59% 11 B 2 4 T iR o Vol. 9 No. 11
2018 4F 6 H Journal of Food Safety and Quality Jun. , 2018

MRS AL U P 5 P 2 S M
G2l prrraaa s

R, B F, R R
(BT e BRI RS e, i 200233)

i E: BRY BHIRURA SR, BFEAS R PR 20008 S Ak S5 B8 05 RS TRl R ) i 45 SR 1 L
B Bk AU AR SRR AR, iRk B AR R, SR GB 5009.226-2016 HEkEh H
RN R I G T i S AR A AR . [RIB RTINS MO R SEBRAE SR S0 . 8558 MBRIERER R
#) 1.0x10° mg/kg S L FiF, HFEH 20 min BZERS TR H 4 v aod S Ak 00k B o o A b el 41k U5k 7Y ik b
15 VIR VA R Y BT[] (g 3 I i B4 o AR R IR vk R 25 R AH — B, DR 86.0%~91.2%, #H
XHARUEIR 2235 /N T 3.41%(n=6). £5I8 2 Fhr B REA ORI XS T rh % B2 ) b &

K AR, YR SRR B B

I nfluencing factor s of hydrogen peroxideresiduesin chicken feet
and comparison of detection methods
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ABSTRACT: Objective To investigate the influencing factors of hydrogen peroxide residues in chicken feet and
compare the detection methods by simulating the production process. Methods Chicken feet were soaked in
hydrogen peroxide solution. The concentration and soaking time of the soaking liquid were controlled, and the
residual amount of hydrogen peroxide in chicken feet was determined by GB 5009.226-2016 titanium sulfate
spectrophotometric method and iodine quantitative method. At the same time, standard recovery test and actual
sample test were carried out. Results It was found that when the solution concentration reached 1.0x10° mg/kg,
hydrogen peroxide residue was detected in chicken feet only by soaking for 20 min. The amount of hydrogen
peroxide residue in chicken feet increased with the increase of the concentration of soaking liquid and soaking time.
The test results of two methods were consistent. The recoveries were ranged from 86.0% to 91.2%, and the relative
standard deviations (RSDs) were less than 3.41% (n=6). Conclusion Both methods can effectively detect the
residual hydrogen peroxide in chicken feet.
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1 BNAEBIITRLEZREE(n=6)
Tablel Hydrogen peroxideresiduesin chicken feet (n=6)

