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Abstract: Chicken meat can potentially become contaminated with bacteria at the processing
plant. In Australia, there is currently a lack of knowledge on the parameters and indications of
use of non-chlorine based treatments in the chicken meat processing plants. Chlorine is widely
used as a sanitizer in Australian chicken meat processing plants but due to occupational health
and safety concerns and consumer perception, there is a need to identify alternative sanitizers.
This study aimed to assess the efficacy of four different sanitizers in reducing the microbial load from
naturally contaminated chicken meat carcasses collected from the processing plants in South Australia.
There was a significant variation in a load of Campylobacter and total viable count (TVC) between
samples collected from two different processing plants and within carcass batches collected from the
same plant that was tested during the study. All sanitizers generally reduced the load of Campylobacter
on chicken meat carcasses. Treatment with acidified sodium chlorite significantly reduced the level of
Salmonella enterica serovars at all temperatures tested during this study. These findings are helpful to
the industry for selection of the appropriate sanitizers. Findings are also useful for the regulatory
authorities in Australia for providing approval for the use of sanitizers.
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1. Introduction

Worldwide, the per capita consumption of chicken meat is increasing [1]. Over the past 20 years,
in Australia, the consumption of chicken has increased from 30.9 kg per person in 2000 to 43.9 kg/person
in 2018 [2]. Current models project further increases and it has been calculated that the average chicken
meat consumption will be 51.5 kg/person in 2022 [3].

Sixty-nine percent of Australian chicken meat products are sold raw with no further processing [3].
Raw or undercooked chicken meat or meat products, however, are potential sources of pathogenic
bacterial species, Campylobacter and Salmonella. Campylobacter and Salmonella enterica serovars are
the leading causes of foodborne human gastroenteritis in Australia [4]. In the US and Australia,
the consumption of contaminated poultry meat has been attributed for the majority of food-related
illness [5–8]. In Australia, the presence of Campylobacter and Salmonella on raw post-slaughter meat
is estimated at 84.3% and 22.1%, respectively [9]. There is a linear correlation between bacterial
prevalence on chicken meat at the final stage of processing and the cases of illness [10]. A 2010
survey found similar bacterial prevalence post-production on whole carcasses from South Australia,
New South Wales, Queensland, and Victoria [9]. A separate survey of retail chicken portions and
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carcasses reflected similar values [11]. Despite the implementation of the Poultry Processing Standards
for Poultry meat in 2012, there has been no significant reduction in the number of food poisoning
cases [4,12–14].

Australian chicken meat farms and processing plants use a number of intervention strategies
to reduce or control the load of foodborne pathogens throughout the food supply chain. Chicken
meat can potentially become contaminated with bacteria during transportation, slaughter, evisceration,
partitioning, and packing [15,16]. Carcasses are commonly sanitized in processing plants through a
series of washes using chlorinated water to reduce surface contamination. The Australian chicken
meat industry has widely used chlorine for poultry processing but due to occupational health
and safety concerns and consumer perception, there is a need to identify alternative sanitizers.
The European Union currently does not permit the use of sanitizers for chicken meat [17]. Globally,
there are a number of sanitizers that have been trialed and used in washing and chilling of chicken
carcasses to reduce foodborne pathogens; however, some of these sanitizers have either not been
registered/approved or trialed in processing plants in Australia and in some other countries. Apart from
the recommendations in the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code, there are no other definitive
standards in Australia for the use of a wide range of other sanitizers on chicken meat in poultry
plants. Section 1.3.3, Schedule 18 [10], of the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code allows
sanitizers such as chlorine, peroxyacetic acid (PAA), and sodium hypochlorite for use as a processing
aid for washing of all foods; hence, as a starting point, along with chlorine, acidified sodium chlorite
(ASC), PAA, and PoultrypHresh (CMS Technology, Bridgewater, NJ, USA) were specifically selected in
this study.

This study aimed to assess the efficacy of four different sanitizers at different temperatures at
reducing the load of Campylobacter and Salmonella enterica serovars from the contaminated chicken
meat carcasses collected from the processing plants. The four sanitizers were chlorine, acidified
sodium chlorite (ASC), PoultrypHresh, and peroxyacetic acid (PAA). The efficacy of sanitizers were
tested at various temperatures that were relevant to processing plants in Australia. The concentration
of chlorine, ASC, and PAA was selected based on previous studies [10,18,19]. The concentration
of PoultrypHresh was used as described by the manufacturer. To mimic the field/processing plant
conditions, the exposure time of the sanitizers was selected based on the current practices in the
Australian processing plants.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Chicken Meat Samples

