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Abstract
In the present study, two fresh meat types (beef and poultry) were frozen at -20°C thawed at room temperature, refrozen
at -20°C and stored for zero time (SP0), 2.0 (SP2), and 4.5 months (SP4.5) and were evaluated for moisture, protein, fat, and
ash contents at the end of each Storage Period (SP). We found that poultry meat had significantly (P ≤ 0.05) higher moisture,
protein, and ash, but less fat content than beef meat. Regardless of meat type, the moisture content decreased (P ≤ 0.05) with
increased storage period. The opposite was true for the fat and ash meat compositions. When the interaction of meat type (MT)
and SP was considered, beef meat had higher (P ≤ 0.05) moisture and fat contents than poultry meat. However, poultry meat
was higher (P ≤ 0.05) in total protein content. Our study suggests that meat quality can be maintained for a prolonged time
through storage at a constant low temperature.
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Introduction
Proteins are the building blocks of life and are important constituents
for the growth and development of children, teens, and pregnant
women [1,2]. Red meat consists of high biological value protein and the
key micronutrients that are required for a healthy life. It also provides
important fat components, including essential omega‐3 polyunsaturated
fats. Freezing and thawing decrease the quality of red meat versus fresh
meat having high biological value proteins [3]. Protein oxidation caused
by freeze-thaw cycles largely exists, especially in the manufacturing
chain of commercial broiler chickens [4].
Studies conducted over the last two decades have shown that
freezing leads to leaner cuts in the red meat [5]. Fresh meat progressively
deteriorates due to the natural aging process and subsequent shortening
of the shelf life of the meat. However, by adopting protection approaches,
the shelf life of the meat could be prolonged [6]. Storage environments
are crucial in reducing the rate of putrefaction, and to preserve the taste
and appearance of foodstuffs [7].
Storage of meat at a continuous temperature of -20°C is reported to
contribute to the safety [8] and shelf life [9] by cooling fresh meat for
weeks or months, the shelf-life of meat could be substantially extended
to longer periods [10-13]. Therefore, it is important to keep in mind the
design and selection of the appropriate refrigeration and heat transfer
mechanisms for meat preservation [14]. Dehydration, or moisture loss,
causes the product to wrinkle reducing the quality [15], which should be
minimized by adopting appropriate measures in food preservation [16].
Refrigeration slows down the chemical and biologic operations in
the food, therefore provides protection from further quality degradation
[17]. Multiple freeze-thaw cycles significantly increased the lipid and
protein oxidization and reduced the color stability of broiler chicken
breast [18]. The changes in yellowness and redness of the meat could
result from the formation of metmyoglobin, which is a sign of protein
oxidization on color modifications through multiple freeze-thaw cycles
[19]. The structural modifications occurring in proteins caused by the
oxidization directly influence the capability of muscles to retain water,
as confirmed by the nuclear magnetic resonance relaxometry profile
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[20,21]. Animal tissues vary considerably in their moisture, protein,
fat content, as well as in pigmentation, and the capability to bind water
and fat. Therefore, studies regarding the impact of freeze-thaw cycles on
protein stability and its relationship with lipid and protein oxidization
require further study.
The current study was designed to assess the effects of multiple
freeze-thaw cycles on the chemical composition (moisture, protein, fat,
and ash) of frozen and refrozen meat (beef and poultry) at half-shelf-life
designated as (SP4.5).

Materials and Methods
Materials
Samples: Fresh/frozen beef and poultry meat samples, with the
observable connective tissues and fat removed, were collected from
Khartoum North supermarkets and transferred aseptically into sterile
food bags to the Food Research Center (FRC) laboratories. Sampled
meats were without the addition of any additives and included a wide
variety of the carcass (about 25 kg). Small and larger pieces were
randomly selected and minced preparations were prepared under
aseptic conditions according to the legal definitions. Each type of frozen
meat sample was divided into two equal parts. Each part was assigned
randomly to one of the two treatments: frozen, thawed, and refrozen.
Each part was further subdivided into three equal parts assigned
randomly to one of the three storage periods (0, 2 and 4.5 months).
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Samples were frozen at -20°C, thawed overnight at 4°C in their original
packages and then refrozen at -20°C.
Chemical composition analysis (moisture, protein, fat, and ash)
were carried out in triplicate on samples taken at SP0 and the storage
period at 2 and 4.5 months.
Therefore, the total number of samples for analysis:
• Time zero beef (0)=3

