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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Fresh-cut vegetable processing in the USA typically involves submerging produce in chlorinated water that is
Post-harvest washing often reused and re-circulated. However, this washing practice is water and chemical intensive and subject to
Wash water rapid decreases in free chlorine concentration, which may increase the probability of water mediated microbial

Sensory quality cross-contamination. An immersion-free, single-pass produce washing system was recently developed to address

Iéet]?;ce these challenges by over-head spraying clean (retreated) water, rather than spent wash water. The objective of
abbage . . . . . N
Chloriﬁe this study was to compare single-pass and flume systems during commercial processing of fresh-cut vegetables in

terms of wash water physicochemical and microbiological quality and cut produce microbiological and sensorial
quality. Two products, shredded iceberg lettuce and diced cabbage, were selected; processes were evaluated for
each product on three separate days. Wash water and produce were sampled every 30 min during production for
2.7 h. Water that was used to wash the produce was collected from representative locations in the single-pass
(input water, pre-wash, cutter, incline wash, vibra-wash) and flume (flume A, flume A catch tank, flume B, flume
B catch tank) systems. Physicochemical (free chlorine, total chlorine, pH, total dissolved solids (TDS), chemical
oxygen demand (COD), turbidity) and microbial analyses (aerobic plate count (APC)) were conducted on the
wash water samples. Produce samples collected after cutting and after washing were analyzed onsite for APC
immediately after collection. Final packaged products were analyzed weekly for sensorial quality (visual, ol-
factory, overall acceptability) during three weeks of storage at 1 °C by a trained panel using a 9-point hedonic
scale. Results show that the organic load indicators in wash water samples from the single-pass system were
consistent over time for most sampling locations, with no statistically significant increases in turbidity, TDS, or
COD during production. In contrast, the organic load indicators in wash water samples from the flume system
increased significantly during production by 13-45 NTU h™! for turbidity, 382-1094mgL~'h~! for TDS, and
597-2772mg L~ h~! for COD. For the single-pass system, the wash water from the cutter had the largest APC of
3.8-4.2 log CFU/100mL and the highest values of organic load indicators (152-186 NTU for turbidity,
623-904mgL~! for TDS, and 4420-4673mgL~' for COD) compared to the wash water from all the other
processing stages (input water, pre-wash, incline, vibra-wash), which ranged from < 0.6-2.4 log CFU/100 mL
for APC, 0.3-97 NTU for turbidity, 245-471 mgL~" for TDS, and 62-1942mgL"~" for COD. There were no
significant differences (p > 0.05) in APC between the single-pass and flume washed product samples; APC on
the final product samples ranged from 3.2 to 3.4 log CFU g~ ! for lettuce and 3.9-4.1 log CFU g~ ! for cabbage.
Panelists rated the quality of the products washed using the single-pass system as comparable to those washed
using the flume system within the first two weeks and slightly better after three weeks of storage. Results from
this study could be used by the produce industry to further optimize the single-pass system and develop addi-
tional processing innovations to improve the safety, efficacy, economics, and environmental impacts of produce
washing systems.
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1. Introduction

Immersion-based fresh-cut produce washing in chlorinated water
has been widely used in the United States, since the inception of the
fresh-cut produce industry. However, this process generally requires
substantial water and chemical use (Manzocco et al., 2015; Castro-
Ibanez et al., 2017). A typical immersion-based process for fresh-cut
produce includes cutting, a sequential double flume wash using
chlorinated water, water removal, and packaging (Maffei et al., 2016;
Gil et al., 2015; Artés et al., 2009). At the start of a typical flume
washing operation in the USA, fresh, potable water is mixed with
chlorine in the form of sodium hypochlorite and the pH is adjusted
using an acidulant. Economic and environmental considerations make
it necessary to reuse spent wash water during production (Manzocco
et al., 2015). Many batches of cut produce (thousands of kilograms) are
washed in these same tanks of water during each shift; a small amount
of fresh chlorinated water is periodically added back to the tanks to
maintain a constant volume. This practice results in the accumulation of
organic matter in the wash water, including dirt and produce exudate
from the cut tissue, which readily neutralizes free chlorine (Gil et al.,
2009; Gombas et al., 2017; Holvoet et al., 2012; Gomez-Lépez et al.,
2013; Allende et al., 2008). For this reason, chlorine must be added to
the flume water regularly in order to maintain the sanitizer efficacy and
prevent the survival of microorganisms in the wash water. The rapid
consumption of free chlorine in the presence of a high organic load
makes maintaining a stable, free chlorine level challenging; it also in-
creases the probability that a food safety hazard will occur, as failure to
maintain a minimal free chlorine level may provide opportunities for
the survival and spread of foodborne pathogens (Gombas et al., 2017;
Luo et al., 2011; Murray et al., 2018).

Commercially available control systems can maintain a desired free
chlorine level during industrial produce washing in flume systems for
some products, such as chopped lettuce or baby spinach. However,
these control systems may not be as effective in maintaining a stable
free chlorine level for other types of products with higher organic loads,
such as shredded carrot, chopped onion, and diced cabbage. Due to the
challenge of maintaining a stable free chlorine level in the wash water,
there could be an increased probability of microbial cross-contamina-
tion over time, as more product is washed in the same water. Additional
challenges of using flume systems include a decline in wash water
quality over time and a build-up of chlorination disinfection by-pro-
ducts in the wash water (Gil et al., 2015; Luo et al., 2018).

To address these challenges, McEntire et al. (2016) developed and
patented a single-pass commercial system that uses retreated, spent
wash water (solids and organics removed to produce clean, fresh water)
in a series of over-head sprayers. This newly developed immersion-free
washing system sprays chlorinated water onto fresh-cut produce in a
single-pass, avoiding the recirculation of spent wash water with its
accumulated organic load. While the system is referred to as single-pass
because the water is not recirculated, the produce is sprayed multiple
times as it is conveyed along a belt under a series of overhead spray
bars. The system is also designed to tumble the produce so both sides
are exposed to the chlorinated wash water. The spent wash water is
collected at an onsite water treatment facility and the reclaimed water
is reused to wash produce. By using clean chlorinated wash water in a
single-pass approach, a higher concentration of sanitizer can be more
easily maintained while decreasing the total chemical consumption
compared to traditional fresh-cut washing methods (McEntire et al.,
2016). The single-pass system includes an optional pre-wash of the
whole heads of produce (e.g., lettuce or cabbage), cutting, spraying
water on the product using an inclined belt and a series of vibrating
screens, water removal, and packaging (McEntire et al., 2016).