Chicken carcasses were obtained from two commercial poultry processing plants. To determine an
optimal sample size, 15 chicken meat carcasses from pre- and post-wash processing steps, respectively,
were obtained and tested for Campylobacter spp. as described below. Using this preliminary data, power
calculations were performed with the binomial primary end point (Campylobacter positive/negative
results in this case). Each sanitizer was tested using 30 chicken meat carcasses and each experiment
was repeated twice. Altogether, 240 chicken meat carcasses (big birds) were tested in this study.
All chickens were from intensive production systems (deep litter) and the average carcass weight was
2.2 kg. For each experiment, chicken meat carcasses (n = 30) were obtained immediately prior to the
inside outside wash step. Samples were placed on ice and transported to the laboratory for experiments.
Each sanitizer was tested independently and each experiment was repeated twice. Each carcass was
immersed into a tank containing 13 L of sanitizer solution.

2.2. Sample Processing, Isolation, and Enumeration of Bacteria

In each experiment, 30 chicken carcasses prior to inside outside wash step were collected from a
processing plant in large sterile bags. Chickens were weighed and the deep muscle breast temperature
was recorded within 20 min of arrival in the laboratory. Individual carcasses were subsequently placed
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in a whirl pack bag (ThermoFisher Scientific, Scoresby, Australia) and washed with massaging for 2 min
in 200 mL buffered peptone water (BPW; ThermoScientific, Oxoid, Scoresby, Australia). Two mL of the
BPW wash were spread plated onto five modified charcoal-cefoperazone-deoxycholate agar (mCCDA)
(ThermoScientific, Scoresby, Australia) plates (400 µL per plate) and incubated at 42 ◦C with 10% CO2

for 48 hours to assess direct Campylobacter spp. counts. From the initial 200 mL BPW wash, 40 mL was
incubated overnight at 37 ◦C. Then, 100 µL of the incubated BPW was transferred into 10 mL Rappaport
Vassiliadis soya peptone broth (RVS, ThermoScientific, Oxoid, Scoresby, Australia) and incubated
overnight at 42 ◦C for selective growth of Salmonella enterica serovars. A loop-full of the RVS broth
was streaked on to xylose lysine deoxycholate agar (XLD; ThermoScientific, Oxoid, Australia) plates.
Suspected Salmonella colonies were subcultured onto Brilliance Salmonella agar (ThermoScientific
Oxoid, Scoresby Australia) for confirmation. To quantify the total viable counts (TVC) in the carcass
wash, the carcass wash was diluted 10-fold and plated on nutrient agar. The limit of detection for TVC
was 0.25 colony forming units (CFU)/cm2 of chicken carcass. The plates were incubated overnight at
37 ◦C and colonies were recorded in colony forming units (CFU). For Campylobacter spp. the limit of
detection was 10 CFU/mL of rinsate.

Following the initial BPW wash, 5 carcasses each were placed into six different treatment groups,
water and sanitizer wash each at 5 ◦C, 15 ◦C, and 22 ◦C (Table 1). Carcasses were placed into large
containers filled with diluted sanitizer and agitated continuously for the entire treatment period (Table 1).
Carcasses were then removed and placed in a sterile bag and rinsed as with BPW. The miniaturized
Most Probable Number (MPN) method described by [20], was used to determine the Salmonella load in
culture-positive samples. Campylobacter and Salmonella counts as well as the TVC were interpreted
per square centimeter of carcass as per the Australian standard [21]. Briefly, surface area of a whole
chicken carcass in square centimeters was calculated by the following formula, 0.87 m + 635 (m = total
mass in grams) and the microorganisms per square centimeter of surface area from the rinse fluid was
calculated using the following formula,

Colony forming units (CFU)/cm2 = Number of colonies × volume of rinse fluid (200 mL).

Surface Area of Poultry Meat

Efficacy experiments were conducted twice for each sanitizer. The concentration of each chemical,
carcass weight, and pH conditions are outlined in Table 1.

The data obtained (microbial reductions and microbial counts) were compared for significant
differences (p < 0.05) using two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and the Fishers protected least
significant difference (PLSD) test using GraphPad Prism version 8 (San Diego, CA, USA). The data
were normally distributed.

Table 1. List of sanitizers used in this study along with carcass weight, temperature, and exposure
times at various temperatures.