Ash determination: 2 g of meat sample was placed into a dried
crucible of known weight. The crucible was placed inside a muffle
furnace at 150°C. The temperature was increased gradually to 600°C and
the sample was held at that temperature for 3 h. Then the crucible was
taken out, cooled in a desiccator and weighed [25]. The ash percentage
was calculated as follows:

Ash Content % =

W 2 − W1
× 100
S

• Frozen beef=3

Where:

• Refrozen beef=3

W1=weight of the crucible with a dry sample

• Time zero poultry (0)=3

W2=weight of the empty crucible with the sample

• Frozen poultry=3

S=weight of sample

• Refrozen poultry=3

Statistical analysis

• Total=18

The data collected were submitted to analysis of (ANOVA) and
wherever appropriate the mean separation technique of NDRA
subsisted employed [26]. The SAS program (2003-2004) was used to
perform the GLM analysis [27].

• Number of replicates × 3
• Total samples=54

Methods

Results and Discussion

Storage repeated freezing and thawing meat for nine months and we
chose the 4.5 months as half-shelf life. Repeated freezing and thawing
meat were common in storage, kitchens, restaurants, and retail outlets.

Chemical Composition of beef and poultry meat

Proximate analysis: Moisture content, total protein, fat, and ash
contents were determined according to Sewehet al. [22].
Fat content determination: The fat determination includes a
partial drying of a weighed sample before Soxhlet extraction. Sand is
incorporated with the sample before drying to create a greater surface
area, necessary to remove moisture and prevent entrapment of fat [23].
Fat extricated is weighed and the fat content calculated.

Fat Content
=
%
Where:

(B − C)
×100
A

A=Sample weight
B=Weight of flask after extraction
C=Weight of flask prior
Moisture content determination: Moisture content was based on
weight loss of 5 g sample of meat. Meat sample was placed in an oven
at 100°C over-night, cooled in a desiccator and weighed. The moisture
content was calculated as follows:

Moisture Content % =
Where:

W 2 − W1
× 100
S

W1=Weight of the dish+dry sample
W2=weight of dish+sample
The w=sample weight of meat
Total protein: The total protein content of the sample was
determined by Gornall et al. [24]. 1 g of meat was digested with conc.
H2SO4 and selenium copper phosphate catalyst. The digest was diluted
to 100 ml with distilled water and titrated against 2% boric acid using
methyl red as an indicator [25].
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The chemical composition of beef and poultry meats namely crude
fat, protein, moisture, and ash is shown in Table 1. Beef and poultry
samples are considered fresh (zero time) at 4°C. The proximate analysis
of beef meat at SP0 was moisture 71.38%, crude protein 16.01%, fat
7.93%, and ash 0.79%. The poultry carcass measured at SP0, showed
moisture 75.03%, crude protein 17.35%, fat 5.12%, and ash 0.86%.
The proximate composition of the two species differed significantly
(P<0.05). Poultry meat had higher (P<0.05) moisture, protein, and
ash content than beef meat whereas beef had higher (P ≤ 0.05) fat
content than poultry meat (Table 1). The difference in the chemical
composition of the two types of meat in this study is similar to results
reported by several early investigations. The nutritional composition of
the meat varies according to breed feeding regimen, season and meat
cuts [3]. The moisture and protein contents of the beef are within the
range reported [28]. The fat and ash contents in the current study are
similar to and lower respectively than those reported by Spiehs et al.
[29]. Regarding the chemical composition (moisture, protein, and fat)
of poultry meat, our findings are comparable to those reported by de
Almeida Costa et al. [30]. The effect of storage period on the chemical
composition of meat is shown in the (Table 2). Large compositional
changes were observed during the storage periods for the crude fat,
crude protein, moisture, and ash contents of both beef and poultry
meats. Crude fat, crude protein and ash content of beef and poultry
meats decreased at half-shelf life. Fat content decreased from 4.83%
to 3.00%, protein from 15.43% to 15.03%, and ash content from
0.87% to 0.79% in beef meat during the 2, and 4.5 months storage.
Poultry meat showed a decrease in crude fat content from 7.63% to
6.90%, protein from 17.63% to 16.67%, and ash content from 0.77%
Content (%)