Several studies conducted in commercial fresh-cut produce opera-
tions have published results focused on the characteristics and dynamic
changes in flume washing systems (Barrera et al., 2012; Luo et al.,
2018; Murray et al., 2018; Holvoet et al., 2012; Maffei et al., 2016;
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Allende et al., 2004; Meireles et al., 2017; Salomonsson et al., 2014).
The recently developed single-pass system has not been characterized
previously nor has it been compared to a flume system. Therefore, the
objective of this study was to compare single-pass and flume systems
during commercial processing of fresh-cut lettuce and cabbage. Speci-
fically, we aimed to compare the wash water physicochemical and
microbiological quality, and the cut produce microbiological and sen-
sorial quality between the two systems.

2. Materials and methods
2.1. Fresh-cut processing plant operation

This study was conducted during the regular commercial operation
of a medium-size fresh-cut produce processor in the USA; this unique
processing plant used both single-pass and flume washing systems for
fresh-cut produce processing. Field-cored iceberg lettuce (Lactuca sativa
var. capitata) and whole cabbage (Brassica oleracea var. capitata) were
stored for less than two days at 5 °C before processing.

Iceberg lettuce was sliced into 6 mm strips using a TranSlicer” 2510
Cutter (Urschel Laboratories Inc., Chesterton, IN, USA). Cabbage, after
onsite coring, was diced into 6 mm squares using a Diversa Cutter
(Urschel Laboratories Inc.) with water injection. The cut vegetable
pieces were immediately washed using either the single-pass or the
flume system (described in Section 2.2) with a targeted residence time
of 30s. Input water was pre-chilled to 4 °C, chlorinated with sodium
hypochlorite, and pH adjusted with a phosphoric acid-based acidulant
(Lemons, 2016; Luo et al., 2012). The temperature of the processing
facility was approximately 4 °C. The processing throughput was ap-
proximately 20 and 30 kg min~ in the single-pass system and 30 and
50 kg min~?! in the flume system for iceberg lettuce and cabbage, re-
spectively. After washing in chlorinated water and rinsing in potable
water, the same centrifugal water removal and packaging methods
were employed for products from both washing processes.

2.2. Vegetable washing systems

The single-pass system (McEntire et al., 2016) consisted of a series
of over-head sprayer manifolds installed over a pre-cutter incline belt
(pre-wash), post-cutter incline belt (incline wash), and a cascade of
vibrating screens (vibra-wash) designed to tumble the cut product
(Fig. 1A). Chlorinated, pH adjusted potable water chilled to 4 °C was
used in this single-pass, non-recirculated spraying system. The spent
wash water was collected at an ancillary water treatment facility, re-
claimed (treated to generate potable water), and re-used in the single-
pass system to conserve and improve water usage efficiency. The water
treatment facility (approximately 750 L min ! capacity) was equipped
with conventional coagulation, flocculation, and sedimentation treat-
ments, as well as advanced ultrafiltration, reverse osmosis, and ultra-
violet treatments (AVANTech, Inc., Columbia, SC, USA). After con-
ventional and advanced treatments, the water was chlorinated and
blended with city potable water or well water. This blended water was
transferred to a batch tank connected to the single-pass system; the final
water chlorination was controlled in the batch tank using an automated
pH and free chlorine feedback system (Automated Analytic Platform™,
Smart Wash Solutions Inc, Salinas, CA, USA).

The flume system consisted of a primary flume (9000L, flume A)
and a secondary flume (7000 L, flume B) (Luo et al., 2018). A de-wa-
tering shaker with a 1 mm screen at the end of each flume allowed the
spent wash water to be collected into catch tanks, both primary (catch
tank A) and secondary (catch tank B), where it was reconditioned (fresh
water added, chlorine replenished, pH controlled) and recirculated
back into the respective flumes (Fig. 1B). A portion of the recirculated
wash water was chilled to 4 °C and the water from flumes A and B was
kept in separate lines inside the chiller and were not mixed. Wash water
chlorination in each flume was controlled using automated pH and free
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Fig. 1. Diagram of commercial fresh-cut produce washing processes, including a single-pass system (A) and flume system (B, modified from Luo et al., 2018). Water
sampling points utilized during this study are also shown. In the flume system, wash water that was recirculated from flume A and B were kept in separate lines and

did not mix in the chiller.

chlorine feedback systems (described above).

2.3. Water and produce sample collection

On the same day, iceberg lettuce or cabbage from matching lots was
processed in both the single-pass and flume washing systems. Samples
were collected during three production runs conducted on three sepa-
rate days for each product. Wash water and produce samples from each
production line were taken beginning 10 min after the start of pro-
duction to allow the line throughput to stabilize, and every 30 min
thereafter for 2.7 h of operation, when the line closed. The input water
to the single-pass line was sampled after 10, 70, and 130 min of pro-
cessing.

Wash water samples (~200 mL) were collected with a sterile dis-
posable beaker from five locations in the single-pass system: input
water, pre-wash, cutter, incline wash, and vibra-wash (Fig. 1A), and
four locations in the flume system: flume A, catch tank A, flume B, and
catch tank B (Fig. 1B). Physicochemical and microbiological analyses of
the water samples were performed on-site, immediately.

Produce samples for microbiological analysis were collected from
one location in the single-pass system: after packaging (final product),
and two locations in the flume system: after cutting (before washing)
and after packaging (final product). Both single-pass and flume systems
used the same cutter and cutting process, and the unwashed cut pro-
ducts from both systems were assumed to be equivalent. Therefore,
produce samples were not taken after cutting (before washing) from the
single-pass system. Produce samples for microbial analysis were pro-
cessed on-site immediately after collection and the excess water was
removed from the samples using a salad spinner.
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Packaged (final) products for quality evaluation were collected by
the processor’s quality assurance personnel and shipped in refrigerated
trucks (2-4 °C) to a distribution center in Virginia (approximately 7 h in
transit), where it was transferred to coolers containing frozen cold
packs in a van and driven an hour to the Food Quality Laboratory at the
Beltsville Agricultural Research Center (BARC) in Beltsville, MD, USA
for quality and shelf-life evaluation.

