, C.; Dal Bosco, A.; Donoghue, A.M.; Arsi, K.; Angelucci, E.; Chiattelli, D.;
Castellini, C. Poultry meat and eggs as an alternative source of n‑3 long‑chain polyunsaturated fatty acids for human nutrition.
Nutrients 2022, 14, 1969. [CrossRef]

54. Czauderna, M.; Białek, M.; Białek, A.; Karpińska, M. Diet supplemented with lycopene and selenized yeast change contents of
fatty acids in the liver and femoral muscles of rabbits. Livest. Sci. 2021, 250, 104598. [CrossRef]

55. Lauritzen, L.; Brambilla, P.; Mazzocchi, A.; Harsløf, L.B.; Ciappolino, V.; Agostoni, C. DHA Effects in brain development and
function. Nutrients 2016, 8, 6. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Li, J.; Pora, B.L.R.; Dong, K.; Hasjim, J. Health benefits of docosahexaenoic acid and its bioavailability: A review. Food Sci. Nutr.
2021, 9, 5229–5243. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

57. Moran, C.; Keegan, J.; Vienola, K.; Apajalahti, J. Broiler tissue enrichment with docosahexaenoic acid (DHA) through dietary
supplementation with Aurantiochytrium limacinum algae. Food Nutr. Sci. 2018, 9, 1160–1173.

58. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. FAO Fats and Fatty Acids in Human Nutrition; Report of an Expert
Consultation; Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations: Rome, Italy, 2010.

59. Dal Bosco, A.; Cartoni Mancinelli, A.; Vaudo, G.; Cavallo, M.; Castellini, C.; Mattioli, S. Indexing of fatty acids in poultry meat
for its characterization in healthy human nutrition: A comprehensive application of the scientific literature and new proposals.
Nutrients 2022, 14, 3110. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

60. Tan, Z.; Halter, B.; Liu, D.; Gilbert, E.R.; Cline, M.A. Dietary flavonoids as modulators of lipid metabolism in poultry. Front.
Physiol. 2022, 13, 863860. [CrossRef]

61. Lee, J.; Jung, E.; Lee, J.; Kim, S.; Huh, S.; Kim, Y.; Kim, Y.; Byun, S.Y.; Kim, Y.S.; Park, D. Isorhamnetin represses adipogenesis in
3T3‑L1 cells. Obesity 2009, 17, 226–232. [CrossRef]

62. Yan, S.X.; Li, X.; Sun, C.D.; Chen, K.S. Hypoglycemic and hypolipidemic effects of quercetin and its glycosides. Zhongguo Zhong
Yao Za Zhi/China J. Chin. Mater. Med. 2015, 40, 4560–4567.

63. Khan, R.U.; Naz, S.; Javadani, M.; Nikousefat, Z.; Selvaggi, M.; Tufarelli, V.; Laudadio, V. The use of turmeric (Curcuma longa) in
poultry diets. World Poult. Sci. J. 2012, 68, 97–103. [CrossRef]

64. Khan, R.U.; Nikosefat, Z.; Tufarelli, V.; Naz, S.; Javdani, M.; Laudadio, V. Garlic (Allium sativa) supplementation in poultry diet:
Effect on production and physiology. World Poult. Sci. J. 2012, 68, 417–424. [CrossRef]

65. Chand, N.; Naz, S.; Irfan, M.; Khan, R.U.; Ur Rehman, Z. Effect of sea buckthorn (Hippophae rhamnoides L.) seed supplementation
on egg quality and cholesterol of Rhode Island Red×Fayoumi laying hens. Korean J. Food Sci. Anim. Resour. 2018, 38, 468–475.

66. Laudadio, V.; Tufarelli, V. Influence of substituting dietary soybean meal for dehulled‑micronized lupin (Lupinus albus cv.
Multitalia) on early phase laying hens production and egg quality. Livest Sci. 2010, 140, 184–188. [CrossRef]

67. Attia, Y.A.; Al‑Harthi, M.A.; Korish, M.A.; Shiboob, M.M. Fatty acid and cholesterol profiles and hypocholesterolemic, athero‑
genic, and thrombogenic indices of table eggs in the retail market. Lipids Health Dis. 2015, 14, 136. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Czaplicki, S.; Ogrodowska, D.; Zadernowski, R. Effect of sea‑buckthorn (Hippophaë rhamnoides L.) pulp oil consumption on fatty
acids and vitamin A and E accumulation in adipose tissue and liver of rats. Plant Foods Hum. Nutr. 2017, 72, 198–204. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

69. Untea, A.E.; Varzaru, I.; Turcu, R.P.; Panaite, T.D.; Saracila, M. The use of dietary chromium associated with vitamins and
minerals (synthetic and natural source) to improve some quality aspects of broiler thigh meat reared under heat stress condition.
Ital. J. Anim. Sci. 2021, 20, 1491–1499. [CrossRef]

70. Mäkinen, S.; Hellström, J.; Mäki, M.; Korpinen, R.; Mattila, P.H. Bilberry and sea buckthorn leaves and their subcritical water
extracts prevent lipid oxidation in meat products. Foods 2020, 9, 265. [CrossRef]

71. Papuc, C.; Goran, G.V.; Predescu, C.N.; Nicorescu, V.; Stefan, G. Plant polyphenols as antioxidant and antibacterial agents for
shelf‑life extension of meat and meat products: Classification, structures, sources, and action mechanisms. Compr. Rev. Food Sci.
Food Saf. 2017, 16, 1243–1268. [CrossRef]

72. Saracila, M.; Panaite, T.D.; Papuc, C.P.; Criste, R.D. Heat stress in broiler chickens and the effect of dietary polyphenols, with
special reference to Willow (Salix spp.) bark supplements—A review. Antioxidants 2021, 10, 686. [CrossRef]

73. Xiong, Y.L.; Mikel, W.B. Meat Science and Applications; Wai‑Kit, N., Rogers, R., Eds.; Marcel Dekker: New York, NY, USA, 2001;
pp. 351–369.

