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ABSTRACT: Objective
Leuconostoc mesenteroides, and explore the preservation effect of the antibacterial solution on cold chicken.
Methods

optimal growth cycle of bacteriocin produced by Leuconostoc mesenteroides, bacteriocin produced by Leuconostoc

To select the optimal bacteriocin compound antibacterial solution produced by

In this study, chilled chicken and its main putrel bacteria were selected as the research object to study the

mesenteroides, Nisin, bacteriocin produced by Leuconostoc mesenteroides combined with grapefruit essential oil,
bacteriocin produced by Leuconostoc mesenteroides combined with grapefruit essential oil and bacteriocin produced
by Leuconostoc mesenteroides with tea polyphenol. The effects of the above bacteriostatic solution on chicken
refrigeration quality were evaluated from the pH of meat, juice loss rate, color, total number of colonies, total volatile
basic nitrogen and sensory evaluation, and the preservation effects of the above bacteriostatic solution on chicken
were compared, and the best bacteriostatic solution was selected. Results There was a positive correlation between the
growth cycle of bacteriocin production and its antibacterial activity. The 4 kinds of bacterial inhibition solutions in the
experimental group could delay the deterioration of cold chicken meat, but the effect of 1.5% Leuconostoc
mesenteroides bacterial inhibition solution on the preservation of cold chicken meat was limited. The effect of 40 mg/L
Streptococcus lactis, 1.5% Leuconostoc mesenteroides and 10% essential oil of grapefruit was better, especially when
treated with 1.5% Leuconostoc mesenteroides and 10% essential oil of grapefruit, which had the strongest effect on
the freshness of cold chicken. Conclusion The bacteriostatic solution combined with 1.5% Leuconostoc

mesenteroides and 10% grapefruit essential oil has the best preservation effect on chilled chicken.

KEY WORDS: Leuconostoc mesenteroides; bacteriocin; chilled chicken; bacteriostatic effect; compound preservation
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