2.4. Physicochemical analysis

Physicochemical analyses performed on the water samples included
free chlorine, total chlorine, pH, turbidity, total dissolved solids, and
chemical oxygen demand. Free and total chlorine and pH were mea-
sured immediately after the sample was collected, while all other
parameters were measured within 4h of sample collection (samples
were stored at 4 °C). The concentration of free chlorine (FC) and total
chlorine (TC) was measured with a chlorine photometer using the N,N-
diethyl-p-phenylenediamine (DPD) method (CP-15, HF Scientific Inc.,
Fort Myers, FL, USA). pH was measured using a calibrated pH meter
(Oakton Instruments, Vernon Hills, IL, USA) and turbidity was mea-
sured using a calibrated turbidimeter (Orion AQ4500, Thermo
Scientific, Singapore). The concentration of total dissolved solids (TDS)
was measured using a TDS meter (135 A, Thermo Orion, Germany).
Chemical oxygen demand (COD) was quantified by a mercury-free re-
actor digestion method (Method 10236, Hach Company, Loveland, CO,
USA).
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2.5. Microbiological analysis

Aerobic mesophilic bacteria in wash water samples and on produce
samples were enumerated immediately after collection using aerobic
plate count (APC) petrifilm plates (3 M Microbiology, Maplewood, MN,
USA). Each wash water sample was filtered through a 0.3 mm poly-
ethylene filter (Nasco, Fort Atkinson, WI, USA) and 100 mL was
transferred to a sterile bottle that was pre-filled with sodium thiosulfate
(100 mg) for chlorine neutralization. A 1.0 mL aliquot of each wash
water sample was plated in duplicate on APC petrifilm plates and a
portion of each water sample was also enriched in triplicate by com-
bining 10 mL of sample with 2mL of 5x tryptic soy broth (Becton,
Dickinson and Company, Franklin Lakes, NJ, USA). The APC petrifilm
plates and enriched wash water samples were incubated at 35°C for
36 h. After incubation, the colonies on the APC petrifilm plates were
enumerated using a petrifilm plate reader (3M Microbiology,
Maplewood, MN, USA). If no counts were obtained from the APC pet-
rifilm plates, 100 pL of each enriched water sample was streaked onto
tryptic soy agar to confirm that there was bacterial growth. The bac-
terial counts in the wash water were estimated based on the number of
tubes that were positive for bacterial growth (3 tubes, 1 dilution) using
a most probable number (MPN) calculator (Curiale, 2004). The limit of
detection for the water samples was 50 CFU/100 mL using the petrifilm
plates, which was improved to 4 MPN/100 mL using this 3-tube en-
richment estimation.

Produce samples (25 g) were macerated for 2 min with 125 mL of
sterile phosphate buffered saline in a stomacher bag (750 mL) (Nasco)
using a stomacher (Stomacher® 400 Circulator, Seward Ltd., Worthing,
UK), followed by filtration, as described above. Serial 10-fold dilutions
were performed for produce rinsate samples, as necessary. Each sample
(1 mL) was plated in duplicate on APC petrifilm plates, followed by
incubation at 35 °C for 36 h, and colony enumeration using a petrifilm
plate reader. The limit of detection was 3 CFU g~ ! for the produce
samples.

2.6. Quality and shelf life evaluation

Upon arrival at the BARC Food Quality Laboratory for quality and
shelf-life assessments, finished fresh-cut products (2.3 kg bags) were
stored at 1°C for up to three weeks, with weekly quality evaluations.
These storage conditions were selected based on commercial practices
and previous studies on fresh produce (Ahvenainen, 1996; Kim et al.,
2005a). For each weekly assessment, six bags of each product, from
each of the three processing days (36 bags total) were evaluated. Due to
unforeseen logistical challenges, there was a shipment delay of lettuce
from two of the processing days and cabbage from one of the processing
days; this resulted in some of the samples missing the week-one quality
evaluation. The week-one quality evaluation included only one pro-
cessing day (six bags) for lettuce and two processing days (12 bags) for
cabbage.

Produce quality evaluation was conducted by a trained panel of
volunteers from BARC (5-6 members). The panelists (4 males and 1-2
females) were instructed on sensory evaluation techniques for assessing
the visual, olfactory, and overall acceptability of fresh-cut lettuce and
cabbage. Panelists were trained to recognize differences in the intensity
of each attribute for both products using example lettuce and cabbage
samples. Visual acceptability was rated based on the appearance of the
entire sample, where negative product attributes included limp/wilted,
decayed, discolored, or damaged pieces. Olfactory acceptability was
rated based on the product smell and the presence of off-odor. Panelists
sniffed coffee beans to cleanse their nose in-between samples
(McDonald et al., 2016). Panelists rated each attribute on a 9-point
hedonic scale, including ‘like extremely’ (9), ‘like very much’ (8), ‘like
moderately’ (7), ‘like slightly’ (6), ‘neither like nor dislike’ (5), ‘dislike
slightly’ (4), ‘dislike moderately’ (3), ‘dislike very much’ (2), or ‘dislike
extremely’ (1) (Meilgaard et al., 1999; Allende et al., 2003; Medina
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et al., 2012; Tudela et al., 2013). The panel was informed that an ac-
ceptable or marketable rating was greater than or equal to (6) ‘like
slightly’.

During each evaluation session, six samples of either lettuce or
cabbage were randomly presented to the panelists on white trays la-
beled with random 3-digit codes; all six samples were placed on a white
rectangular tray. Each panelist evaluated one sample from each bag of
product stored for 1-3 weeks. A total of 15 unique evaluation sessions
were conducted to assess the quality of the all the products.