Beef

Moisture

71.38b

Poultry
75.03a

Protein

16.01

17.35a

Fat

7.93a

5.12b

Ash

0.79b

0.86a

b

a-b means in same row bearing different superscript letters are significantly
different (P ≤ 0.05). n=9
Table 1: Chemical Composition of beef and poultry meat (time zero).
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Type of meat
Beef

Parameter

Poultry

C.V%

Storage period (months)

Lsd 0.05

SE ±

Level of sign. (P)

Zero

2.0

4.5

Zero

2.0

4.5

7.56b ± 0.48

4.83c ± 0.38

3.00d ± 0.17

9.20a ± 0.72

7.63b ± 0.71

6.90b ± 0.20

0.59%

0.8806

0.2858

0.0067

17.47b ± 0.15 15.43d ± 0.40

15.03d ± 0.04

18.20a ± 0.70

17.63ab ± 0.46

16.67c ± 0.15

2.33%

0.6959

0.2258

0.0211

Moisture content (%) 70.33e ± 0.21 77.47b ± 0.50

78.15a ± 0.18

69.93e ± 0.15

71.77d ± 0.42

73.60c ± 0.26

0.43%

0.5597

0.1817

0.00

0.79b ± 0.07

1.00a ± 0.10

0.77bc ± 0.15

0.60c ± 0.10

11.82%

0.1688

0.05477

0.0836

Fat content (%)
Crude protein (%)
Ash content (%)

0.92ab ± 0.08

0.87ab ± 0.06

Any two mean ± SD values having same superscript are not significantly different (P ≤ 0.05)
Table 2: Effect of storage period on proximate composition of meat.

to 0.60% during the half-shelf life. Increased moisture contents from
77.47% to 78.15% and from 71.77% to 73.60% were noted in beef and
poultry respectively at 2 months storage, with further increases at 4.5
months. Initially (SP0) and throughout the storage, protein, fat, and ash
contents decreased while the moisture content increased significantly
(P ≤ 0.05) with increased storage period. Such a result is in line with
Ranken [28] where results showed no significant (P ≤ 0.05) change with
increased storage period. However such discrepancies between the two
studies could be due to the nature of the storage condition (frozen and
refrozen vs. refrigeration storages). The increase in moisture content
and the decrease in protein content observed during the study could
be connected with denaturation of meat protein that is associated with
frozen meats in accordance with Arannilewa et al. [31] and Kristinsson
and Rasco [32]. The changes in fat content during frozen storage up to
4.5 months could be associated with the hydrolysis of fat [33]. The effect
of meat type and storage period on the chemical composition meat is
shown in Table 3. Generally, the effect of the interaction of meat type
and storage period on the chemical composition of meat is significantly
different (P ≤ 0.05). Such a finding means that the measured dependent
variables (chemical composition) react differently to the storage period
tested. Hence comparison between storage periods is dependent upon
the meat type. The mean of chemical composition parameters at one
storage period may be the highest in beef but the lowest in poultry.
Actually, the moisture content of beef *SP0 was similar (P ≥ 0.05) to that
of poultry *SP0 in this study. At SP0 the two meat species show similar
(P ≥ 0.05) moisture content i.e. 70% vs. 69.9% respectively.

Content (%)

Moisture

Protein

Fat

Ash

Beef* SPO

73.30e

17.50b

9.20a

0.92ab

Beef* SP2

72.50b

15.40d

7.60b

0.87ab

Beef* SP4.5

72.10a

15.00d

6.90b

0.79b

Poultry* SPO

73.60e

18.20a

7.60b

1.00a

Poultry SP2

d

71.80

17.60a

4.80

0.77bc

Poultry* SP4.5

69.80e

16.70c

3.00d

0.60c

C.V

0.43%

2.33%

7.598%

11.82%

SE

0.18

0.23

0.29

0.06

*

b

c

a-e: means in the same column bearing different superscript letters are
significantly different (P ≤ 0.05) *n=3
*

Table 3: the effect of meat type and store period on the chemical composition of
meat (beef and poultry).

