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Effects of biologic preservative on chilled pork
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Abstract: [Objective] The study was to research the effects of biologic preservative on chilled pork
and to provide technical support for lengthening the shelf life of chilled pork. [Method] Monofactorial test
and even test were adopted to measure the changes of smells and color, pH value,acid value, total volatile
basic nitrogen(TVB-N) and total bacteria counts of chilled pork to study the effects of biologic preserva-
tive : tea polyphenol, Nisin,chitosan and phytic acid on chilled pork with potassium sorbate and distilled wa-
ter as controls. [Result] The changes of the measured indexes,such as smells,color,pH value,acid value,
TVB-N and total bacteria counts, of monofactorial tea polyphenol, Nisin and chitosan group were better
than those of potassium sorbate, phytic acid and control group. The changes of the measured indexes of the
composite of tea polyphenol, Nisin and chitosan were superior to its monofactorial used. The optimum com-
pound ratio of composite preservative was tea polyphenol 0. 41 g/kg, Nisin 0. 14 g/kg and chitosan 25. 0
g/kg,which can lengthen the shelf life of chilled pork more than 25 d compared with the control. [Conclu-
sion] The biologic preservative tea polyphenol, Nisin and chitosan could obviously lengthen the shelf life of

chilled pork when they were compounded proportionally.
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Table 2 Even experimental results of composite biologic preservative on preservative effect of chilled pork (30 d)
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