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ABSTRACT 

BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVE: Nowadays, natural preservatives are used in food industries rather than 

synthetic ones. Sumac fruit (Rhus coriaria L.) is widely used as an additive in meat products due to its antimicrobial 

effects. This study was conducted to examine antimicrobial properties of sumac at various temperatures. 

METHODS: In this experimental study, the extract of sumac was prepared using soaking method. Different 

concentrations (3.12-50 mg/ml) of the extract were used against S. aureus, L. monocytogenes, S. typhimurium, and E. 

coli O157:H7 bacteria. Growth assessment curve, minimum inhibitory concentration (MIC), and the minimum 

bactericidal concentration (MBC) were evaluated using microplate method.  

FINDINGS: The results of this study demonstrated that MIC (6.25 mg/ml) and MBC (12.5 mg/ml) belonged to S. 

aureus and L. monocytogenes bacteria, respectively. The extract could significantly attenuate growth of the four 

bacteria at 4°C and 25°C (p<0.05). The effect of the extract on Gram-positive bacteria was significantly more than 

Gram-negative ones (p<0.05). Temperature reduction also affected the growth of the bacteria; at 4°C bacterial growth 

was less than 25°C, that is, at 6.25 concentration, S. typhimurium, and E. coli populations reduced from 3.55 log and 

3.31 log to 2.14 log and 1.06 log, respectively.  

CONCLUSION: According to our findings, water extract of sumac is a viable alternative to chemical food 

preservatives, particularly at 4°C. 
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Introduction 

Foodborne pathogenic agents are of great 

importance in general hygiene that annually cause 

great economic losses to societies. Among these 

pathogens, bacteria such as Staphylococcus aureus, 

Listeria monocytogenes, Salmonella typhimurium, and 

Escherichia coli O157:H7 are of particular prominence 

(1). S. aureus is a Gram-positive, facultative anaerobe 

organism, and the enterotoxins this bacterium produces 

in foods are heat resistant and are less affected by the 

cooking process. S. aureus toxins in food cause nausea 

and vomiting. Direct hand contact with food is 

associated with this type of poisoning. L. 

monocytogenes is a Gram-positive, facultative anaerobic 

bacterium, and since it can be found everywhere, food 

contamination after the cooking process is a major 

concern. Infection with this bacterium was also 

reported in the packaging procedure of food products 

(2). Salmonella are rod-shaped and motile with 

peritrichous flagella, except for S. pullurum and S. 

gallinarum (3).  

Intestinal salmonellosis is one of the most 

important foodborne diseases in humans, which 

annually affect a great number of people (4). 

Salmonella is a zoonotic disease, and approximately 

3.1% of food poisonings in the world are caused by 

this organism.  

The symptoms of salmonella poisoning include 

headache, abdominal pain, vomiting, diarrhea, and 

fever that may last for two-seven days (5). E.coli is a 

Gram-negative mesophilic bacterium; intestinal 

pathogenic E. coli is the cardinal cause of diarrhea in 

developing countries and areas with poor living 

conditions. Generally, four types of E. coli are 

associated with diarrheal diseases in humans: EPEC 

(Enteropathogenic E.coli), ETEC (Enterotoxigenic E. 

coli), EIEC (Enteroinvasive E. coli), and EHEC 

(Enterohemoragic E. coli) (3).  

The use of chemical preservatives in food industry 

can improve food shelf life. The general concern over 

the effects of chemical preservatives leads consumers 

to use products that either are preservative-free or 

contain natural preservatives. In the recent years, many 

studies were conducted on the use of natural 

preservatives such as essential oils and plant extracts 

as alternatives to chemical preservatives in foods (6). 

Plant derivatives, which are widely used in traditional 

medicine, have great potential for growth of microbial 

pathogens. Medicinal plants have been broadly 

administered in the treatment of diseases since long  

 

ago, they were also used for improving food taste, and 

numerous studies demonstrated the antimicrobial 

effect of some traditional medicine plants (7). Sumac 

with the scientific name of Rhus coriaria L. is from 

Dodonaea (Sapindales) order and Anacardiaceae 

family, which is a 1-5 meters high shrub. Its fruit is 

small, hard, and red or purple that goes brown after 

drying out. Sumac is sour and astringent tasting, and 

after drying, it is commonly used with meat and salads 

as a spice (10). Sumac grows in the Mediterranean 

region, and in Iran, it commonly grows in Tehran, 

Karaj, Qazvin, Qom, Azerbaijan, Hamedan, and 

Guilan (9, 11).  