Crude fat
The chemical composition of the frozen and refrozen meat samples
is shown in Table 2. The crude fat of both beef and poultry significantly
decreased to 3.00%, and 6.90% respectively. Respective of the storage
period, the fat content of the two species differ significantly (P<0.05).
The % fat decreased during storage to 3% after SP4.5 for both frozen
and refrozen meat. The changes in fat resulting from frozen beef
significantly (P ≤ 0.05) decreased from 7.56% at SP0 to 4.83%, and
3.00% at SP2, SP4.5 respectively. Also, a small change at SP4.5 and
higher decreases in fat during the storage of poultry were determined as
9.20%, 7.63%, and 6.90% at SP0, SP2, and SP4.5 respectively (Table 3).
A comparison of fat at SP0 and during the freeze-thaw cycles at SP4.5 is
illustrated in (Figure 1). There are decreases of the fat from initial (SP0)
and after SP2 with a further large decrease after SP4.5. The changes in
fat content during frozen storage up to SP4.5 could be associated with
the oxidation or hydrolysis of fat. The results corroborate findings from
Soyer et al. [34]. However, there are no changes in SP0 of both meat
type and frozen type. Frozen and refrozen poultry meats showed a
significantly (P ≤ 0.05) high decrease in fat compared with beef samples
at SP4.5 (Figure 1) The result of Van Zyl and Ferreira [35] were not in
agreement with our finding which might be attributed to the difference
in the temperature, period, type of the meat, and fodder type.
J Food Process Technol, an open access journal
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Figure 1: The effect of storage period on crude fat. The effects in fats were
slight change at SP2 in frozen and refrozen beef and significantly (P ≤ 0.05)
increased at SP4. Moreover, the effects of fat were higher decreased in both of
frozen and refrozen at SP4.5. About poultry there were slight changes in frozen
and high significant effects at SP2. Moreover, higher effects were appeared at
SP4.5 in frozen and refrozen compared with SP0. Frozen and refrozen poultry
had significantly (P ≤ 0.05) higher changes than beef.

Crude protein
Protein contents are 16.01% and 17.35% in beef and poultry
respectively as shown in Table 1. The protein content of the meats
differed significantly (P<0.05). Poultry meat has higher (P<0.05)
protein than beef. The difference in the chemical composition and
nutritional composition of poultry and beef meats in this study are not
in agreement with the literature [36], where no significant change was
reported with an increase in storage period. However, such discrepancies
between the two studies could be due to the meat type and the nature
of the storage conditions. The decrease in protein content observed in
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the study could be connected with the denaturation of meat protein
that is associated with frozen meats. The protein contents of the beef
were similar to results obtained by Humaeda [37]. The effect of storage
on crude protein in beef meat resulted in composition 17.50%, 15.40%,
and 15.00% at SP0, SP2, and SP4.5 respectively. The effect of storage
on crude protein in poultry meat resulted in composition of 18.20%,
17.60%, and 16.70% at SP0, SP2, and SP4.5 respectively. The crude
protein of beef meat showed a significantly (P ≤ 0.05) higher decrease
than poultry meat from SP0 up to SP4.5 (Table 3). In this study, protein
decreased significantly (P ≤ 0.05) with an increase in storage period.
Our results did not correspond to reported literature [38]. For protein
in beef during frozen storage up to SP4.5, there were no significant
changes in both meat type and frozen type. The effect of frozen type
and storage period of protein in both meat types resulted in a slight
decrease at and significantly (P ≤ 0.05) higher decrease at SP4.5. The
effect of frozen and SP2refreeze of beef meat at SP2 on protein resulted
in protein values significantly lower than frozen poultry meats. Also,
poultry protein showed a significantly (P ≤ 0.05) higher decrease than
beef at SP4.5 (Figure 2). Poultry protein deteriorated during storage up
to SP2; afterward values are similar to the protein in beef at SP0. The
results are similar to reported results of Anon and Calvelo [39], Mietsch
et al. [40], Ngapo et al. [41].