2.7. Statistics

Statistical analysis was conducted using PROC MIXED, SAS v9 (SAS
Institute Inc., Cary, NJ, USA). Sensory data were analyzed using
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), with storage times and panelists as
random effects. All other data sets were analyzed using Analysis of
Covariance (ANCOVA), specifying sampling time as a continuous-va-
lued regressor (i.e., covariate) to model any linear drift during the
washing process. Significant linear drift was defined by a non-zero
(p < 0.05) linear time coefficient from the ANCOVA, together with a
moderate (0.5-0.7) or strong (> 0.7) Pearson correlation coefficient
(PCC). When the linear drifts were not significant or were consistent
across processes or locations within a process, comparisons were made
by combining data from all sampling times. Pairwise means compar-
isons among locations within a washing process were conducted using
the PDMIX800.SAS macro (Saxton, 1998) and specifying ADJUST =
SIDAK to maintain experiment-wise o = 0.05.

Correlations among measurements recorded throughout each
washing process were modeled using various covariance structures.
Covariance structures were needed to model the data because there
were correlations between the variables (measurements were not in-
dependent of one another) and the data sets had unequal variances. The
covariance structure appropriate for a specific model was chosen using
the AICC goodness of fit statistic, to ensure it accurately modeled the
observed variability. Specifically, a first-order auto-regressive covar-
iance structure was used to model the APC of the produce and COD in
the wash water. A compound symmetric covariance structure was used
to model the turbidity. A Kronecker product of unstructured x com-
pound symmetric covariance structure was used to model the APC, TDS,
and pH of the wash water. A Kronecker product of unstructured x first-
order autoregressive covariance structure was used to model the free
chlorine and total chlorine in the wash water.

3. Results
3.1. Physicochemical properties of wash water

Wash water physicochemical parameters (FC, TC, pH, turbidity,
TDS, COD) were plotted against processing time (see supplemental
data) and analyzed for linear trends with time. The single-pass system
wash water showed no significant increases in turbidity, TDS, COD, or
TC during processing, except for the cabbage incline wash water tur-
bidity (linear slope 35 = 8 NTU h™') and COD (linear slope
936 + 337mg L h™!). For most sampling locations in the flume
system, the wash water turbidity, TDS, and COD for both lettuce and
cabbage had significant linear trends with positive slopes (Table 1),
indicating accumulation of organic materials. Previous studies (Luo,
2007; Luo et al., 2018) have also shown that turbidity, TDS, and COD
increased in a similar pattern to that of organic materials in produce
wash water. The pH and FC of the wash water from all single-pass and
flume sampling locations did not exhibit significant linear relationships
with time, except for the lettuce input wash water pH (linear slope
—0.3 = 0.1h™') and the cabbage incline wash water free chlorine
(linear slope -8 + 2mg L™ h™1).

Wash water organic load indicators (turbidity, TDS, COD) were
averaged across all sampling times in the single-pass and flume systems
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Table 1
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Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) linear regression model results for the slope of the flume wash water total chlorine (TC), turbidity, total dissolved solids (TDS), and
chemical oxygen demand (COD) over time. Only slopes from locations with significant linear relationships (p < 0.05, Pearson correlation coefficient > 0.5) are
shown. The slopes were determined using all the data collected during 2.7 h of production.

Product Location TC Turbidity (NTU h™1)" TDS COD
(mg L 'h™ 1" (mg L™ 'h™ 1" (mgL™'h™Y)

Lettuce Flume A 9.8 22.6 686 737

Catch tank A 9.2 19.3 690 827

Flume B - 14.8 476 649

Catch tank B - 13.4 382 597
Cabbage Flume A 6.8 44.7 1094 2772

Catch tank A 6.2 44.0 1048 2714

Flume B 7.2 18.8 739 1790

Catch tank B 8.4 19.2 740 1478

“Estimated standard error from the ANCOVA was =+ 2.6 for TC, * 6.5 for turbidity, + 95 for TDS, and = 312 for COD.

(Fig. 2). In the single-pass system, the organic load in the spent wash
water was greatest from the cutter, followed by the incline and vibra-
wash, and pre-wash for both lettuce and cabbage. For lettuce washing
in the flume system, TDS was significantly greater (p < 0.05) in flume
A and catch tank A than in flume B and catch tank B, but there were no
significant differences in wash water turbidity and COD between the
primary and secondary flumes. The organic load in the flume system
was significantly greater (p < 0.05) in flume A and catch tank A
compared to flume B and catch tank B during cabbage washing, as
indicated by turbidity, TDS, and COD.

In addition to the parameters discussed above, the average pH, FC,
and TC across all sampling times in the single-pass and flume systems
were also determined (Table 2). In the single-pass system for both let-
tuce and cabbage, there were significant differences in the spent wash
water pH, FC, and TC, among the sampling locations. In the input wash
water, the FC:TC ratio was close to 1.0, indicating that chlorine was
present almost exclusively in the form of FC. For the flume system,
there were no statistically significant differences (p > 0.05) in wash
water pH, FC, or TC among sampling locations, except for TC in the
cabbage wash water, which was significantly greater in flume A and
catch tank A than in flume B and catch tank B. All the spent wash water
samples from both single-pass and flume systems had TC averages that
were greater than FC, indicating that chlorination disinfection by-pro-
ducts had accumulated in varying amounts in the spent wash water.

3.2. Microbial survival in wash water

The APC of the lettuce and cabbage wash water samples from the
single-pass and flume systems was averaged across all sampling times
(Table 3). There were no significant linear trends in APC of the wash
water during processing from either system, except for the cabbage
wash water from the cutter, with a linear slope of —1.0 = 0.1 log
MPN/100 mL/h (see supplemental data). In the single-pass system,
there were significant differences in APC between sampling locations,
with the cutter wash water having a greater APC (3.8-4.2 log CFU/
100 mL) than all other locations, which ranged from < 0.6 to 2.4 log
CFU/100 mL. For both lettuce and cabbage, there were no significant
differences in the flume wash water APC between sampling locations,
with values ranging from 0.7 to 1.3 log CFU/100 mL.

3.3. Microbial population on produce

There were no significant linear trends in APC from the produce
during processing, except for the cabbage from the single-pass system,
with a linear slope of —0.5 * 0.1 log CFU g~ 'h™! (see supplemental
data). Average APC during production was employed to compare the
microbial populations on cut produce before washing and final pro-
ducts after washing with the single-pass and flume systems (Fig. 3).
There were no significant differences in APC between the single-pass
and flume washed lettuce or cabbage; in other words, both washing
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systems were equally effective at reducing aerobic mesophilic bacterial
population from the produce surfaces. For lettuce samples, APC was
consistently lower for both the single-pass and flume washing processes
than for the cutter samples; washing reduced the APC from the lettuce
by approximately 1.0 log g~!. For cabbage samples, there were no
significant differences in APC; washing did not reduce the aerobic
mesophilic bacterial population on cabbage.