In the Iranian traditional medicine, sumac acts as 

an astringent, and it is used in the treatment of 

diarrhea, ear infections, and hot trachoma as well as 

prevention of ocular complications of smallpox(12-

15). Long-term consumption of sumac reduces blood 

cholesterol levels (16). All parts of the plant contain 

tannin, protein, fat, fiber, and minerals such as 

potassium, calcium, magnesium, phosphorus, iron, 

sodium, zinc, and vitamin C. Sumac contains 

significant amounts of antioxidants such as tannin and 

procyanidin C1 as well as organic acids (e.g., malic, 

citric, and tartaric). Sumac’s taste is mainly due to two 

different types of components, that is, tannin and 

organic acids (17, 18).  

Investigations on the derivatives and compounds of 

sumac indicate its antioxidant and antimicrobial 

properties (7). Given the widespread use of this plant 

in foods, its beneficial role in the creation of a 

favorable taste, and scarcity of studies on its 

antimicrobial activity against food poisoning 

organisms, this in-vitro study was conducted to 

evaluate the behavior of pathogenic bacteria at 

different temperatures and concentrations of water 

extract of sumac. 

 

 

Method 

Extraction: In this in-vitro experimental study, the 

fruit of sumac was obtained from distribution centers 

of Hamdedan, Iran. The extraction was performed 

using the soaking method; first, sumac was separated 

from the seed and powered completely. The powder 

was soaked in distilled water in 1:10 ratio for 24 hours. 

After filtering, the extract was concentrated by rotary 

evaporator, and finally, it was dried in the oven and 

kept in a cold and dry place for later use.
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The bacteria: L. monocytogenes, S. typhimurium, E. 

coli, and S. aureus bacteria were provided from the 

Food Hygiene and Quality Control Department of 

Tehran University of Medical Sciences. Suspension of 

vegetative forms of the studied bacteria was prepared 

by transferring lyophilized bacteria into a sterile 

nutrient broth (Merck, KGaA, Darmstadt, Germany), 

incubating them at 37°C for 18 hours, and renewing 

their cultures for at least two consecutive times. 

Bacterial strains were cultured on a nutrient agar slope 

(Merck, KGaA, Germany), the culture was kept at 4°C 

for later use.

Preparation of the bacterial suspension: McFarland 

standard was used to make the bacterial suspension. A 

colony of bacterial cultures was transferred into a 

sterile nutrient broth under sterile conditions and was 

incubated at 37°C for 18 h. This process was 

performed for at least two consecutive times to achieve 

the desired level of bacterial suspension. In 

continuation, different dilutions were prepared from 

the suspension of bacterial cultures and each dilution 

was compared with McFarland standard turbidity. The 

equal dilution with this standard was calculated 

through the experiment as suspension with population 

of 1.5×108 CFU/ml.

Evaluation of the antimicrobial activity: To 

determine the minimum inhibitory concentration 

(MIC) and the minimum bactericidal concentration 

(MBC), water extract of sumac fruit was employed in 

microtiter plates with 96 wells (SPL, Korea) using 

Broth Microdilution Susceptibility Assay. For this 

purpose, serial concentrations of the extract were 

prepared using distilled water (3.12-50 mg/ml.). To 

each well, 160 ml of nutrient broth, 20 ml dilution of 

sumac extract and 20 µl of bacterial suspension 

containing 5×106 CFU/ml were added. The positive 

control (wells containing bacterial culture and nutrient 

broth) and the negative control (wells containing water 

extract of sumac fruit and nutrient broth) were 

considered in each stage of the experiment. Microtiter 

plates, after the addition of serial dilutions of the 

extract and the bacteria, were briefly mixed and 

incubated at 37°C for 24 hours. Thereafter, for 

determination of MIC, we looked at the wells to find 

out any turbidity.  

The minimum concentration that inhibits growth or 

obvious turbidity in comparison to the control group 

was reported as the MIC (19, 20). MBC was 

determined according to the results of MIC; from all 

the wells in which bacterial growth was inhibited, 100 

µl was cultured in Brain Heart Infusion (BHI) agar 

plates. The plates were incubated at 37°C for 24 hours. 