Sanitiser Concentration
pH

Range
Average Carcass

Weight (kg)
Average Carcass

Temperature
Agitation Time

4 ◦C 15 ◦C 22 ◦C

Chlorine 50 ppm total available
chlorine 5.5–6.5 2.20 26.1 ◦C 20 min 20 min 20 min

PoultrypHresh Added to adjust the
desired pH 1.4–1.6 2.26 27.1 ◦C 12 s 12 s 12 s

peroxyacetic acid (PAA) 200 ppm 2.5–2.7 2.26 27.1 ◦C 20 min 20 min 6 s

Acidified Sodium
Chlorite 900 ppm 2.5–2.6 2.28 26.7 ◦C 20 s 20 s 20 s

3. Results

For sample size calculation, 15 pre- and post-washed samples were obtained from a processing
plant to determine total Campylobacter load at each step. Prior to spin chilling 15/15 samples (100%)
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were Campylobacter spp. positive while 14/15 (93%) post-chill carcasses were positive. Based on these
results, in order to detect a 7% difference between pre- and post-wash treatment, five carcasses were
required for each treatment group (α = 0.05, β = 0.1, and power = 0.95). Each sanitizer was tested twice
(Six treatments for each sanitizer × five samples × 2 replications). Upon receipt from the processing
plant all carcasses were pre-washed with BPW to characterize the initial bacterial load and then treated
with sanitizers for the assessment of their efficacy.

3.1. Effects of Chlorine on the Bacterial Count

Following chlorine treatment, the Campylobacter count and TVC were reduced at all temperatures
(4 ◦C, 15 ◦C, and 22 ◦C); however, this was not significant. Washing with water also resulted in
reduction of Campylobacter count at 4 ◦C and 15 ◦C but this reduction was not significant. The water
wash at 22 ◦C did not result in a reduction of Campylobacter or TVC levels. No reduction in the level
of Salmonella enterica serovars after either the water or the chlorine wash was observed. Overall,
no significant effect of temperature was observed (Figure 1a–c). In this study the chlorine treatment at
the tested exposure times resulted in reduction of TVC by log 0.1 at 4 ◦C and 15 ◦C, and log 0.5 at 22 ◦C.

3.2. Effects of Acidified Sodium Chlorite (ASC) on Bacterial Count

Washing chicken meat carcasses with plain water resulted in a significant reduction of Campylobacter
counts (p = 0.006) at all temperatures. No significant reduction in the prevalence of Salmonella enterica
serovars after washing with water was observed. Significant reductions in the Campylobacter count were
observed when the carcasses were treated with ASC at all temperatures. There was a reduction in TVC
in ASC-treated carcasses at all temperatures, but this reduction was significant only at 15 ◦C (p = 0.002).
No significant reduction of Salmonella prevalence was observed post ASC treatment. Overall, there was
a significant treatment effect of ASC on the Campylobacter count (p < 0.001), Salmonella MPN (p < 0.001),
and TVC (p < 0.001, Figure 1d–f). In this study the ASC treatment at the tested exposure times resulted
in reduction of TVC by log 1.5 at 4 ◦C, log 2.5 at 15 ◦C, and log 1.8 at 22 ◦C.

3.3. Effects of PoultrypHresh on Bacterial Count

During this trial, the washing of carcasses with plain water resulted in a reduction of Campylobacter
at all temperatures but the reduction was significant only at 15 ◦C (p = 0.04). After the water wash,
the TVC was significantly reduced at 4 ◦C (p = 0.01) and 15 ◦C (p = 0.01). There was no significant
difference in Salmonella prevalence prior to or after water wash.

PoultrypHresh treatment resulted in significant reductions of Campylobacter counts at all
temperatures. There was a reduction in TVC after PoultrypHresh at all temperatures, but this was not
significant. No significant difference in Salmonella prevalence was observed pre- or post-PoultrypHresh
treatment. Overall, a significant effect of PoultrypHresh treatment on the Campylobacter count (p < 0.001)
was observed. (Figure 2a–c). In this study the PoultrypHresh treatment at the tested exposure times
resulted in a reduction of TVC by log 0.2 at 4 ◦C, and log 0.1 at 15 ◦C and 22 ◦C.

3.4. Effects of Peroxyacetic Acid (PAA) on the Bacterial Count

The level of Campylobacter was significantly reduced when the carcass samples were rinsed with
plain water at all temperatures (p = 0.007).

Treatment of carcasses with PAA resulted in a reduction of TVC at all temperatures but this
treatment effect was not significant. Neither PAA nor water significantly reduced the Salmonella
prevalence (number of positive samples before and after the treatment). Treatment of carcasses with
PAA resulted in significant reductions of Campylobacter at all temperatures (Figure 2d–f). In this study
the PAA treatment at the tested exposure times resulted in a reduction of TVC by log 0.1 at 4 ◦C and
15 ◦C and no reduction at 22 ◦C.
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Figure 1. (a) Campylobacter load on chicken meat carcass pre- and post-chlorine treatment (4–8 ppm), 20 mins agitation; (b) Salmonella count on chicken 
meat carcasses pre- and post-chlorine treatment (4–8 ppm), 20 mins agitation; (c) total viable count (TVC) load on chicken meat carcasses pre- and post- 
chlorine treatment (4–8 ppm), 20 mins agitation; (d) Campylobacter load on chicken meat carcasses pre- and post-acidified sodium chlorite (ASC)  
treatment (900 ppm), 20 second agitation; (e) Salmonella MPN pre- and post-acidified sodium chlorite treatment (900 ppm), 20 second agitation; (f) TVC 
pre- and post-acidified sodium chlorite treatment (900 ppm), 20 second agitation. For all figures, blue color column represents 4 °C, red color column 

