262 2019, Vol.40, No.09 BERIZE XA 18

Iﬂ

Ay DI o] K SR Ab BEOGT V2 s 00 g EA) ol Jofg () 52 )

KA, ANEGERSE, 2 M, FRME', ES4E, 3 WP, BRI, FRE
(IF RN KBRS TR, LR T 266109; 2.5 5URN S B 5 A& TE 224150 TR AR R T,
LR ma 210095; 3.LARELN B EEREVI A, S5 aEE s, &K e 250023)

F»

B BRGNS Bl R e B I AR R IR SR AN A IR B, ARBEIUR A TR (300 W LAEL s 5B s, (A
15 min) HREARREN (30 mg/L) FHEE G (177 30 XS AT REAT A0 B o 3@ X XS i R4 (4 °C) L FR b B v a4
pHAE . 3. WUEE. FUHRETE . PRAKPEFR RSO0, BRI 7875 1 A U SR A (U/SH R EE ) Xef 305 Bl P 4 9 T4 24
BRSO AR T R S5 RE I SR CGREA4 CHIAAI90 mLI # A B EE K T 1S min RS A
b, 7EATREEORES, U/SHAHX MM A pHAE . 15 MR TE R E M (P>0.05) , By SHEE T
(P<0.05) , WEFGOKMEREFEIG R (P<0.05) ; EABI~6d, HFESH. pHIE. b*E. WM EZILT
WHEA (P<<0.05) , #PE. LHE. o EBAE EEEFETRRA (P<0.05) . ik, 8 b E RS A FE AT LR
TR I PRI RE R R K P, A A LR B

SRR O WA DR S PR

Synergistic Effect of Ultrasound and Sodium Hypochlorite Treatment on Quality of Chilled Chicken Breast Meat

SUN Yongcai', SUN Jingxin"™*, LI Peng', MU Hongyan', WANG Baowei', HUANG Ming? LI Yufeng’, WANG Huhu®
(1. College of Food Science and Engineering, Qingdao Agricultural University, Qingdao 266109, China; 2. National Center of
Meat Quality and Safety Control, Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing 210095, China; 3. Key Laboratory of Poultry Disease

Diagnosis and Immunology, Institute of Poultry Science, Shandong Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Jinan 250023, China)

Abstract: In order to reduce the concentration of sodium hypochlorite used to reduce its bacteria count, chicken breast meat
was treated by the combination of ultrasound (300 W, on-off pulses of 1 s/1 s, 15 min) and sodium hypochlorite (30 mg/L).
The effect of this combined treatment (U/SH,,) on the bacterial decontamination and storage quality of chicken breast meat
was evaluated through the determination of the total number of colonies, pH, color, tenderness, texture and water-holding
capacity of chicken breasts during chilled storage (4 “C). The results showed that U/SH;, treatment had no significant effect
on pH, color or texture (£ > 0.05), but decreased significantly total number of colonies (P < 0.05), and increased tenderness
and water-holding capacity (P < 0.05) on day O compared with the control group (immersed for 15 min in sterile saline precooled
to 4 ‘C). Total number of colonies, pH, b* value, hardness and adhesiveness were lower, while springiness, L* value and a*
value were higher than those in the control group from day 1 to 6. These results indicated that combining ultrasound with sodium
hypochlorite can improve the tenderness and water-holding capacity while prolonging the shelf life of chicken meat.
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Fig. 1  Total number of colonies on chicken breast surface during storage
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Fig.2  pH change of chicken breast during chilled storage
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Fig.3  Changes in shear force of chicken breast during chilled storage
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Fig.4  Changes in water-holding capacity of chicken breast during

chilled storage
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Fig. 5  Scanning electron microscopic images of chicken breast
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