Dilutions inhibiting bacterial growth were reported as 

MBC (19, 21-23).

Evaluation of the growth curve: The interaction of 

temperature and inhibitory and sub-inhibitory 

concentrations of water extract of sumac was 

investigated against S. aureus, L. monocytogenes, S. 

typhimurium, and E. coli O157:H7 by evaluation of 

growth in trypticase soy broth (TSB broth). The extract 

was transferred into TSB flasks containing sterile broth 

and concentrations of MIC and sub-MIC.  

Approximately 5×103 CFU/ml of the bacterial 

suspension was injected into each dilution of the 

extracts in the flask, and was incubated at 4°C and 

25°C for 48 hours. Evaluation of the bacterial growth 

was conducted on flasks of colony count at 0, 0.5, 1, 2, 

3, 4, 24, 48 hours using surface culture on BHI agar 

medium (24, 25).

Statistical analysis: Analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

was performed to evaluate the effect of water extract 

of sumac fruit on the bacterial count using SPSS, 

version 17. Each of the experiments was conducted 

three times, and the results were reported as mean. The 

means were compared by Tukey’s test, and p<0.05 was 

considered statistically significant. 

 

 

Results 

The investigation of the effect of MIC and MBC of 

sumac extract on the studied bacteria indicates the 

higher sensitivity of Gram-positive bacteria, compared 

to the Gram-negative ones (table 1). Bacterial 

population in the control sample significantly 

increased, as compared to sample with sumac extract 

(p<0.05).  

However, within 48 hours, bacterial growth  

at 4°C was at lower speed compared to 25° C. The use 

of sub-MIC at 4°C could exponentially reduce 

bacterial population, compared to 25°C.  

Also, at 4°C and 25°C, the inhibitory concentration 

of the extract at the fourth hour could significantly 

decrease bacterial cultures, as compared to the 

concentration of sub-inhibitor (p<0.05), and except for 

E. coli, the growth of all the bacteria was inhibited 

(tables 2-5).  
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Table 1. Minimum inhibitory concentration and minimum bactericidal concentration extract of sumac fruit 

based on mg/ml bacteria 

Minimum bactericidal 

concentration(MBC) 

Minimum inhibitory 

concentration (MIC) 
Bacteria 

12.5 6.25 Staphylococcus aureus

12.5 6.25 Listeria monocytogenes 

25 12.5 Salmonella typhimurium 

25 12.5 Escherichia coli 

 

Table 2. Evaluation of the growth of Staphylococcus aureus in the minimum and sub-minimum inhibitory concentrations of 

waters extract of sumac at 4◦ C and 25◦ C 

Temp Concentration 
Hour 

0 0.5 1 2 3 4 24 48 

4 

0.00 3.3±0.19a 4.27±0.07a 4.36±0.08a 4.44±0.05a 4.94±0.05a 5.33±0.04a 5.94±0.1a 6.89±0.8a 

3.125 3.27±0.06a 3.33±0.07b 3.29±0.01b 3.24±0.07b 3.14±0.08b 2.88±0.04b 2.26±0.05b 0.37±0.64b 

6.52 3.25±0.09a 3.22±0.03b 3.17±0.07b 3.09±0.07b 2.84±0.07c 2.41±0.24c 0±0c 0±0c 

25 

0.00 3.35±0.05a 3.46±0.05a 3.58±0.02a 3.72±0.0 a 4.15±0.08a 5.49±0.18a 6.77±0.13a 7.61±0.13a 

3.125 3.39±0.05a 3.47±0.08a 3.44±0.12ab 3.37±0.1b 3.21±0.03a 3.16±0.04b 2.36±0.06b 1.31±0.16b 

6.52 3.36±0.09a 3.45±0.06a 3.34±0.04b 2.33±0.1c 1.94±0.08c 1.33±0.17c 0±0  c 0±0 c 

Lower-case letters in each column indicate significant differences at the 0.05 level. 

