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water, improperly composted manure used as fertilizer, and 
poor worker hygiene during processing or packaging (5). 
Leafy greens, especially romaine lettuce, are responsible 
for between 10% and 40% of produce-linked cases, likely 
because consumers often eat leafy greens raw, eliminating 
the cooking step that contributes to microbial safety (5, 6). 
Additionally, romaine lettuce grows in an open leaf formation, 
which causes dirt and manure to contaminate a greater area 
of the plant than closed-head iceberg lettuce.

According to the CDC, Escherichia coli is a species of 
bacteria that commonly lives in the intestines of humans and 
warm-blooded animals. Most strains are harmless and aid in 
digestion, but some strains are pathogenic (7). In the United 
States, E. coli causes over 265,000 cases of illness yearly, 
though a large number of cases go unreported due to patients 
not seeking medical treatment for mild cases (8). Leafy greens 
are a common culprit for E. coli outbreaks because greens 
are often eaten raw and can be exposed to this pathogen at 
multiple points in the growing and processing system. 

The food processing industry has resorted to using 
chemical cleaners at numerous stages of the food supply chain 
to reduce the risk of food contamination. Sanitization of food-
contact surfaces, produce wash water, and the produce itself 
minimizes the risk of contamination (10). Chlorine, often used 
in the forms of sodium hypochlorite or calcium hypochlorite, 
is most commonly used for its low price and its broad 
spectrum of effectiveness against numerous microorganisms 
(11). Sodium hypochlorite, commonly marketed as liquid 
bleach, is used in concentrations ranging from 200 parts per 
million (ppm) for sanitization to over 2400 ppm for complete 
disinfection. Despite the advantages of using chlorine-based 
cleaners, its effectiveness as a disinfectant rapidly decreases 
with increasing organic load and is highly pH-dependent (12). 
In addition to only being effective in limited situations, chlorine 
reacts with the natural organic material in the wash water, 
creating chlorination byproducts that are both carcinogenic 
and mutagenic(11, 13).

Recently, a growing consumer preference towards organic 
produce has emerged (14). The United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) requires that for a food to be marketed 
as organic, both the ingredients and the methods used for 
growing and processing must conform to strict regulations 
(15). As part of these regulations, the National List of Allowed 
and Prohibited Substances states that the “residual chlorine 
levels in the water in direct crop contact or as water from 
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SUMMARY
Escherichia coliEscherichia coli is a common foodborne pathogen 
in produce, especially leafy greens, which are often 
consumed raw. Post-harvest sanitizing is an essential 
step in mitigating the risk of foodborne illness 
associated with uncooked produce. We explore the 
potential antibacterial effects of cinnamaldehyde 
against E. coli when used as a produce wash for leafy 
greens. We hypothesized that treating leafy greens 
with cinnamaldehyde, a promising antibacterial 
agent, would yield an observable decrease in E. coli 
growth contamination, measured in colony-forming 
units (CFUs). In this study, we treated lettuce samples 
with various concentrations of cinnamaldehyde 
solution and compared the E. coli growth to water 
and bleach treatment controls. By analyzing either 
the leaf surface or the wash solution, we were able 
to detect the presence of E. coli. Lettuce treated 
with cinnamaldehyde in any concentration displayed 
significantly lower CFUs when compared to lettuce 
treated with chlorine bleach (p<0.00001). 0.5% and 1.0% 
cinnamaldehyde solutions were also more effective at 
inhibiting E. coli growth than 0.2% cinnamaldehyde 
(p=0.00387). Cinnamaldehyde had an effect on the 
survival rate of E. coli on lettuce that was equal to 
or greater than that of bleach. The concentration of 
cinnamaldehyde in the solution had a significant 
effect on the bacterial counts after washing; thus, we 
anticipate that cinnamaldehyde treatment may lead to 
a possible leafy green post-harvest wash solution.

INTRODUCTION
Doctors widely regard a balanced diet with multiple 

servings of fresh fruit or vegetables each day to be essential 
to a healthy life (1). Fresh produce contains necessary 
vitamins and other nutrients that the human body cannot 
produce on its own. Despite the innumerable health benefits 
of eating fresh fruits and vegetables, a growing concern over 
produce safety prevents people from getting the nutrients 
they need (2). According to the Center for Disease Control 
(CDC), approximately 76 million cases of illness are caused 
by foodborne pathogens in the United States annually, 
resulting in 325,000 hospitalizations and 5,000 deaths (3). 
Contaminated produce is a leading carrier of foodborne 
illnesses, contributing to approximately 46.9% of total cases 
(4). Produce can become contaminated in numerous ways, 
including pathogens living in the soil, contaminated irrigation 
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cleaning irrigation systems applied to soil must not exceed the 
maximum residual disinfectant limit under the Safe Drinking 
Water Act,” which is currently 4 mg/L expressed as Cl2 (16). 
Chlorine, when used as a sanitizer for fresh-cut fruit and 
vegetables, is commonly applied in concentrations ranging 
from 50-200 ppm (10). One ppm equals approximately 1 
mg/L (17), so the lowest concentration of chlorine used as 
a produce disinfectant cannot be used for organic produce 
because it does not comply with the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
Organic produce must meet the same standards of microbial 
safety as produce farmed with other methods but without 
chemicals such as chlorine that do not comply with USDA 
standards.