Figure 1. (a) Campylobacter load on chicken meat carcass pre- and post-chlorine treatment (4–8 ppm), 20 min agitation; (b) Salmonella count on chicken meat carcasses
pre- and post-chlorine treatment (4–8 ppm), 20 min agitation; (c) total viable count (TVC) load on chicken meat carcasses pre- and post- chlorine treatment (4–8 ppm),
20 min agitation; (d) Campylobacter load on chicken meat carcasses pre- and post-acidified sodium chlorite (ASC) treatment (900 ppm), 20 s agitation; (e) Salmonella
MPN pre- and post-acidified sodium chlorite treatment (900 ppm), 20 s agitation; (f) TVC pre- and post-acidified sodium chlorite treatment (900 ppm), 20 s agitation.
For all figures, blue color column represents 4 ◦C, red color column represents 15 ◦C, green color column represents 22 ◦C. * = significant difference between treatment
groups; CFU = Colony Forming Units; MPN = Most Probable Number.
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Figure 2. (a) Campylobacter load on chicken meat carcasses pre- and post-PoultrypHresh treatment (pH 1.4–1.6), 12 s agitation; (b) Salmonella MPN pre- and
post-PoultrypHresh treatment (pH 1.4–1.6), 12 s agitation; (c) TVC on chicken meat carcasses pre- and post-PoultrypHresh treatment (pH 1.4–1.6), 12 s agitation;
(d) Campylobacter load on chicken meat carcasses pre- and post-PAA treatment (200 ppm), 20 min agitation; (e) Salmonella MPN pre- and post-PAA treatment (200 ppm),
20 min agitation; (f) TVC on chicken meat carcasses pre- and post-PAA treatment (200 ppm), 20 min agitation. For all figures, blue color column represents 4 ◦C,
red color column represents 15 ◦C, green color column represents 22 ◦C. * = significant difference between treatment groups.
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4. Discussion

Poultry meat is considered to be a significant source for human campylobacteriosis in Australia
and a national baseline survey has revealed that there is a high prevalence of Campylobacter on poultry
meat carcasses at both the end of processing and at the point of retail [9]. It is important to look at the
critical control points in the processing plant. It has been suggested that a 2-log reduction in the level
of Campylobacter spp. can significantly lower the risk of human campylobacteriosis. Internationally,
various bactericidal chemicals have been tested as processing aids with the aim of reducing pathogenic
bacteria on processed poultry carcasses [19,22,23]. In this study, four sanitizers were tested at different
temperatures (22 ◦C = ambient temperature, 15 ◦C = prechilling, 4 ◦C = chilling) relevant to Australian
poultry meat processing conditions.

Chlorine is widely used for the reduction of foodborne pathogens in processing plants in Australia.
In the present study, chlorine resulted in a reduction in the total count of Campylobacter. Our results are
in agreement with Berrang et al. [24]; however, another study [25] reported no significant reduction in
Campylobacter levels after post-chill chlorine treatment. It is well established that the efficacy of chlorine
is dependent on the level of organic material, pH, load of bacteria on pre-chill carcasses, and the amount
of free chlorine available [26]. In this study, temperature was not associated with a significant effect of
chlorine in the reduction of Campylobacter on treated carcasses. Although the concentration of chlorine
used in this study was lower than previous studies [27], the Campylobacter reduction was achieved at
all the tested temperatures (reductions by log 0.1 at 4 ◦C, log 0.06 at 15 ◦C, and log 0.4 at 22 ◦C). It is
important to note that these reductions were not significant at any of the tested temperatures. Further
work is required to look at the effect of this concentration at processing plants.

Our findings regarding the effect of ASC on the reduction of Campylobacter is in agreement with
previous findings [19,27]. Previous studies have also reported minimal effects of ASC in reducing the
level of Salmonella and Campylobacter spp. [22]. In the present study, ASC was acidified using citric acid.
It has previously been reported that citric acid in different concentrations can have effects on the color
of the chicken fillets [28]. Although the sensory properties of chicken carcasses were not investigated
in depth during this study, change of color of the carcass was temporary. The Campylobacter reduction
was achieved at all the tested temperatures (reductions by log 2 at 4 ◦C and 15 ◦C, and log 1.4 at
22 ◦C). It is, however, necessary to test the different concentrations of citric acid and ASC on the level
of reduction of Salmonella and Campylobacter.