74. Erickson, M.C. Food Lipids–Chemistry, Nutrition, and Biotechnology, 2nd ed.; Akoh, C.C., Min, D.B., Eds.; Marcel Dekker: New
York, NY, USA, 2002; pp. 365–411.

75. Wagh, R.V.; Chatli, M.K. Response surface optimization of extraction protocols to obtain phenolic rich antioxidant from sea
buckthorn and their potential application into model meat system. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2017, 54, 1565–1576. [CrossRef]

76. Surai, P.F. Polyphenol compounds in the chicken/animal diet: From the past to the future. J. Anim. Physiol. Anim. Nutr. 2014,
98, 19–31. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2016.04.019
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF02578247
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu14091969
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2021.104598
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu8010006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26742060
http://doi.org/10.1002/fsn3.2299
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34532031
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu14153110
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35956287
http://doi.org/10.3389/fphys.2022.863860
http://doi.org/10.1038/oby.2008.472
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0043933912000104
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0043933912000530
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2011.03.029
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12944-015-0133-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26507616
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11130-017-0610-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28466134
http://doi.org/10.1080/1828051X.2021.1978335
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods9030265
http://doi.org/10.1111/1541-4337.12298
http://doi.org/10.3390/antiox10050686
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13197-017-2588-6
http://doi.org/10.1111/jpn.12070


Antioxidants 2022, 11, 2220 22 of 22

77. Jerónimo, E.; Soldado, D.; Sengo, S.; Francisco, A.; Fernandes, F.; Portugal, A.P.; Bessa, R.J. Increasing the α‑tocopherol content
and lipid oxidative stability of meat through dietary Cistus ladanifer L. in lamb fed increasing levels of polyunsaturated fatty acid
rich vegetable oils. Meat Sci. 2020, 164, 108092. [CrossRef]

78. Serra, V.; Salvatori, G.; Pastorelli, G. Dietary polyphenol supplementation in food producing animals: Effects on the quality of
derived products. Animals 2021, 11, 401. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

79. Reboul, E.; Thap, S.; Perrot, E. Effect of the main dietary antioxidants (carotenoids, γ‑tocopherol, polyphenols, and vitamin C)
on α‑tocopherol absorption. Eur. J. Clin. Nutr. 2007, 61, 1167–1173. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

80. Samtiya, M.; Aluko, R.E.; Dhewa, T. Plant food anti‑nutritional factors and their reduction strategies: An overview. Food Prod.
Process. Nutr. 2020, 2, 6. [CrossRef]

81. Antoine, T.; Georgé, S.; Leca, A.; Desmarchelier, C.; Halimi, C.; Gervais, S.; Aupy, F.; Marconot, G.; Reboul, E. Reduction of pulse
“antinutritional” content by optimizing pulse canning process is insufficient to improve fat‑soluble vitamin bioavailability. Food
Chem. 2022, 15, 131021. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

82. Timotheo, C.A.; Lauer, C.M. Toxicity of vegetable tannin extract from Acacia mearnsii in Saccharomyces cerevisiae. Int. J. Environ.
Sci. Technol. 2018, 15, 659–664. [CrossRef]

83. Chen, X.; Li, H.; Zhang, B.; Deng, Z. The synergistic and antagonistic antioxidant interactions of dietary phytochemical combi‑
nations. Crit. Rev. Food Sci. Nutr. 2021, 62, 5658–5677. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2020.108092
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani11020401
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33562524
http://doi.org/10.1038/sj.ejcn.1602635
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17268411
http://doi.org/10.1186/s43014-020-0020-5
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2021.131021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34536784
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13762-017-1430-z
http://doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2021.1888693

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Experimental Design 
	Broiler Performance 
	Sample Collection 
	Analysis of Plant and Meat Nutrients 
	Analysis of Antioxidant Capacity and Lipid Oxidation Status 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Chemical Composition of Sea Buckthorn Leaves (SBL) 
	Broiler Performance and Carcass and Cuts Yield 
	Proximate Composition of Chicken Meat 
	Fatty Acid Profile of Chicken Meat 
	Nutritional Quality Indices of Meat Lipids 
	Bioactive Nutrient Content of Breast and Thigh Meat 
	Antioxidant and Lipid Oxidative Stability of Chicken Meat 
	The Relationship between Meat Characteristics Given by Pearson Correlation Matrix 

	Discussion 
	Chemical Composition of Sea Buckthorn Leaves (SBL) 
	Broiler Performance and Carcass and Cuts Yiled 
	Proximate Composition of Chicken Meat 
	Fatty Acid Profile of Chicken Meat 
	Nutritional Quality Indices of Meat Lipids 
	Bioactive Nutrient Content of Breast and Thigh Meat 
	Lipid Oxidation Status of Chicken Meat 
	The Relationship between Meat Characteristics Given by Pearson Correlation Matrix 

	Conclusions 
	References