 

 

Table 3. Evaluation of the growth of Listeria monocytogenes by the minimum and sub-minimum concentrations of water 

extract of sumac at 4°C and 25°C

Temp Concentration 
Hour 

0 0.5 1 2 3 4 24 48 

4 

0.00 4.34±0.2 a 4.45±0.24 a 4.51±0.19a 4.57±0.17a 5.23±0.11a 5.75±0.09a 6.17±0.15a 6.90±0.07a 

3.125 4.31±0.11 a 4.45±0.06b 4.53±0.07b 4.62±0.08b 4.37±0.08b 4.26±0.08b 3.08±0.09b 2.17±0.07b 

6.52 4.23±0.16 a 4.45±0.09b 4.48±0.07b 4.57±0.08b 3.74±0.06c 3.45±0.06c 0±0c 0±0c 

25 

0.00 3.63±0.03 a 3.7±0.02a 3.85±0.08a 4.68±0.13a 5±0.017a 5.59±0.2a 6.71±0.36a 8.22±0.26a 

3.125 3.55±0.06 a 3.58±0.09a 3.56±0.14ab 3.51±0.06b 3.32±0.03a 3.27±0.05b 2.26±0.06b 1.17±0.11b 

6.52 3.57±0.11 a 3.62±0.09a 3.37±0.11b 3±0.01 c 1.19±1.06c 0.79±0.69c 0±0 c 0±0  c 

Lower-case letters in each column indicate significant differences at the 0.05 level. 

 

 

Table 4. Evaluation of the growth of Salmonella typhimurium using minimum and sub-minimum inhibitory concentrations 

of water extract of sumac at 4°C and 25°C 

Temp Concentration 
Hour 

0 0.5 1 2 3 4 24 48 

4 

0.00 3.59±0.1a 4.35±0.11a 4.97±0.12a 5.25±0.14a 5.53±0.1a 5.88±0.04a 6.36±0.05a 7.15±0.12a 

6.25 3.55±0.07a 3.51±0.03b 3.47±0.04b 3.38±0.03b 3.32±0.03b 3.25±0.06b 3.07±0.03b 2.14±0.06b 

12.5 3.47±0.05a 3.34±0.07b 3.34±0.04b 3.23±0.01b 3.19±0.05b 2.53±0.1c 0±0c 0±0c 

25 

0.00 3.74±0.09a 3.86±0.1a 4.1±0.12a 4.64±0.1a 5.54±0.026a 6.59±0.16a 7.69±0.34a 8.56±0.12a 

6.25 3.67±0.02a 3.62±0.1b 3.54±0.07b 3.44±0.05b 3.37±0.06b 3.28±0.08b 2.18±0.05b 1.15±0.07b 

12.5 3.66±0.07a 3.49±0.01b 3.39±0.08b 2.82±0.11c 2.66±0.12c 1.23±0.27c 0±0 c 0±0 c 

Lower-case letters in each column indicate significant differences at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 5. Evaluation of the growth of Escherichia coli using minimum and sub-minimum inhibitory concentrations of water 

extract of sumac at 4°C and 25°C 

Temp Concentration 
Hour 

0 0.5 1 2 3 4 24 48 

4 

0.00 3.33±0.04a 3.81±0.14a 4.5±0.04a 4.52±0.07a 4.69±0.05a 5.04±0.05a 5.85±0.08a 6.87±0.06a 

6.25 3.31±0.05a 3.38±0.03b 3.33±0.03b 3.24±0.03b 3.24±0.04b 3.2±0.07b 2.2±0.04b 1.06±0.06b 

12.5 3.26±0.06a 3.23±0.02b 3.14±0.03c 3.15±0.02b 3.05±0.04c 2.48±0.17c 0±0c 0±0c 

25 

0.00 3.6±0.11a 3.94±0.07a 4.37±0.09a 4.84±0.15a 5.56±0.022a 6.7±0.25a 7.67±0.15a 8.69±0.21a 

6.25 4.49±0.09a 3.46±0.05b 3.39±0.13b 3.28±0.08b 3.25±0.03 b 3.23±0.07b 2.20±0.04b 1.10±0.05b 

12.5 3.51±0.19a 3.6±0.19 b 3.63±0.04b 2.81±0.36c 2.38±0.25c 1.76±0.41c 0.33±0.57c 0±0c 

Lower-case letters in each column indicate significant differences at the 0.05 level 

 

Discussion 

The results of the study showed that the Gram-

positive bacteria (S. aureus and L. monocytogenes) 

were more sensitive to water extract of sumac fruit, 

compared to the Gram-negative ones (E. coli and S. 

typhimurium). Pandit et al. (1983) demonstrated that 

Gram-positive bacteria are more sensitive to herbal 

extracts compared to Gram-negative ones. Moreover, 

herbal extracts not only have inhibitory activities 

against bacteria, but also exhibit bactericidal properties 

(26). Similar studies indicated that effect of the 

extracts derived from plants of the traditional medicine 

is more intense on Gram-positive bacteria rather than 

Gram-negative ones (27).  