Our findings on the effect of PoultrypHresh on the level of Campylobacter is in agreement with
previous investigation [29]. No effects on the appearance of the meat was observed in treated carcasses.
The previous study [29] reported a 3-log reduction after 25 s of exposure. In the present study,
Campylobacter reduction was achieved by PoultrypHresh treatment at all the tested temperatures
(reductions by log 0.8 at 4 ◦C, log 0.8 at 15 ◦C, and log 1.6 at 22 ◦C). Further experiments are required
to establish an exposure response time on the level of bacterial reduction.

Several studies have reported on the efficacy of PAA in reducing the level of Campylobacter and
Salmonella [30,31]. In our study, although there was a reduction in the level of Campylobacter load,
in general the reduction was significant only at 15 ◦C (log 1.7 reduction) compared to 4 ◦C (2.1 log
reduction) and 22 ◦C (1.8 log reduction). This could suggest that the efficacy of PAA is temperature
dependent. In this study, only one concentration of PAA was tested and further studies are required to
test various concentrations at different temperatures.

The total viable count on chicken meat carcasses has been used as an indicator of shelf life of the
product [32,33]. Our results regarding the temperature-dependent effects of sanitizers on the level
of TVC is in agreement with previous studies [33,34]. This study also confirms that the sanitizer
application temperature is an important factor to consider when pathogen reduction protocols are
developed for poultry carcasses. In this study, the ASC treatment at 15 ◦C resulted in 2-log reduction
in Campylobacter and TVC and resulted in significant reductions in Salmonella level (reduction by
log 0.1). ASC treatment was also effective at 4 and 22 ◦C. ASC can be a possible alternative to chlorine
treatment in the processing plant, however, in-field processing plant trials are essential. In addition,
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further studies are necessary to test different concentrations and exposure times of ASC for reduction
of Campylobacter, Salmonella, and TVC.

Australian Standards for processing of meat in Australia are still prescriptive. This project is
designed to provide a demonstration of the actions and evidence required to support application to
the controlling authorities (and possibly customers) that the change to the process, or in this case
specifically the sanitizers used, is at least equivalent to those prescribed in the Standard and results
in a consistent, safe, and suitable product. The data produced from this work is useful for both
industry and regulatory authorities for selection and or approval of alternative chemicals, other than
chlorine. Chlorine has been widely used in Australian processing plants due to its efficacy and the cost.
In this study, although there was a reduction in Campylobacter and TVC, the reduction levels were not
significant at any of the tested temperatures. On the other hand, ASC, PAA, and PoultrypHresh were
able to significantly reduce the level of Campylobacter and TVC at certain temperatures. There is an
option for the industry to adopt the use of sanitizers other than chlorine, however further work on
the effects of these sanitizers in field conditions is necessary. It is important to note that none of the
sanitizers were able to completely eliminate the prevalence of Campylobacter and Salmonella. Chlorine
has occupational health concerns. Given that there is lack of information on established limits of
concentration for PAA and ASC in Australian conditions, further studies are essential to establish the
limit of concentration, exposure time, and subsequent organoleptic effects.

Our results regarding the variation in the level of Campylobacter in between and within the
processing plant is in agreement with previous reports [35,36], which suggested that the Campylobacter
contamination of carcasses does not occur homogenously. It has been suggested that bacterial cells
injured by sanitizers can be recovered during chilling [37]. It is possible that such “injured cells” either
enter into viable but noncultural state or form biofilms and resuscitate in a favorable environment.
Further studies are necessary to understand the phenotypic and genomic changes in Campylobacter
after exposure to different sanitizers. Detailed investigation on the effects of these sanitizers on the
sensory properties of the chicken meat carcass is also necessary. The findings of this study are helpful
to the industry for selection of the appropriate sanitizers for its use on a wider scale. The information
from this work is also useful for the regulatory authorities in Australia for providing approval for the
use of sanitizers.

Globally, protecting public health by controlling foodborne pathogens in chicken meat continues
to be a challenge to both industry and regulators [38]. In Australia, the majority of the processing plants
use chlorine as a single intervention to minimize the risk of foodborne pathogens. The results from
this study indicated that ASC could be used as an effective intervention due to its efficacy in reducing
Campylobacter, Salmonella, and the TVC. But its cost and the necessity to combine it with generally
recognized as safe acids need to be considered [38]. PAA was effective in reducing Campylobacter and
Salmonella but not the TVC. Previously, the European Food Safety Authority found a reduction in the
prevalence of foodborne pathogens after PAA addition during the chilling step, although the effects of
PAA on TVC were not reported [39]. However, a better understanding of the impact of ASC and PAA
at different stages and temperatures in the processing plant is needed. Moreover, further studies on a
combination of interventions in Australian settings will also be useful.