3.4. Sensory evaluation of produce

Acceptability ratings of visual, olfactory, and overall sensory attri-
butes were determined weekly for single-pass and flume washed lettuce
(Fig. 4L, III, V) and cabbage (Fig. 4II, IV, VI) stored at 1°C for up to
three weeks. Overall, panelists rated the products washed using the
single-pass system as good as, or better than flume washed products
throughout the storage time. As the storage time increased, so did the
differences between the quality ratings of products from these two
processes. Both products maintained high quality ratings throughout
the first two weeks of storage, with average sensory ratings between 8
(like very much) and 9 (like extremely).

There were no significant differences in sensory attribute ratings
between the single-pass and flume washed lettuce or cabbage after one
week; average attribute ratings ranged from 8.3 to 9.0 for lettuce
samples and 8.7-8.9 for cabbage samples. After two weeks of storage,
products from the single-pass system rated slighlty better than the
flume system for the lettuce visual acceptability and cabbage olfactory
acceptability, with lettuce visual ratings of 8.2 = 0.2 (single-pass) and
7.9 = 0.2 (flume), and cabbage olfactory ratings of 8.4 + 0.2 (single-
pass) and 8.1 + 0.2 (flume).

After three weeks of storage, all three sensory attributes for lettuce
and cabbage from both single-pass and flume systems had significantly
deteriorated (lower ratings) compared to the ratings after one or two
weeks of storage, which were not significantly different from each
other. The quality deterioration after three weeks of storage was more
pronounced for products washed in the flume system compared to the
single-pass system. Products from the single-pass system rated sig-
nificantly better than the flume system for all attributes (overall, ol-
factory, visual acceptability) after three weeks of storage, with average
ratings between 6.8-8.0 (single-pass) and 6.0-7.5 (flume) for lettuce
samples and 5.9-7.6 (single-pass) and 4.9-7.2 (flume) for cabbage
samples.

4. Discussion

In this study, a new single-pass spray wash system was compared
with a flume wash system in the same commercial plant processing
shredded iceberg lettuce and diced cabbage. The physicochemical
parameters (turbidity, TDS, COD, TC) of the wash water samples from
the single-pass system did not increase significantly during production,
except for the cabbage incline wash water turbidity and COD. In
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Fig. 2. Chemical oxygen demand (COD), turbidity, and total dissolved solids (TDS) of wash water samples were averaged across all time points during 2.7 h of
production with estimated standard error. Flume system data from Luo et al. (2018) are shown for comparison to the single-pass system.

contrast, the organic load in the flume wash water increased over time,
as judged by turbidity, TDS, and COD. The flume results matched ex-
pectations based on previous studies that showed an increasing organic
load in flume systems with reused water (Zhou et al., 2014; Luo et al.,
2012). During production, the wash water quality from the single-pass
system was more consistent and better controlled than in the flume
system. The TC in the flume wash water increased over time while the
FC fluctuations did not have a consistent trend with time, which implies
there was an accumulation of chlorination disinfection by-products; this
agrees with findings from Murray et al. (2018). In both systems, the
wash water had an acidic pH, ranging from 3.8 to 5.5; even with these
low pH values, a minimal amount of chlorine off-gassing was observed
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because the patented phosphoric acid based process aid used to control
PH also stabilized chlorine (Lemons, 2016; Luo et al., 2012).

The increasing turbidity and COD of the cabbage incline wash water
over time indicates that process modifications may be necessary to re-
duce the organic load or allow better drainage of the incline wash water
during cabbage processing. For example, the water flow rate through
each spray nozzle could be increased to help reduce the organic load of
the cut product in the incline or cutter sections. Additionally, the
conveyor belt could be modified to decrease the amount of small cab-
bage pieces that become stuck in the holes of the conveyor belt. Despite
the increases in organic load for cabbage wash water from the incline,
overall, the single-pass wash system seemed to be beneficial in
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Table 2
Average pH, free chlorine (FC), and total chlorine (TC) of wash water samples across all time points.
Process Location pH’ FC (mg L™’ TC (mg L™Y"
Lettuce Cabbage Lettuce Cabbage Lettuce Cabbage
Single pass Input water 5.2% 5.17 657 64° 67 64%
Pre-wash 4.4° 4.4%¢ 44> 34° 51° 39°
Cutter 4.6° 4.8 2¢ 2¢ 32° 25¢
Incline 3.8° 4.3 6° 8° 24¢ 24¢
Vibra-wash 3.8° 4.1¢ 14¢ 10° 26° 27¢
Flume Flume A 5.24 5.3 174 334 374 60
Catch tank A 5.3% 5.4% 18" 36" 37% 61%
Flume B 5.5% 5.5% ot 114 174 208
Catch tank B 5.4% 5.3 10 104 18 228

Lowercase letters show significant differences (p < 0.05) between sampling locations in the single-pass system for each produce type (lettuce or cabbage). Uppercase
letters show significant differences (p < 0.05) between sampling locations in the flume system for each produce type. Flume system data from Luo et al. (2018) are

shown for comparison to the single-pass system.

“Estimated standard error from the ANOVA was =+ 0.1 for flume and single-pass pH (except the input water, which was + 0.2), + 18 for flume FC, + 9 for flume TG,

and =+ 4 for single-pass FC and TC.

Table 3
Average aerobic plate count (log MPN/100 mL) of wash water samples across
all time points.

Process Location Lettuce” Cabbage”

Single pass Input water <06" <0.6"
Pre-wash 0.7¢ 0.7°
Cutter 4.2% 3.8%
Incline 2.4° 1.3°
Vibra-wash 1.7° 1.1°

Flume Flume A 114 0.8*
Catch tank A 1.3* 0.8*
Flume B 0.8* 0.8*
Catch tank B 0.7% 0.7%

Lowercase letters show significant differences (p < 0.05) between sampling
locations in the single-pass system for each produce type (lettuce or cabbage).
Uppercase letters show significant differences (p < 0.05) between sampling
locations in the flume system for each produce type. Flume system data from
Luo et al. (2018) are shown for comparison to the single-pass system.
“Estimated standard error from the ANOVA was + 0.3 for all locations.