In addition, Qussalah et al. reported that S. aureus 

is more sensitive to herbal derivatives, compared to 

microorganisms such as E. coli and S. typhimurium, 

due to its single-layer cell wall (28), which is in 

accordance with our results.  

Resistance of Gram-negative bacteria to herbal 

extracts can be due to complexity of the bilayer cell 

wall of these bacteria, compared to the glycoprotein-

teichoic acid cell wall of Gram-positive bacteria. In 

addition, the resistance of microbial cells could be 

secondary to the speed and the level of solution of 

antimicrobial compounds in lipid part of the cell 

membrane.  

Although, this problem cannot be a definitive 

explanation for the difference in sensitivity of Gram-

positive and Gram-negative bacteria; however, cell 

surface hydrophobicity can also be proposed as an 

effective factor (29, 30). Researchers have concluded 

that shelf life is improved with increasing the 

concentration of sumac extract and oregano; however 

it attenuates population of Gram-positive bacteria more 

than the Gram-negative ones (31). Moreover, Nasar-

Abbasa et al. concluded that higher concentrations of  

 

 

sumac extract could eliminate pathogenic bacteria, 

including Gram-positive ones, more effectively (32). 

Considering the current results, by increasing the 

concentration of water extract of sumac fruit, the 

growth of Gram-positive reduces more, as compared to 

Gram-negative ones. Studies on the effective 

compounds of the sumac fruit showed that 

antimicrobial activity of the extract is due its 

considerable amounts of antioxidants such as tannin 

and procyanidin C1 (17, 18). Gulmez et al. performed 

a study on the effect of water extract of sumac and 

lactic acid on shelf life of chicken wings. They 

concluded that extract of sumac and lactic acid 

significantly diminished pathogenic bacteria, 

especially psychrotrophs, enterobacteriaceae, and 

coliforms in chicken wings, and the antibacterial effect 

of water extract of sumac was mainly due to its high 

level of tannin (33).  

According to the former studies and the current 

results, it can be concluded that water extract of sumac 

has significant antibacterial effects and considering its 

tastefulness, it can be used in different types of foods 

as a natural preservative instead of its harmful 

chemical counterparts. Temperature also had a 

significant effect on the antimicrobial properties of the 

extract. Therefore, at 4°C its antimicrobial properties 

were much higher than 25°C, which accentuates the 

role of simultaneous use of various factors such as 

temperature for control of pathogen growth, which is 

known as hurdle technology. 

 

 

Acknowledgments  

We would like to thank the Research Deputy of 

Bu-Ali Sina University of Hamedan for supporting this 

study. 

 [
 D

O
I:

 1
0.

22
08

8/
jb

um
s.

18
.2

.4
1 

] 
 [

 D
O

R
: 2

0.
10

01
.1

.1
56

14
10

7.
13

94
.1

8.
2.

6.
8 

] 

                               5 / 7

http://dx.doi.org/10.22088/jbums.18.2.41
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15614107.1394.18.2.6.8


46                                                                                   The Effect of Water Extract of Rhus Coriaria L. …; M. Pajohi Alamoti, et al 

 

References 

1.  Brunelle S. Electroimmunoassay technology for foodborne pathogen detection. IVD Tech. 2001;7:55-66.

2.  Singh A, Singh RK, Bhunia AK, Singh N. Efficacy of plant essential oils as antimicrobial agents against Listeria 

monocytogenes in hotdogs. LWT-Food Sci Technol. 2003; 36(8):787-94. 

3. Razavilar V. Epidemiology of pathogenic microbes in food and food poisoning. 1st ed. 1999: Tehran Univ Press.  

4.  Adams MR, Moss MF. Mod food microbiol. 2nd ed. Royal Soc Chem; 2008. p. 463. 

5.  Zinsser H, Wolfgang K. Zinsser microbiol. 20th ed. Appleton & Lange;1988. 

6.  Canillac N, Mourey A. Antibacterial activity forth essential oil of picea excelsa on Listeria, Staphylococcus aureu 

sand coliform bacteria. Food Microbiol. 2001;18(3):261-8. 