EH X AT &34 1 A AL S 5% B =/ (mg/kg) X TA] B 433 A Ak A 5% B 1/ (mg/kg)
vie jiE GE—ik muEk) G2k sdh k)
/(mg/kg) 20 min 1h 5h 20h 20 min 1h 5h 20h
50 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3
200 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 3.20
1.0x10° 10.3£0.29 27.3+0.37 135.9+0.33 300.0+0.53 9.15+0.20 26.5+0.42 150.2+0.57 297.1+0.54
1.0x10*  1.9x10°+3.68  3.1x10°+4.11  5.2x10°5.31  6.9x10°+3.68 2.0x10°£4.02 3.2x10°+3.87 5.4x10°+4.98  6.8x10°+6.62
2 BNFEBE)ERMEFKEE(n=0)
Table2 Hydrogen peroxideresiduesin the chicken feet with bone (n=6)
o R TG B )k 4 A U B /(g /kg) R JICHE B )ik 4 A U5 B i/ (mg/kg)
B GE— B ik dkih i)
B (mg/kg)
20 min 1h 5h 20 h 20 min 1h 5h 20 h
50 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3
200 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 3.10
1.0x10° 13.0+0.31 27.940.43 132.7+0.65 285.0+0.54 11.8+0.25 28.0+0.39 152.7+0.57 305.2+0.70
1.0x10*  2.0x10°+3.85 3.2x10°+3.63  5.2x10°+4.07  6.7x10°£5.33  2.0x10°+3.79  3.3x10°+4.27 5.3x10°+4.65  6.6x10°+5.69
3 G NEBRMEREYE (n=6) gk 4
Table3 Recovery rate of standard addition test in "
chicken feet (n=6) 45 R/ (mg/kg)
-R=) £ A TR Ay Ay
b TPER R PRI Lo, " s il
; [mglkg) Amgkg) — F/% {1550 ERER Ak
5 26.0 3.41 11 Z R IIHURUTR <3 <3
;E—‘/i < 50 004 250 12 2 BFILHRURUR <3 <3
i
- " 100 90.8 2.43 13 HIFEUXUT 1 <3 <3
- o 5 86.9 311 14 HIFRRUR 2 <3 <3
Eﬁ#(Z <3 50 91.2 2.18 15 HIFEUXUI 3 <3 <3
Rtk
100 90.8 1.93 16 HIBURUTC 4 <3 <3
17 LRI <3 <3
FT 4 BINHRMER 18 FEGIT 1 <3 <3
Table4 Resultsof sample determination 19 AT 2 <3 <3
D45 R /(mg/kg) 20 FBRAIT 3 <3 3
W Fin AR %1k 3k 21 BFILHURUR 1 <3 <3
Wk PRI EIR 2 PFLLAURUR 2 <3 <3
1 BRI HIARURUTC <3 <3 23 B 1 AURUR 3 <3 <3
2 BRI LARURUR <3 <3 24 TF 1L HURUR 4 3 3
3 A A HRIR <3 <3 25 BFILHURUR 5 <3 <3
4 wEY IHRUR <3 <3 26 W BUR 1 3 3
5 A ERUR <3 <3 27 HRURAS 2 <3 <3
6 di I VAUXUR <3 <3 28 1 <3 <3
7 PEE AR <3 <3 29 39T 2 <3 <3
8 AR EFILAE T <3 <3 30 )R 3 <3 <3
9 s BTSN <3 <3 31 LLAURUTC 5 <3 <3
10 B ILHRRUR <3 <3 32 KU 53.6 52.1