The moisture contents of poultry meat were significantly (P ≤
0.05) higher than beef meat from SP0 to SP4.5 (Table 3), are observed
for moisture during the whole storage period under both frozen and
refrozen conditions in beef and poultry meat. Moisture contents in
beef meat were 71.80%, 72.50%, and 72.10% at SP0, SP2, and SP4.5
respectively, while moisture contents in poultry meat were 75.30%,
71.80%, and 69.80% at SP0, SP2, and SP4.5 respectively. These results
indicate that freeze-thaw cycles and the storage period considerably
affect the moisture quality of meat. The results were agreed with Ali,
et al. [18]. The effect of freeze and refreeze of meat at SP2 on moisture
resulted in a significantly (P ≤ 0.05) higher increase in frozen and
refrozen in both meat types. As indicated there were no significant
changes in moisture contents during storage of refrozen poultry meat.
In contrast, moisture showed varying results (i.e lower counts in one
type but higher counts in another type of meat) depending upon the
meat type and freeze-thaw cycles. However, there have been variable
results due to moisture loss during the freeze-thaw cycle (Figure 3).

Ash content

The moisture of the two meat species differed significantly (P<0.05)
as illustrated in Table 1. The moisture contents at SP0 are 71.38% and
75.03% for beef and poultry respectively. Poultry meat has higher
(P<0.05) moisture content than beef meat. This finding was not in
agreement with reported literature [42]. The higher moisture for poultry
meat might be attributed to water absorption from the atmosphere
or decomposition of some meat components to release bound water.
The moisture content of the beef is within the range reported by Peter
Williams [36] but lower than that reported by Huff-Lonergan and
Lonergan [42].

The ash contents are 0.79% and 0.86% in beef and poultry
respectively. As shown in Table 1, ash content is significantly different
(P<0.05). The ash content for beef is similar to the storage period SP0,
and SP2. Storage resulted in beef meat ash values of 0.92%, 0.87%,
and 0.79% at SP0, SP2, and SP4.5 respectively. For poultry meat, ash
composition was 1.00%, 0.77%, and 0.60% at SP0, SP2, SP4.5 and
respectively. The effect of ash for both meat types was significantly (P
≤ 0.05) higher during storage (Table 3). Our findings show that the
ash deteriorated during the storage period. Deterioration might be
attributed to fat, protein, and water hydrolysis. Ash results indicate that
there are no changes at SP0 for both meat types and frozen type. Ash
content showed a significant decrease in both frozen and refrozen beef
at SP2. Moreover, ash content showed a significant (P ≤ 0.05) decrease
at SP4.5 in refrozen poultry. However, the ash content showed only a

Figure 2: The effect of storage period on crude protein. The effects on
protein were no significant changes in frozen and refrozen beef at SP2 and
significantly (P ≤ 0.05) high effects to the end of SP4.5 compared with SP0.
The effect of frozen type and storage period of protein in poultry shown slight
decrease at SP2 of frozen and significantly (P ≤ 0.05) decreased in refrozen
at SP2. Moreover, the effects of protein were increased in frozen and high
significantly (P ≤ 0.05) increased at SP4.5 in poultry.

Figure 3: The effect of storage period on moisture contents. The moisture
contents were slight increase in frozen and significantly decreased in
refrozen poultry at SP2. The moisture was slight increase in frozen and slight
decreased in refrozen poultry at SP2. The effects on moisture contents were
no significantly (P ≤ 0.05) change in frozen and refrozen poultry at SP04.5 In
contrast to this, moisture showed extraordinary results in beef in both of SP
and in poultry at SP2.

Moisture content
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7. Tucker GS (2016) Food preservation and biodeterioration: John Wiley and
Sons.
8. Kaimowitz D, Angelsen A (2008) Will livestock intensification help save latin
America's tropical forests? J Sustain Forest 27: 6-24.
9. Suarez E, Morales M, Cueva R, Utreras Bucheli V, Zapata-Rios G, et al. (2009)
Oil industry, wild meat trade and roads: Indirect effects of oil extraction activities
in a protected area in north eastern Ecuador. Anim Conserv 12: 364-373.
10. Archer DL (2004) Freezing: An underutilized food safety technology? Int J Food
Microbiol 90: 127-138.
11. Buffo RA, Holley RA (2006) Effects of food processing on disease agents:
Foodborne Infections and Intoxications. Elsevier, Academic Press, San Diego, CA.
12. Dave D, Ghaly AE (2011) Meat spoilage mechanisms and preservation
techniques: a critical review. Am J Agric Biol Sci 6: 486-510.
13. Sun XD, Holley RA (2012) Antimicrobial and antioxidative strategies to reduce
pathogens and extend the shelf life of fresh red meats. Comprehens Rev Food
Sci Food Safety 11: 340-354.
14. Barbut S (2016) Poultry products processing: An industry guide: CRC Press.