“Less than the limit of detection, 0.6 log MPN/100 mL.

preventing organic load build-up during production by not recirculating
spent wash water.

During this study, the flume system throughput (30-50 kg min™!)
was higher than that of the single-pass system (20-30kg min~1).
However, these values did not match typical throughput amounts, ac-
cording to the produce processor. This discrepancy in the line
throughput could be attributed to the plant workers paying additional
attention to detail and adding steps to ensure test accuracy, and short
total production time (2.7 h) of the trial. During the research study at
the manufacturing plant, we also observed that the change-over time
was generally much faster for the single-pass system than the flume
system. A significant amount of time was required to drain and clean
the large tanks of water in flume system, and after refilling the tanks
with clean water for the next production run, additional time was
needed to adjust the water chlorine and pH levels; none of these time-
consuming steps were needed in the single-pass system. Given the dif-
ference in throughput and testing limitations commonly encountered
during commercial trials, additional tests at the pilot-scale with pre-
cisely controlled conditions are warranted.

Although most wash water samples had no significant linear trends
in APC over time, there were variations among sampling locations in
the single-pass system. Wash water from the cutter in the single-pass
system had a significantly greater surviving population of aerobic me-
sophilic bacteria and had the highest organic load indicators (turbidity,
TDS, COD). This implies that the cutter could be a critical processing
step at which an intervention could help prevent cross contamination.
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APC (log CFU g™)

Cabbage

Fig. 3. Average aerobic plate count (APC) with estimated standard error for
shredded lettuce and diced cabbage samples that were taken from after the
cutter and after washing in the single-pass or flume systems during 2.7 h of
production. Letters show significant differences between sampling locations
within each produce type (p < 0.05). The limit of detection was 0.5 log CFU
g .

Previous research has also indicated that cutting and shredding
equipment can have microbial build-up issues (Garg et al., 1990;
Ahvenainen, 1996; Buchholz et al., 2012; Castro-Ibanez et al., 2017;
Allende et al., 2004; Buchholz et al., 2014). In 2001, a Salmonella
outbreak from shredded lettuce in Queensland, AU was traced back to a
contaminated shredder at a commercial processing plant (Stafford
et al., 2002). Cutting equipment design improvement and innovation,
such as water and sanitizer injection, could be explored for more effi-
cient organic removal and a decreased probability of cross-con-
tamination and increased bacteria reduction.

The population of aerobic mesophilic bacteria was significantly
smaller (approximately 1.0 log g1 decrease) for washed lettuce sam-
ples compared to cutter samples (p < 0.05), while there were no sig-
nificant differences among cabbage samples. These results could be
explained by the difference in water use during the flume cutting pro-
cess. During cutting on the flume line, the cabbage processing line used
water injection, while the lettuce line did not use water during cutting.
The produce processor injected chlorinated water into the cutter to help
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estimated standard error) for overall, olfactory, and visual acceptability of shredded lettuce (I, III, V) and diced cabbage (II, IV,

VI) during storage at 1 °C using a 9-point hedonic scale (1 =dislike extremely, 9 =like extremely). Different lowercase letters show significant differences (p < 0.05)
between storage times for each processing method. Different uppercase letters show significant differences (p < 0.05) between processing methods for each storage

time.

remove pieces of diced cabbage from the blades and prevent a cutter
jam. This use of water during the cutting may have reduced the aerobic
mesophilic bacteria counts on the cut cabbage to a level that was not
significantly different from the final product (washed cabbage); addi-
tional washing steps after the cutter in the flume and single-pass sys-
tems did not significantly reduce the bacterial counts on the cabbage.
These findings imply that using water injection in the cutter may have
other unintended benefits, such making it more difficult for bacteria to
attach to the cut produce surfaces and blades. This further supports the
idea that water (with or without sanitizer) injection in the cutter should
be investigated in future studies.

Aerobic mesophilic bacterial population on the washed, final pro-
ducts from the flume and single-pass production lines were not sig-
nificantly different; APC for the final products ranged from 3.2 to 3.4
log CFU g~ ! for lettuce and 3.9 to 4.1 log CFU g~ for cabbage, which
is similar to previous studies (Ragaert et al., 2007; Delaquis et al.,
2004). Furthermore, the final products from the single-pass and flume
systems had similar quality scores during the first two weeks of storage
at 1°C (p > 0.05). After three weeks of storage, products from the
single-pass system had significantly better quality ratings than those
from the flume system. These positive sensory evaluations of single-pass

products compared to flume products after longer storage times could
be attributed to several factors. One possibility is that the single-pass,
spray washing resulted in less organic materials remaining on the
product surface to support bacteria growth.

The sensory attributes for all samples tested were in the marketable
range (rating =6 ‘like slightly’), except for the olfactory and overall
acceptability of the single-pass and flume washed cabbage after three
weeks of storage. These results implied that both the single-pass and
flume washed lettuce and cabbage could be stored for up to two weeks
at 1 °C without noticeable quality differences. The flume system results
agree with the findings form previous studies on the quality of fresh-cut
leafy greens (Tudela et al., 2013; Luo, 2007; Kim et al., 2005b) and
current industrial practice in the USA, which commonly uses a two-
week shelf life for fresh-cut vegetables washed in flume systems.
However, the quality and shelf life of fresh-cut produce washed in a
single-pass system using on-site retreated water was previously un-
known. Results from this study suggest that fresh-cut lettuce and cab-
bage washed using a single-pass system with on-site reclaimed water
could also be stored for up to two weeks at 1°C without significant
quality deterioration; this was a critical finding from the sensory eva-
luation.
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5. Conclusions

A unique single-pass washing system was compared to a typical
double flume system within the same commercial fresh-cut manu-
facturer. The organic load indicators in the wash water samples from
the single-pass system were consistent throughout 2.7 h of production,
while the organic load indicators in the wash water from the flume
system increased over time. By not directly reusing the spent wash
water as is typical for flume systems, the single-pass system wash water
was more controlled and had fewer issues with organic load build-up
during production. Within the single-pass system, the wash water from
the cutter had the largest population of aerobic mesophilic bacteria and
the highest organic load indicators. This indicates that produce cutting
is likely a critical step in cross-contamination prevention and organic
material removal.

