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Abstract: In this study, the effects of three cleaning pretreatment methods for Procambarus clarkii (cleaning agent, CA, ultrasonic
cleaning, UL; cleaning agent with ultrasonic cleaning, CA+UL; control group, CK) on the bacterial community and physicochemical properties
of the flesh of Procambarus clarkii were investigated. The changes in the total numbers of bacteria, pseudomonas, yeast, thermophilic bacteria,
psychrotrophic bacteria, pH, texture characteristics and flavor substances of crayfish meat before and after cleaning were examined. The results
showed that the CA+UL treatment had the greatest bacteriostatic effect, and the total number of bacteria decreased by 1.12 g CFU/qg after
cleaning, and also exhibited good bacteriostatic effects on mold yeast, sulfide-producing bacteria and thermophilic bacteria (decreased by
0.66 g CFU/g, 0.9 Ig CFU/g and 0.82 Ig CFU/g, respectively). However, the effects of CA and UL treatments on the reduction of bacteria such
as mold and thermophilic bacteria were not obvious, and the pH of shrimp flesh increased after cleaning. The pH of the CA+UL group
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underwent minimal change, with the overall quality of shrimp flesh decreased slightly after cleaning. Different cleaning methods also affected

greatly the volatile substances, causing the production of n-methyl isopropyl amine and other bad smell substances. Therefore, considering the

results of bacterial community and physicochemical properties of shrimp flesh, the combined use of ultrasonic and cleaning agent is more

desirable.
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Fig.2 Effect of cleaning methods on Pseudomonas
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Fig.5 Effect of cleaning methods on psychrophilic bacteria
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Fig.6 Effect of cleaning methods on mesophilic bacteria
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Table 1 Effects of cleaning methods on pH value and TVB-N value of Procambarus clarkii

R A CK CA uL CA+UL
pH 7.0329.01¢ 7.1340.01° 7.1620.00° 7.06240.01¢
RElg  1245862241.71° 1379.75336.94% 1299.544201.71% 1662.174205.23°
R 0.7640.01% 0.7740.02° 0.6940.02° 0.76:40.00%
FERE 0.4620.01° 0.4940.01° 0.5240.01° 0.5840.02
wRLA 303.96454.78° 509.55439.97° 545.48+443 47° 724.35463.83°
i CK AXTEBLE; CA AEskAlise, UL AR EHiER, CATUL Akl aRE Ak, TAR. AT ARG INEFHATARN

AAREZR (P<0.05).
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Fig.7 Odor changes of Procambarus clarkii after cleaning
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Table 2 Effects of cleaning methods on volatile compounds of Procambarus clarkii

R AT KRR (10°)

EE SR AR % B 1) /min
CA uL CA+UL
1S 11.98 2.30 5.34
TEE 22.13 0.55
JREE 26.80 591.90
S 6.16 0.54 0.62
eSS 30.81 8.58 8.82 3.29 5.28
BB 26.18 3.12 1.89 2.72
4-F 31K F 51.45 1.31
I 2B 9.56 0.46
2-LA B 26.42 6.87 55.92
1-¥82 19.87 4.33
2- 18 20.59 5.97 3.20
AR ER 17.76 14.56 10.39 5.55 8.56
S 9.75 3.48 6.54 6.00
F b 18.93 2.15
ALK 3.99 2.93 2.69 1.69
2-F AT 13.76 75.32 22.08 587.43
EFH 32.39 1.98 11.39 0.32
Et =8 31.59 0.80
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