Figure 4: The effect of storage period on ash contents. The ash contents
results were indicated that there no significant changes at SP2 of refrozen
and refrozen at 4.5 in beef meat. The change in ash contents as results were
significant decreased of frozen and refrozen in both of MT exception of at SP2
in frozen beef. However, the ash contents were decreased in both of freezing
type’s in poultry meat in all of SP.

slight decrease in frozen and refrozen poultry meat at SP2 and up to
SP4.5 refrozen (Figure 4).

Conclusion
This study was done to determine the chemical composition (fat,
protein, and ash) quality of frozen and refrozen meats (beef and poultry)
up to SP4.5 under abused freezing conditions. Our findings show that
the chemical composition decreased while moisture increased during
storage. Poultry meat had higher % moisture, protein and ash contents
but less % fat than beef meat. Our recommendations are to store meat
(beef and poultry) at constant freeze temperature to avoid temperature
fluctuation and product composition instability. Also, never refreeze a
completely thawed poultry and beef meat, and frozen meats should be
properly packaged to reduce the airspace and its insulating effect and
the resulting high freezing costs.
Acknowledgment
We are thankful to the technical staff of the Department of Food Science and
Technology, Faculty of Agriculture, Khartoum University, National R and D Center
for Egg Processing, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan, Hubei, China, and
National Food Research Centre, Sudan for their cooperation.

References
1. Robertson M (2006) Universal protein formulation meeting multiple dietary
needs for optimal health and enhancing the human immune system.
2. Singh M (2004) Role of micronutrients for physical growth and mental
development. Indian J Pediatr 71: 59-62.
3. Williams P (2007a) Nutritional composition of red meat. Nutr Diet 64: S113-S119.
4. Coggins PC, Chamul RS (2004) Food sensory attributes: Handbook of frozen
foods. New York.
5. Williams PG, Droulez V, Levy G, Stobaus T (2006) Composition of Australian
red meat 2002.
6. Geay Y, Bauchart D, Hocquette JF, Culioli J (2001) Effect of nutritional factors on
biochemical, structural and metabolic characteristics of muscles in ruminants,
consequences on dietetic value and sensorial qualities of meat. Reprod Nutr
Dev 41: 1-26.

J Food Process Technol, an open access journal
ISSN: 2157-7110

15. Pool M, Mecchi E, Lineweaver H, Klose A (1954) The effect of scalding
temperature on the processing and initial appearance of turkeys. Poult Sci 33:
274-279.
16. Ranken MD (2012) Food industries manual: Springer Science and Business
Media.
17. Ghazala S, Richardson P (2004) Development in cook-chill and sous vide
processing. Improving the Thermal Processing of Foods.
18. Ali S, Zhang W, Rajput N, Khan MA, Li CB, et al. (2015) Effect of multiple
freeze-thaw cycles on the quality of chicken breast meat. Food Chem 173:
808-814.
19. Xia X, Kong B, Liu Q, Liu J (2009) Physicochemical change and protein
oxidation in porcine longissimus dorsi as influenced by different freeze-thaw
cycles. Meat Sci 83: 239-245.
20. Arsianti M, Lim M, Marquis CP, Amal R (2010) Polyethylenimine based magnetic
iron-oxide vector: the effect of vector component assembly on cellular entry
mechanism, intracellular localization, and cellular viability. Biomacromolecules
11: 2521-2531.
21. Villaraza L, Bumb AJ, Brechbiel MW (2010) Macromolecules, dendrimers, and
nanomaterials in magnetic resonance imaging: The interplay between size,
function, and pharmacokinetics. Chem Rev 110: 2921-2959.
22. Seweh EA, Darko JO, Addo A, Asagadunga PA, Achibase S (2016) Design,
construction and evaluation of an evaporative cooler for the storage of sweet
potatoes in the north Ghana. Agric Eng Int: CIGR J 18: 435-448.
23. Gimeno O, Ansorena D, Astiasarán I, Bello J (2000) Characterization of chorizo
de Pamplona: instrumental measurements of colour and texture. Food Chem
69: 195-200.
24. Gornall AG, Bardawill CJ, David MM (1949) Determination of serum proteins by
means of the biuret reaction. J Biol Chem 177: 751-766.
25. Galyean M (1989) Laboratory procedure in animal nutrition research.
Department of Animal and Life Science. New Mexico State University, USA.
26. Steel RG, Torrie JH (1980) Principles and procedures of statistics: A biometrical
approach. (2nd edtn.), McGraw-Hill, New York.
27. Holland J (1998) Computer note. EPISTACY: A SAS program for detecting
two-locus epistatic interactions using genetic marker information. J Hered 89:
374-375.
28. Ebrahim NAAZ (2015) Effect of Frozen storage on the physicochemical,
microbiological and sensorial properties of beef sausage. Sudan Univ Sci
Technol.
29. Spiehs M, Whitney M, Shurson G (2002) Nutrient database for distiller’s dried
grains with solubles produced from new ethanol plants in Minnesota and South
Dakota. J Anim Sci 80: 2639-2645.
30. de Almeida Costa GE, Queiroz-Monici da Silva K, Reis SMPM, de Oliveira AC
(2006) Chemical composition, dietary fibre and resistant starch contents of raw
and cooked pea, common bean, chickpea and lentil legumes. Food Chem 94:
327-330.