The aerobic mesophilic bacterial population on the produce washed
in the flume and single-pass production lines were not significantly
different, indicating that both processes were equally effective at re-
ducing these bacteria on the final products. Lettuce and cabbage sam-
ples from the single-pass and flume systems had similar sensory ratings
during the first two weeks of the shelf life study, which implied that
products from either process could be stored for up to two weeks at 1 °C
without noticeable quality differences. After three weeks of storage,
lettuce and cabbage from the single-pass system had significantly better
quality ratings compared to those from the flume system. This suggests
that the single-pass system was at least as effective in maintaining food
product quality and shelf life compared to the flume system. These
findings could be used by the produce industry to optimize washing
system operations and equipment designs for improved food safety,
quality, and shelf life, while conserving water and reducing costs.

Acknowledgments

This research was supported in part by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA), National Institute of Food and Agriculture,
Specialty Crop Research Initiative, Award No. 2016-51181-25403. This
research was also supported in part by an appointment to the
Agricultural Research Service (ARS) Research Participation Program
administered by the Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education
(ORISE) through an interagency agreement between the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) and the USDA. ORISE is managed by
ORAU under DOE contract number DE-SC0014664. The authors also
wish to thank the unnamed fresh-cut processor for their strong support
of this research. All opinions expressed in this paper are the authors and
do not necessarily reflect the policies and views of USDA, ARS, DOE, or
ORAU/ORISE. Use of a company name or product by the authors does
not imply approval or recommendation of the product to the exclusion
of others that also may be suitable.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary material related to this article can be found, in the
online version, at doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2018.08.
008.

References

Ahvenainen, R., 1996. New approaches in improving the shelf life of minimally processed
fruit and vegetables. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 7 (6), 179-187.

Allende, A., Jacxsens, L., Devlieghere, F., Debevere, J., Artés, F., 2003. Microbial and
sensory quality of fresh processed lettuce salad under high O, atmosphere throughout
the distribution chain. Acta Hortic. 600, 629-635.

Allende, A., Aguayo, E., Artes, F., 2004. Microbial and sensory quality of commercial
fresh processed red lettuce throughout the production chain and shelf life. Int. J. Food
Microbiol. 91 (2), 109-117.

Allende, A., Selma, M.V., Lopez-Gélvez, F., Villaescusa, R., Gil, M., 2008. Role of
commercial sanitizers and washing systems on epiphytic microorganisms and sensory
quality of fresh-cut escarole and lettuce. Postharvest Biol. Technol. 49 (1), 155-163.

132

Postharvest Biology and Technology 146 (2018) 124-133

Artés, F., Gomez, P., Aguayo, E., Escalona, V., Artés-Hernandez, F., 2009. Sustainable
sanitation techniques for keeping quality and safety of fresh-cut plant commodities.
Postharvest Biol. Technol. 51 (3), 287-296.

Barrera, M.J., Blenkinsop, R., Warriner, K., 2012. The effect of different processing
parameters on the efficacy of commercial post-harvest washing of minimally pro-
cessed spinach and shredded lettuce. Food Control 25 (2), 745-751.

Buchholz, A.L., Davidson, G.R., Marks, B.P., Todd, E.C.D., Ryser, E.T., 2012. Transfer of
Escherichia coliO157: H7 from equipment surfaces to fresh-cut leafy greens during
processing in a model pilot-plant production line with sanitizer-free water. J. Food
Protect. 75 (11), 1920-1929.

Buchholz, A.L., Davidson, G.R., Marks, B.P., Todd, E.C.D., Ryser, E.T., 2014. Tracking an
Escherichia coli 0157:H7-contaminated batch of leafy greens through a pilot-scale
fresh-cut processing line. J. Food Protect. 77 (9), 1487-1494.

Castro-Ibanez, 1., Gil, M.I., Allende, A., 2017. Ready-to-eat vegetables: current problems
and potential solutions to reduce microbial risk in the production chain. LWT Food
Sci. Technol. 85, 284-292.

Curiale, M., 2004. MPN Calculator (VB-6 Version) for Food, Feed, and Water
Microbiologists. Available at:. Accessed 16 Novemeber 2015. www.i2workout.
com/mcuriale/mpn/index.html.

Delaquis, P.J., Fukumoto, L.R., Toivonen, P.M.A., Cliff, M.A., 2004. Implications of wash
water chlorination and temperature for the microbiological and sensory properties of
fresh-cut iceberg lettuce. Postharvest Biol. Technol. 31 (1), 81-91.

Garg, N., Churey, J.J., Splittstoesser, D.F., 1990. Effect of processing conditions on the
microflora of fresh-cut vegetables. J. Food Protect. 53 (8), 701-703.

Gil, M.I,, Selma, M.V., Lopez-Galvez, F., Allende, A., 2009. Fresh-cut product sanitation
and wash water disinfection: problems and solutions. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 134 (1-
2), 37-45.

Gil, M.L,, Selma, M.V., Suslow, T., Jacxsens, L., Uyttendaele, M., Allende, A., 2015. Pre-
and postharvest preventive measures and intervention strategies to control microbial
food safety hazards of fresh leafy vegetables. Crit. Rev. Food Sci. Nutr. 55 (4),
453-468.

Gombas, D., Luo, Y., Brennan, J., Shergill, G., Petran, R., Walsh, R., Hau, H., Khurana, K.,
Zomorodi, B., Rosen, J., Varley, R., Deng, K., 2017. guidelines to validate control of
cross-contamination during washing of fresh-cut leafy vegetables. J. Food Protect. 80
(2), 312-330.

Gomez-Lépez, V.M., Marin, A., Medina-Martinez, M.S., Gil, M.I., Allende, A., 2013.
Generation of trihalomethanes with chlorine-based sanitizers and impact on micro-
bial, nutritional, and sensory quality of baby spinach. Postharvest Biol. Technol. 85,
210-217.

Holvoet, K., Jacxsens, L., Sampers, 1., Uyttendaele, M., 2012. Insight into the prevalence
and distribution of microbial contamination to evaluate water management in the
fresh produce processing industry. J. Food Protect. 75 (4), 671-681.

