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(5‘ Available Electrostatic Sprayers on Food Contact Surfaces
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* Therefore, our study focused on determining the efficacy of a commercially Figure 1: Interaction Biiect between Sanitizer and Sprayer » Generally, electrostatic spraying on SS surfaces led to a higher microbial

available electrostatic sprayer on food contact surfaces compared to . . . ..
. . pray b d reduction than on HDPE plastics, possibly due to surface characteristics such
conventional spraying 1 ..
as smoothness and hydrophobicity

Conclusion

* Overall, the results indicate that electrostatic spraying (backpack) was more
— effective 1n reducing Listeria on food contact surfaces, thereby minimizing
A cross-contamination of fresh produce

Research Objective

To evaluate the efficacy of commercially available electrostatic spraying of
peracetic acid (PAA) or sodium hypochlorite (NaOCI) on stainless steel (SS) and
high-density polyethylene (HDPE) surfaces

Materials and Methods

Listeria Innocua
ATCC 33090 was The dried coupon Coupons are treated

inoculated on an was vertically with 25 ppm of PAA
HDPE or SS coupon positioned or NaOCl 1n three

sprayers ;
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Sanitizer X Food Contact Surface
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* Electrostatic spraying (BES) of a lower sanitizers dose (25ppm) on the food
contact surfaces achieved a > 99.9% microbial reduction
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* Therefore, electrostatic sprayers can be explored to 1mprove sanitization
practices 1n the fresh produce industry
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