5. Conclusions

There was a significant variation in the load of Campylobacter and TVC between processing plants
and within carcass batches that were tested during the study. Based on the Campylobacter isolation
results from pre- and post-treatment groups, five carcasses are sufficient for testing the effects of
sanitizers on the level of Campylobacter. All sanitizers reduced the load of bacteria (TVC, Campylobacter,
and Salmonella counts) on chicken meat carcasses. In this study, ASC treatment was the most effective
and can be used widely. ASC treatment for 20 s resulted in log 2 reduction of Campylobacter and TVC
at 15 ◦C. Hence, this treatment can be used for sanitizing carcasses in the processing plant. ASC can
also be used effectively at 22 ◦C and 4 ◦C. The efficacy of sanitizers was temperature dependent,
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hence, control of temperature is critical. Further studies are required to test the efficacy of different
concentrations of sanitizers at different temperatures. Apart from chlorine, there are other sanitizers
such as ASC that could be used for sanitizing carcasses in the Australian processing plants but in-plant
studies are required.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization—K.C., M.S. and S.S; methodology—S.S., K.C., A.M. and S.K.; formal
analysis—S.S. and K.C.; investigation—K.C., S.S., A.M. M.S. and S.K; resources—K.C.; data curation—S.S. and
K.C.; writing—original draft preparation—K.C.; writing—review and editing—K.C., S.S., A.M. M.S. and S.K;
supervision—K.C. and M.S.; project administration—K.C.; funding acquisition—K.C. and M.S.

Funding: This research was funded by AgriFutures Australia, grant number 010543.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. FAO. FAO World Food Outlook 2014: Meat Consumption; Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United
Nations; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2014; pp. 1–143.

2. ABARES. Agricultural commodities, Research by the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics and
Sciences, March quarter; Department of Agriculture and Water Resources; Australian Bureau of Agricultural
and Resource Economics and Sciences(ABARES): Canberra, Australia, 2017.

3. ACMF. From Production to Consumption—Processing and Distribution; Australian Chicken Meat Federation
(ACMF): Canberra, Australia, 2011.

4. OzFoodNet. Monitoring the incidence and causes of diseases potentially transmitted by food in Australia:
Annual report of the OzFoodNet network, 2010. Commun. Dis. Intell. Q. Rep. 2012, 36, E213–E241.

5. ESFA. Scientific Opinion on Campylobacter in broiler meat production: Control options and performance
objectives and/or targets at different stages of the food chain. EFSA J. 2011, 9, 2105. [CrossRef]

6. Duffy, L.L.; Blackall, P.J.; Cobbold, R.N.; Fegan, N. Heat and chlorine resistance of Campylobacter. J. Med.
Microbiol. 2013, 62, 105.

7. Friedman, C.R.; Hoekstra, R.M.; Samuel, M.; Marcus, R.; Bender, J.; Shiferaw, B.; Reddy, S.; Ahuja, S.D.;
Helfrick, D.L.; Hardnett, F.; et al. Risk factors for sporadic Campylobacter infection in the United States:
A case-control study in FoodNet sites. Clin. Infect. Dis. 2004, 38 (Suppl. 3), S285–S296. [CrossRef]

8. Painter, J.A.; Hoekstra, R.M.; Ayers, T.; Tauxe, R.V.; Braden, C.R.; Angulo, F.J.; Griffin, P.M. Attribution of
foodborne illnesses, hospitalizations, and deaths to food commodities by using outbreak data, United States,
1998-2008. Emerg. Infect. Dis. 2013, 19, 407–415. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. FSANZ. Baseline Survey on the Prevalence and Concentration of Salmonella and Campylobacter in Chicken Meat
On-Farm and at Primary Processing; Food Standards Australia New Zealand, Ed.; Food Standards Australia
and New Zealand: Canberra, Australia, 2010. Available online: http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/_srcfiles/
Poultry%20survey%20rept%20March%202010.pdf (accessed on 2 February 2018).

10. Food Standards Australia New Zealand. Scientific Assessment of the Public Health and Safety of Poultry Meat in
Australia; FSANZ, Ed.; FSANZ: Canberra, Australia, 2005; pp. 1–223.