2824 B i A BT A 27 5 9%
4 B 1 (9] FhE. £l bt A A R EBFIEIM). R AR K,
2014.
WA ARTI R, MEEERERE] 1 0x10° mg/kg Sun J. Detection method for hydrogen peroxide in food [M]. Jilin: Jilin
&L\J\J:E_J', /Elfﬁ%'(i(@ 20 min EﬂTfX%m':F‘*ﬁ,"Hﬁmksﬁ’fﬁé Agricultural University, 2014.
R X JTCrR S A Ak B B VR VL Y e 6 ] [10] 35, W, 260, 5. WHURUIRIR BT S R I 5 447 0]
FY KB TS0 O OB B €0 R U5 AR — JONTYE, 2014, 320): 94-96.
An S, Xie f, Li RH , et al. Analysis of the results of deterermination of
siiEaw) LN EIL e My 8 N 57y 1o A A RN EI &S] o A A
hydrogen peroxide residues in chicken feet [J]. Guizhou Sci, 2014, 32(3):
1 86.0%-~91.2%, [FICHAENT o Xt 32 4 WA T 3% 15 g oron
R AR AT RGN, e — A Al 10 i 4R Tl R B AR, 2 b (1] BRHL Fhs, ARABZE. SHURUIOI T L2050, )i L 2
T3 B ARSI 285 SR — 30 [T I UR SEAE AN £y PR AS: H 338 SRR, 2009, (1): 1314,
3.1%, \J JI_[L’ TERUTCIN T AR s F 2 &AL S R I ke 2 T2 02 Chen Z, Xin S, Lin XJ. Research of the processing technology of chicken
%Zlgb}l;ﬁj‘ 2L jﬂ@' f(‘%ﬂﬁlﬂ:’ﬁ# ﬂlﬁ[}ﬁiﬁ ] gi'ﬂﬁ ”/4,/:&; feet [J]. J Sichuan High Instit Cuis, 2009, (1): 13—14.
[12] H B, EEEHRUIINTEL AT, 2008, (1): 21-23.
PEALRL AR : _ 4 o
Xiao MIJ. Processing of Ba-shu chicken toe with pickle pepper [J]. Meat
SE#k Ind, 2008, (1): 21-23.
[13] ZH, F¥, B8 A SR RN E D). R s R
1 SURI, SO, B, . kb M A R AL A 2004, 12(6): 33-34.
(1. Eedh BB, 2007, 23(6): 93-95. Peng K, Wang Y, Tang H. Determination of residual hydrogen peroxide in
Chao QG, Zhang H, Ge Y, et al. Analysis of hydrogen peroxide residue in food [J]. Sci Technol Cere Oils Foods, 2004, 12(6): 33-34.
sterilized milk with titanium sulfate spectrophotometric method [J]. Food [14] TEME, IS, WRELEE, 45 frihepak Mot i ZmmsED]. St
Mach, 2007, 23(6): 93-95. B2, 2013, (4): 113-117
(2] SRFH. RS A R BRI SO B Al P . o Ma CH, Ye SL, Chen LB, et al. Determination of hydrogen peroxide in
Fil5LiA T, 2005, 33(7): 42-44. food [J]. Chin J Anal Lab, 2013, (4): 113-117.
Zhang PJ. The disinfection characteristics of food-grade hydrogen [15] B, SEeue, SRl 2. frih e S I0 A B o IR AR A B
peroxide and its application in food industry [J]. China Dairy Ind, 2005, ] B £ SR, 2011, 2709): 11601162
33(7): 42-44. Xie L, Dou YF, Guo HC, et al. Preparation of a fast paper for hydrogen
(31 SHEsE, EAEHE, FIIEAE, S5 REFLEED) L AR 7k 0F peroxide in food [J]. Mod Food Sci Technol, 2011, 27(9): 1160-1162.
2 \ . 872
P REAIEIIE, 2004, 2007): 872-872. (6] SAEE, S, XK. SrBbRE R b it AL ). hi
Zhang YT. Wang YP, Bai SJ, et al. Research of detection method of K2, 2006, 16(9): 1079-1080.
hydrogen peroxide in sterilized milk (fresh milk) [J]. Chin J Public Health, Fan HF, Zhang ZY, Liu ZL. Spectrophotometric determination of
2004, 20(7): 872-872. hydrogen peroxide in food [J]. Chin J Health Lab Technol, 2006, 16 (9):
[4] R, B, LR RIL A R R, K, 10701080,
2008, (4): 65-66. BT, X gy
Liang X, Ju WJ. The application of food-grade hydrogen peroxide in (}rl /T:T:/'% iEF ﬁi‘%ﬂ'—)
animal food [J]. Meat Res, 2008, (4): 65-66.
[5] fadh, B4k, &m0, % S E S BT Tl i A
S . 1EE B/
[7]. s EE I, 2009, (4): 62-64. B 71

Shi J, Wang JM, Meng YJ, et al. Application of food grade hydrogen
peroxide in food industry [J]. China Food Addit, 2009, (4): 62—64.

[6] GB 2760-2014 & A EFRArE £ 5 IFaE FHFRHELS].
GB 2760-2014 National food safety standard, Standard for uses of food
additives [S].

[7] ik AL WANTTET]. 5264 %), 2014, (19): 32.
Huang J. Tll-gotten gains are not desirable [J]. Chin Food Saf Mag, 2014,
(19): 32.

[8] A Az XA X RURT]. RAHIHEAR, 2013, (12): 42.

Huang W. Eat less white and fat chicken feet [J]. New Rural Technol, 2013,

(12): 42.

S, mLRE, TIRIM, EEH
REBARBRESEN.
E-mail: keyan na@163.com

B F, L, ZEEASRIREG, £
EMRAEARRRESEN.
E-mail: ghgygyc@126.com