7.  Rios J, Recio M. Medicinal plants and antimicrobial activity. J Ethnopharmacol. 2005;100(1):80-4. 

8. Candan F, Sökmen A. Effects of rhus coriaria L.(anacardiaceae) on lipid peroxidation and free radical scavenging 

activity. Phytother Res. 2004;18(1):84-6. 

9. Rayne S, Mazza G. Biological activities of extracts from sumac (rhus spp.): a review. Plant Foods Hum Nutr. 

2007;62(4):165-75. 

10.  Fazeli MR, Amin Gh, Ahmadian Attari MM, Ashtiani H, Jamalifar H. Antimicrobial effects of five Iranian popular 

medicinal plants on some intestinal bacteria. Iran J Pharmaceutical Res.2004;3(Suppl 2):67. [In Persian] 

11.  Rechinger KH. Flora Iranica, Anacardiaceae. Akademische Druck-u.Verlagsanstalt Graz-Astria. 1969;63.p.2. 

12. Ahmadian-Attari MM, Amin GH, Fazeli MR, Jamalifar H. A review on antimicrobial activities of sumac fruit 

(Rhus coriaria L.). J Med Plants. 2008;1(25):1-11. 

13.  Ardalani H, Hassanpour Moghadam M, Hadipanah A, Fotovat F, Azizi A, et al. Identification and characterization 

of chemical composition in Rhus coriaria L. J Herbal Drugs. 2015; 6(4): 195-8. 

14.  Fazeli MR, Amin GH, Ahmadian-Attari MM, Ashtiani H, Jamalifar H, Samadi N. Antimicrobial activities of 

Iranian sumac and avishan-e shirazi (Zataria multiflora) against some food-borne bacteria. Food Control. 2007;18(6): 

646-9. 

15.  Shidfar F, Rahideh ST, Rajab A, Khandozi N, Hosseini S, Shidfar S, et al. The effect of sumac rhuscoriaria L. 

powder on serum glycemic status, ApoB, ApoA-I and total antioxidant capacity in type 2 diabetic patients. Iran J 

Pharm Res. 2014;13(4):1249-55. 

16. Capcarová M, Abbas K, Kolesárová A, Kalafová A, Massányi P, Slamečka J, et al. Effect of sumac on cholesterol 

and triglycerides content of rabbits. Mimoriadne. 2010;4:132-7. 

17. Dogan, M. A. Akgul, Characteristics and fatty acid compositions of Rhus coriaria cultivars from southeast Turkey. 

Chem Nat Comd, 2005; 41(6):724-5. 

18. Mavlyanov  SM, Islambekov Sh, Karimdzhanov AK, Ismaikov AI. Anthocyans and organic acids of the fruits of 

some species of sumac. Chem Nat Comp. 1997;33(2):209. 

19. Celiktas OY, Hames E, Bedir E, Sukan F, Ozek T, Baser C. Antimicrobial activities of methanol extracts and 

essential oils of Rosmarinus officinalis, depending on location and seasonal variations. Food Chem. 2007;100(2):553-

9. 

20. Rozman T, Jersek B. Antimicrobial activity of rosemary extracts (Rosmarinus officinalis L.) against different 

species of Listeria. Acta Agric Slovenica. 2009;93(1):51-8. 

21. Baratta MT, Damien Dorman HJ, Deans SG, Figueiredo AC, Barroso JG, Ruberto G. Antimicrobial antioxidant 

properties of some commercial essential oils. Flav Fragr J. 1998;13(4):235-44. 

22.  Matkowski A. Plant in vitro culture for the production of antioxidants-a review. Biotechnol Adv. 2008;26(6):548-

60. 

23. Moreno S, Scheyer T, Romano CS, Vojnov A. Antioxidant and antimicrobial activities of rosemary extracts linked 

to their polyphenol composition. Free Radical Res. 2006;40(2):223-31. 

 [
 D

O
I:

 1
0.

22
08

8/
jb

um
s.