11. Pointon, A.; Sexton, M.; Dowsett, P.; Saputra, T.; Kiermeier, A.; Lorimer, M.; Holds, G.; Arnold, G.; Davos, D.;
Combs, B. A baseline survey of the microbiological quality of chicken portions and carcasses at retail in two
Australian states (2005 to 2006). J. Food Prot. 2008, 71, 1123–1134. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Barnes, G.L.; Uren, E.; Stevens, K.B.; Bishop, R.F. Etiology of acute gastroenteritis in hospitalized children in
Melbourne, Australia, from April 1980 to March 1993. J. Clin. Microbiol. 1998, 36, 133–138.

13. Fearnley, E.; Raupach, J.; Lagala, F.; Cameron, S. Salmonella in chicken meat, eggs and humans; Adelaide,
South Australia, 2008. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2011, 146, 219–227. [CrossRef]

14. Hall, G.; Kirk, M.D.; Becker, N.; Gregory, J.E.; Unicomb, L.; Millard, G.; Stafford, R.; Lalor, K.; Group, O.W.
Estimating foodborne gastroenteritis, Australia. Emerg. Infect. Dis. 2005, 11, 1257. [CrossRef]

15. Owens, C.M. Poultry Meat Processing, 2nd ed.; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2010.
16. Facciola, A.; Riso, R.; Avventuroso, E.; Visalli, G.; Delia, S.A.; Lagana, P. Campylobacter: From microbiology

to prevention. J. Prev. Med. Hyg. 2017, 58, E79.
17. Johnson, R. US-EU Poultry Dispute; Congress: Washington, DC, USA, 2010.

http://dx.doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2011.2105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/381598
http://dx.doi.org/10.3201/eid1903.111866
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23622497
http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/_srcfiles/Poultry%20survey%20rept%20March%202010.pdf
http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/_srcfiles/Poultry%20survey%20rept%20March%202010.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X-71.6.1123
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18592737
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2011.02.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.3201/eid1108.041367


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 4807 10 of 11

18. Smith, J.; Corkran, S.; McKee, S.R.; Bilgili, S.F.; Singh, M. Evaluation of post-chill applications of antimicrobials
against Campylobacter jejuni on poultry carcasses. J. Appl. Poult. Res. 2015, 24, 451–456. [CrossRef]

19. Sexton, M.; Raven, G.; Holds, G.; Pointon, A.; Kiermeier, A.; Sumner, J. Effect of acidified sodium chlorite
treatment on chicken carcases processed in South Australia. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2007, 115, 252–255.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Pavic, A.; Groves, P.J.; Bailey, G.; Cox, J.M. A validated miniaturized MPN method, based on ISO 6579:2002,
for the enumeration of Salmonella from poultry matrices. J. Appl. Microbiol. 2010, 109, 25–34. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

21. Australian Standard -5013.20-2004. Food Microbiology-Preparation of Test Samples for Microbiological
Examination—Poultry and Poultry Products; SAI Global, Ed.; Standards Australia International: Sydney,
Australia, 2004; Volume AS 5013.20—2004, pp. 1–13.

22. Zhang, L.; Garner, L.J.; McKee, S.R.; Bilgili, S.F. Effectiveness of Several Antimicrobials Used in a Postchill
Decontamination Tank against Salmonella and Campylobacter on Broiler Carcass Parts. J. Food Prot. 2018, 81,
1134–1141. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Nagel, G.M.; Bauermeister, L.J.; Bratcher, C.L.; Singh, M.; McKee, S.R. Salmonella and Campylobacter
reduction and quality characteristics of poultry carcasses treated with various antimicrobials in a post-chill
immersion tank. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2013, 165, 281–286. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Berrang, M.E.; Windham, W.R.; Meinersmann, R.J. Campylobacter, Salmonella, and Escherichia coli on
broiler carcasses subjected to a high pH scald and low pH postpick chlorine dip. Poult. Sci. 2011, 90, 896–900.
[CrossRef]

25. Park, S.; Harrison, M.A.; Berrang, M.E. Postchill Antimicrobial Treatments To Control Salmonella, Listeria,
and Campylobacter Contamination on Chicken Skin Used in Ground Chicken. J. Food Prot. 2017, 80, 857–862.
[CrossRef]

26. McCarthy, Z.; Smith, B.; Fazil, A.; Wu, J.H.; Ryan, S.D.; Munther, D. Individual based modeling and analysis
of pathogen levels in poultry chilling process. Math. Biosci. 2017, 294, 172–180. [CrossRef]

27. Bashor, M.P.; Curtis, P.A.; Keener, K.M.; Sheldon, B.W.; Kathariou, S.; Osborne, J.A. Effects of carcass
washers on Campylobacter contamination in large broiler processing plants. Poult. Sci. 2004, 83, 1232–1239.
[CrossRef]

