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Abstract: Guilin rice noodles belong to fresh wet rice noodles, which are difficult to be preserved due to their high moisture
content and susceptibility to microbial contamination. Therefore, it is very important to analyze its putrefactive bacteria and
screen bacteriostatic agents for extending the shelf life, and maintain the taste and nutritional value. In order to study the
microbial growth during the storage of Guilin rice noodles, 13 strains of spoilage organism were isolated and purified from
Guilin rice noodles stored at room temperature for 1 to 3 days, and six main spoilage organism MF1, MF2, MF3, MF4,
MF6 and MF12 were obtained through the counterfactual experiment. Then the main spoilage organism were identified as
Bacillus thuringiensis, B. cereus, B. velezensis, Citrobacter sp. and Exiguobacterium acetylicum through routine identifica-
tion combined with molecular identification. Furthermore, the effective antibacterial agents and optimal inhibitory
concentrations were selected from five food additives through the plate culture. The results showed that different
concentrations of ascorbic acid and citric acid had good antibacterial effects on six types of spoilage bacteria, with the
optimal inhibitory concentrations being 90 and 120 mg/mL, respectively. This shows that ascorbic acid and citric acid can

be used as preservatives of Guilin rice noodles and have a certain application prospect in the storage and fresh-keeping of

RS EHEE: 2023-07-04

HEWH: ;&AM A (4 AD19245040) ; B R A A F A4 (31860251) ; /7 BREER S M I HK KR E L L1 F FHRA
(GXKLFVSPT202202 ) ; ##k32 T X #4478 55 k4 (GLUTQD2017002) .

TEEBNT: Pois (1999-) %, AR A, FFRF 8 477 525 e T, E-mail: 15362938169@163.com,

*EIEIEE: 4 (1981-) , %, W, SRR, AFR 7 %1 R &2k 5 An T, E-mail: ruochenjl@163.com.


https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2023060308
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2023060308
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2023060308
mailto:15362938169@163.com
mailto:ruochenjl@163.com

F 458 % oM

FEE A REMOKOR G MR 2 B R S HA B0 - 141 -

Guilin rice noodles.
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Table 1  Guilin rice noodles main spoilage bacteria disproof
experimental results
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Table 2 Morphological identification of main spoilage bacteria
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Table 3 Identification of physiological and biochemical
characteristics of main spoilage bacteria
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CP081878.1:35523-36656 Exiguobacterium acetylicum
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1001 K v887769.1:3-1211 Bacillus velezensis strain YK50
— MF953999.1 Bacillus cereus strain KAL6Z 14

MK955361.1 Enterobacteriaceae bacterium strain Glul
100|[ IX174232.1 Enterobacter sp. 2355
971 IX174233.1 Enterobacter sp. 2356
491 HM748088.1 Enterobacter sp. ICB551
71K X273354.1 Enterobacter sp. strain ICB514

100 I KU060875.2 Citrobacter sp. strain UYEF32
MF4

100 - MF6
100 —|__ . . .
CP081878.1:2931176-2932289 Exiguobacterium acetylicum
100 MF12
100 CP072769.1:4630288-4631452 Bacillus cereus strain BCO7

MF1

% CP054568.1:1832655-1833773 Bacillus thuringiensis strain FDAARGOS 791
K2 Bikk MF1, MF2, MF3, MF4, MF6 & MF12 3£ 16S rRNA JE N FHIMIH Y 2R 58 4 &
Fig.2 Phylogenetic tree based on the 16S rRNA gene sequence of strain MF1, MF2, MF3, MF4, MF6 and MF12
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Fig.3 Punching method bacteriostatic circle effect diagram
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Fig.4 Effect of ascorbic acid treatment on the concentration of
spoilage bacteria
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