Kim, J.G., Luo, Y., Saftner, R.A., Gross, K.C., 2005a. Delayed modified atmosphere
packaging of fresh-cut Romaine lettuce: effects on quality maintenance and shelf-life.
J. Am. Soc. Hortic. Sci. 130 (1), 116-123.

Kim, J.G., Luo, Y., Tao, Y., Saftner, R.A., Gross, K.C., 2005b. Effect of initial oxygen
concentration and film oxygen transmission rate on the quality of fresh-cut romaine
lettuce. J. Sci. Food Agric. 85 (10), 1622-1630.

Lemons KE, inventor; SmartWash Solutions, LLC, assignee. 2016. Antimicrobial compo-
sitions and method of use thereof. US Patent No0.9,259,006 B2.

Luo, Y., 2007. Fresh-cut produce wash water reuse affects water quality and packaged
product quality and microbial growth in Romaine lettuce. Hortic. Sci. 42 (6),
1413-1419.

Luo, Y., Nou, X., Yang, Y., Alegre, 1., Turner, E., Feng, H., Abadias, M., Conway, W., 2011.
Determination of free chlorine concentrations needed to prevent Escherichia coli
0157:H7 cross-contamination during fresh-cut produce wash. J. Food Protect. 74 (3),
352-358.

Luo, Y., Nou, X., Millner, P., Zhou, B., Shen, C., Yang, Y., Wu, Y., Wang, Q., Feng, H.,
Shelton, D., 2012. A pilot plant scale evaluation of a new process aid for enhancing
chlorine efficacy against pathogen survival and cross-contamination during produce
wash. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 158 (2), 133-139.

Luo, Y., Zhou, B., Van Haute, S., Nou, X., Zhang, B., Teng, Z., Turner, E.R., Wang, Q.,
Millner, P.D., 2018. Association between bacterial survival and free chlorine con-
centration during commercial fresh-cut produce wash operation. Food Microbiol. 70,
120-128.

Maffei, D.F., Alvarenga, V.O., Sant’Ana, A.S., Franco, B., 2016. Assessing the effect of
washing practices employed in Brazilian processing plants on the quality of ready-to-
eat vegetables. LWT Food Sci. Technol. 69, 474-481.

Manzocco, L., Ignat, A., Anese, M., Bot, F., Calligaris, S., Valoppi, F., Nicoli, M.C., 2015.
Efficient management of the water resource in the fresh-cut industry: current status
and perspectives. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 46 (2), 286-294.

McDonald, S.T., Bolliet, D.A., Hayes, J.E., 2016. Chemesthesis: Chemical Touch in Food
and Eating. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, West Sussex, UK, pp. 175.

McEntire, RC, McEntire, C, Lovelace, T, Morris, D, inventors; McEntire Produce, Inc.,
assignee. 2016. System and process for processing fresh produce. US Patent No. 9,
326,543 B2.

Medina, M.S., Tudela, J.A., Marin, A., Allende, A., Gil, M.L., 2012. Short postharvest
storage under low relative humidity improves quality and shelf life of minimally
processed baby spinach (Spinacia oleracea L.). Postharvest Biol. Technol. 67, 1-9.

Meilgaard, M.C., Carr, B.T., Civille, G.V., 1999. Sensory Evaluation Techniques, 3rd ed.
CRC Press Inc., Boca Raton, FL, USA, pp. 243-244.

Meireles, A., Fulgencio, R., Machado, 1., Mergulhao, F., Melo, L., Simoes, M., 2017.
Characterization of the heterotrophic bacteria from a minimally processed vegetables
plant. LWT Food Sci. Technol. 85, 293-300.

Murray, K., Aldossari, H., Wu, F., Warriner, K., 2018. Dynamic changes in free-chlorine
levels within a commercial post-harvest wash and prevention of cross-contamination


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2018.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2018.08.008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0045
arxiv:/www.i2workout.com/mcuriale/mpn/index.html
arxiv:/www.i2workout.com/mcuriale/mpn/index.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0160

E.R. Bornhorst et al.

between shredded lettuce batches. Food Control 85, 127-134.

Ragaert, P., Devlieghere, F., Debevere, J., 2007. Role of microbiological and physiological
spoilage mechanisms during storage of minimally processed vegetables. Postharvest
Biol. Technol. 44 (3), 185-194.

Salomonsson, H., Jacxsens, L., Perseyn, J., De Meulenaer, B., 2014. Risk profiling of wash
waters in vegetable processing industry towards possible allergen carry-over. Food
Res. Int. 55, 190-196.

Saxton, A.M., 1998. A macro for converting mean separation output to letter groupings in
proc mixed. Proc. 23rd SAS Users Group Intl. 1243-1246.

133

Postharvest Biology and Technology 146 (2018) 124-133

Stafford, R.J., McCall, B.J., Neill, A.S., Leon, D.S., Dorricott, G.J., Towner, C.D., Micalizzi,
G.R., 2002. A statewide outbreak of Salmonella bovismorbificans phage type 32 in-
fection in Queensland. Commun. Dis. Intell. 26 (4), 568-573.

Tudela, J.A., Marin, A., Martinez-Sanchez, A., Luna, M.C., Gil, M.1., 2013. Preharvest and
postharvest factors related to off-odours of fresh-cut iceberg lettuce. Postharvest Biol.
Technol. 86, 463-471.

Zhou, B., Luo, Y.G., Nou, X.W., Millner, P., 2014. Development of an algorithm for feed-
forward chlorine dosing of lettuce wash operations and correlation of chlorine profile
with Escherichia coli 0157:H7 inactivation. J. Food Protect. 77 (4), 558-566.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0925-5214(18)30283-7/sbref0190

	Immersion-free, single-pass, commercial fresh-cut produce washing system: An alternative to flume processing
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Fresh-cut processing plant operation
	Vegetable washing systems
	Water and produce sample collection
	Physicochemical analysis
	Microbiological analysis
	Quality and shelf life evaluation
	Statistics

	Results
	Physicochemical properties of wash water
	Microbial survival in wash water
	Microbial population on produce
	Sensory evaluation of produce

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary data
	References