28. Meredith, H.; Walsh, D.; McDowell, D.A.; Bolton, D.J. An investigation of the immediate and storage effects
of chemical treatments on Campylobacter and sensory characteristics of poultry meat. Int. J. Food Microbiol.
2013, 166, 309–315. [CrossRef]

29. Landrum, M.A.; Cox, N.A.; Cosby, D.E.; Berrang, M.E.; Russell, S.M. Treatment with a low pH processing
aid to reduce Campylobacter counts on broiler parts. Poult. Sci. 2017, 96, 1028–1031. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Wideman, N.; Bailey, M.; Bilgili, S.F.; Thippareddi, H.; Wang, L.; Bratcher, C.; Sanchez-Plata, M.; Singh, M.
Evaluating best practices for Campylobacter and Salmonella reduction in poultry processing plants. Poult.
Sci. 2016, 95, 306–315. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Moore, A.; Nannapaneni, R.; Kiess, A.; Sharma, C.S. Evaluation of USDA approved antimicrobials on the
reduction of Salmonella and Campylobacter in ground chicken frames and their effect on meat quality. Poult.
Sci. 2017, 96, 2385–2392. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Patsias, A.; Chouliara, I.; Badeka, A.; Savvaidis, I.N.; Kontominas, M.G. Shelf-life of a chilled precooked
chicken product stored in air and under modified atmospheres: Microbiological, chemical, sensory attributes.
Food Microbiol. 2006, 23, 423–429. [CrossRef]

33. Alonso-Hernando, A.; Capita, R.; Alonso-Calleja, C. Decontamination Treatments for Psychrotrophic
Microorganisms on Chicken Meat during Storage at Different Temperatures. J. Food Prot. 2013, 76, 1977–1980.
[CrossRef]

34. Alonso-Hernando, A.; Guevara-Franco, J.A.; Alonso-Calleja, C.; Capita, R. Effect of the Temperature of the
Dipping Solution on the Antimicrobial Effectiveness of Various Chemical Decontaminants against Pathogenic
and Spoilage Bacteria on Poultry. J. Food Prot. 2013, 76, 833–842. [CrossRef]

35. Duffy, L.L.; Blackall, P.J.; Cobbold, R.N.; Fegan, N. Quantitative effects of in-line operations on Campylobacter
and Escherichia coli through two Australian broiler processing plants. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2014, 188,
128–134. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/japr/pfv046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2006.10.023
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17169454
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2672.2009.04649.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20059618
http://dx.doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X.JFP-17-507
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29939789
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2013.05.016
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23800739
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.2010-00900
http://dx.doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X.JFP-16-254
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mbs.2017.10.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ps/83.7.1232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2013.07.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps/pew351
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27738119
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps/pev328
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26574037
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps/pew497
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28379524
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2005.08.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X.JFP-13-175
http://dx.doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X.JFP-12-396
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2014.07.024


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 4807 11 of 11

36. Duffy, L.L.; Blackall, P.J.; Cobbold, R.N.; Fegan, N. Mapping the carriage of flaA-restriction fragment length
polymorphism Campylobacter genotypes on poultry carcasses through the processing chain and comparison
to clinical isolates. Food Microbiol. 2015, 48, 116–122. [CrossRef]

37. Zhang, L.; Jeong, J.Y.; Janardhanan, K.K.; Ryser, E.T.; Kang, I. Microbiological quality of water
immersion-chilled and air-chilled broilers. J. Food Prot. 2011, 74, 1531–1535. [CrossRef]

38. Gonzalez, R.J.; Sampedro, F.; Feirtag, J.M.; Sanchez-Plata, M.X.; Hedberg, C.W. Prioritization of Chicken
Meat Processing Interventions on the Basis of Reducing the Salmonella Residual Relative Risk. J. Food Prot.
2019, 82, 1575–1582. [CrossRef]

39. Andreoletti, O.; Baggesen, D.L.; Bolton, D.; Butaye, P.; Cook, P.; Davies, R.; Escamez, P.S.F.; Griffin, J.; Hald, T.;
Havelaar, A.; et al. Scientific Opinion on the evaluation of the safety and efficacy of peroxyacetic acid
solutions for reduction of pathogens on poultry carcasses and meat. EFSA J. 2014, 12. [CrossRef]

© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2014.12.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X.JFP-11-032
http://dx.doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X.JFP-19-033
http://dx.doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2014.3599
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Chicken Meat Samples 
	Sample Processing, Isolation, and Enumeration of Bacteria 

	Results 
	Effects of Chlorine on the Bacterial Count 
	Effects of Acidified Sodium Chlorite (ASC) on Bacterial Count 
	Effects of PoultrypHresh on Bacterial Count 
	Effects of Peroxyacetic Acid (PAA) on the Bacterial Count 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