Volume 10 • Issue 5 • 1000791

Citation: Hammad HHM, Ma M, Damaka AWHY, Elkhedir AE, Jin G, et al. (2019) Effect of Freeze and Re-freeze on Chemical Composition of Beef
and Poultry Meat at Storage Period 4.5 Months (SP4.5). J Food Process Technol 10: 791. doi: 10.4172/2157-7110.1000791

Page 6 of 6
31. Arannilewa S, Salawu S, Sorungbe A, Ola-Salawu B (2005) Effect of frozen
period on the chemical, microbiological and sensory quality of frozen tilapia fish
(Sarotherodun galiaenus). Afr J Biotechnol 4: 852-855.
32. Kristinsson HG, Rasco BA (2000) Biochemical and functional properties of
Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) muscle proteins hydrolyzed with various alkaline
proteases. J Agric Food Chem 48: 657-666.
33. Josephson D, Lindsay R (1987) Retroaldol degradation of unsaturated
aldehydes. Role in the formation ofc4‐heptenal fromt2,c6‐nonadienal in fish,
oyster and other flavors. J Am Oil Chem Soc 64: 7-9.
34. Soyer A, Ozalp B, Dalmış U, Bilgin V (2010) Effects of freezing temperature and
duration of frozen storage on lipid and protein oxidation in chicken meat. Food
Chem 120: 1025-1030.
35. Van Zyl L, Ferreira A (2004) Physical and chemical carcass composition of
springbok (Antidorcas marsupialis), blesbok (Damaliscus dorcas phillipsi) and
impala (Aepyceros melampus). Small Rumin Res 53: 103-109.

J Food Process Technol, an open access journal
ISSN: 2157-7110

36. Humaeda WASA (2014) Quality and safety of unpacked beef sausage in
Khartoum State. Sudan Univ Sci Technol.
37. Teya SHK (2002) Effect of conditioning time, muscle type and freezing period
on quality attributes of camel meat and meat products. University of Khartoum.
38. Anón MC, Calvelo A (1980) Freezing rate effects on the drip loss of frozen beef.
Meat Sci 4: 1-14.
39. Mietsch F, Halasz A, Farkas J (1994) Investigation of changes in meat proteins
during frozen storage. Nahrung (Germany).
40. Ngapo T, Babare I, Reynolds J, Mawson R (1999) Freezing and thawing rate
effects on drip loss from samples of pork. Meat Sci 53: 149-158.
41. Akhtar S, Khan MI, Faiz F (2013) Effect of thawing on frozen meat quality: A
comprehensive review. Pak J Food Sci 23: 198-211.
42. Huff-Lonergan E, Lonergan SM (2005) Mechanisms of water-holding capacity
of meat: The role of postmortem biochemical and structural changes. Meat Sci
71: 194-204.

Volume 10 • Issue 5 • 1000791