18
.2

.4
1 

] 
 [

 D
O

R
: 2

0.
10

01
.1

.1
56

14
10

7.
13

94
.1

8.
2.

6.
8 

] 

                               6 / 7

http://ijpr.sbmu.ac.ir/?_action=article&au=4776&_au=MR++Fazeli
http://ijpr.sbmu.ac.ir/?_action=article&au=5176&_au=+Amin+Gh
http://ijpr.sbmu.ac.ir/?_action=article&au=5177&_au=MM++Ahmadian+Attari
http://ijpr.sbmu.ac.ir/?_action=article&au=5178&_au=H++Ashtiani
http://ijpr.sbmu.ac.ir/?_action=article&au=5179&_au=H++Jamalifar
http://ijpr.sbmu.ac.ir/issue_3_20_Volume+3%2C+Supplement+2%2C+Autumn+2004.html
http://search.proquest.com/indexinglinkhandler/sng/au/Rozman,+Tanja/$N?accountid=34351
http://search.proquest.com/indexinglinkhandler/sng/au/Jersek,+Barbara/$N?accountid=34351
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Moreno%20S%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16390832
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Scheyer%20T%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16390832
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Romano%20CS%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16390832
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Vojnov%20AA%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16390832
http://dx.doi.org/10.22088/jbums.18.2.41
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15614107.1394.18.2.6.8


J Babol Univ Med Sci; 18(2); Feb 2016                                                                                                                                                                       47 

 

24. Burt S. Essential oils: their antibacterial properties and potential applications in foods a review. Int J Food 

Microbiol. 2004;94(3): 223-53. 

25. Molana Z, Shahandeh Z. Effect of garlic (allium sativum) and garlic extract on growth inhibition of pseudomonas 

aeruginosa. J Babol Univ Med Sci. 2003;5(3):57-62. [In Persian] 

26. Pandit V, Shelef L. Sensitivity of listeria monocytogenes to rosemary (Rosmarinus officinalis L.). Food Microbiol 

1994;11(1):57-63. 

27. Lee S, Musa N, Wendy W, Musa N, Song CT. Antimicrobial property of 12 spieces and methanol extract of 

Oramental sea anmon against Edwarsiella agent and other bacteria. Adv Biol Res. 2007;1(5-6):164-6. 

28.  Oussalah M, Caillet S, Saucier L, Lacroix M. Inhibitory effects of selected plant essential oils on the growth of four 

pathogenic bacteria: E. coli O157: H7, Salmonella typhimurium, Staphylococcus aureus and Listeria monocytogenes. 

Food Control. 2007;18(5):414-20. 

29. Holley RA Patel D. Improvement in shelf-life and safety of perishable foods by plant essential oils and smoke 

antimicrobials. Food Microbiol. 2005;22(4):273-92. 

30. Lanciotti R, Gianotti A, Patrignani F, Belletti N, Guerzoni ME, Gardini F. Use of natural aroma compounds to 

improve shelf-life and safety of minimally processed fruits. Trends Food Sci Tech. 2004;15(3):201-8. 

31. Vatansever L, Gülmez M, Oral N, Güven A, Otlu S. Effects of Sumac (Rhus coriaria L), Oregano (Origanum vulgare 

L.) and lactic acid on microbiological decontamination and shelf life of raw broiler drumsticks. Kafkas Univ Vet Fak 

Derg. 2008;14(2):211-6. 

32. Nasar-Abbas SA, Halkman AK. Antimicrobial effect of water extract of sumac (Rhus coriaria L.) on the growth of 

some food borne bacteria including pathogens. Int J Food Microbiol. 2004;97(1):63-9. 

33. Gulmez M, Oral N, Vatansever L. The effect of water extract of sumac (Rhus coriaria L.) and lactic acid on 

decontamination and shelf life of raw broiler wings. Poult Sci. 2006;85(8):1466-71.

 

 [
 D

O
I:

 1
0.

22
08

8/
jb

um
s.

18
.2

.4
1 

] 
 [

 D
O

R
: 2

0.
10

01
.1

.1
56

14
10

7.
13

94
.1

8.
2.

6.
8 

] 

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

                               7 / 7

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0956713505002872
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0956713505002872
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0956713505002872
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0956713505002872
http://dx.doi.org/10.22088/jbums.18.2.41
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15614107.1394.18.2.6.8
http://www.tcpdf.org