Researchers are looking for plant-based solutions to meet 
the growing consumer demand for safe produce that meets 
organic standards. Spices, essential oils, and plant extracts 
are currently being evaluated for their antimicrobial properties 
(18, 19). These plant-based substances conform to USDA 
standards and could be used as sanitizers or antimicrobial 
additives in organic foods (16). 

Cinnamaldehyde, also known as trans-cinnamaldehyde 
or 3-phenylpropenal, is an organic compound produced by 
the plant genus Cinnamonum (20). The primary antibiotic 
pathway of cinnamaldehyde is through disruption of the 
bacterial cell membrane (21). Cinnamaldehyde contains a 
six-carbon phenol group that allows it to pass through the 
phospholipid bilayer of bacterial cells and bind to proteins 
inside the cell, disrupting necessary functions (22). This 
disruption of cell proteins causes irreversible membrane 
damage through acidification and protein denaturation of the 
cell membrane, leading to cell death (21). Cinnamaldehyde 
is a commonly used food additive because it is the chemical 
compound that gives cinnamon its characteristic flavor 
and smell (22). In addition to its use in the food industry, 
cinnamaldehyde gives a spicy aroma to perfumes, soaps, 
and toothpaste in the fragrance and personal care industries 
(20). Because of its current use as a flavoring and aromatic 
additive, the industrial infrastructure already exists to 
transition the use of this chemical towards becoming a mass-
produced sanitizer. It is generally recognized as safe by the 
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) for human consumption. 
(23). Cinnamaldehyde is a promising antibacterial agent that 
is both naturally based and approved by the FDA as a food 
additive (23,24). 

Because of this, cinnamaldehyde has the potential to be 
used as an antibacterial agent to help improve the microbial 
safety of raw produce. This research seeks to assess the 
effectiveness of cinnamaldehyde as a postharvest sanitizing 
treatment of romaine lettuce. We will test cinnamaldehyde 
solutions against chlorine-based sanitizers, which are the 
current industry standard, in addition to water as a control. 
An observed decrease in bacteria growth after treatment 
by an optimal concentration of cinnamaldehyde will lead 
to a possible leafy green postharvest wash solution. If the 
optimal concentration of cinnamaldehyde decreases E. coli 

in the treated leafy greens, this will decrease contamination 
measured by colony-forming units (CFUs). Using the 
spread plate technique, samples from the surface of lettuce 
inoculated with E. coli and treated with various solutions will 
be incubated on agar plates. Cinnamaldehyde has been 
shown in this research to have an effect on the survival rate 
of E. coli on lettuce equal to or greater than that of bleach.

RESULTS
We evaluated cinnamaldehyde in various concentrations 

to assess its ability to reduce E. coli growth on leafy 
greens. We treated romaine lettuce samples with either 
a cinnamaldehyde or control solution (water or 100 ppm 
bleach), then we analyzed both the leaf surface and washing 
solutions for the presence of remaining E. coli. We created 
bar graphs to represent the average results from both the 
wash water and swab tests. The first graph represents the 
average CFU/mL (y-axis) of each test group (x-axis). Colony 
counts from the samples treated with water were too many to 
count reliably, which is represented as “TMTC”. The second 
graph represents the number of colonies counted from each 
swab sample. Note that this number is labeled in colonies 
because we could not determine the CFU/mL based on the 
nature of the test. The untreated samples (none group) had 
colony counts that were too high to be counted reliably and 
are labeled as “TMTC”.

After statistically analyzing the results of both the swab 
and wash water samples, several points became clear. In 
the wash water testing, we observed a statistically significant 
difference between the samples of test groups treated with 
100 ppm of chlorine bleach and samples of test groups treated 
with varying concentrations of cinnamaldehyde (Table  1, 
F = 718238.35, p < 0.00001). Samples treated with 0.2% 
cinnamaldehyde had an approximately 2.25 x 104 greater 
reduction of E. coli when compared to the bleach test group 
(Figure 1, Table 2). Samples treated with either 0.5% or 1.0% 
cinnamaldehyde experienced the most substantial reduction 
of bacteria, with no visible colonies observed when plated. 
The concentration of E. coli was statistically significantly 
lower in all cinnamaldehyde concentrations when compared 
to the bleach group, suggesting that cinnamaldehyde in any 
concentration is more effective than bleach at destroying 

Table 1: Wash water samples one-way ANOVA. Samples from the 
leftover treatment solution were evaluated to determine the presence 
of E. coli. There was a significant difference found between the 
results of the test groups studied. Significant values are indicated 
in blue text.
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any remaining bacteria left in the wash water (p < 0.00001, 
Table 2). Additionally, the 0.5% and 1.0% treatment groups 
significantly reduced E. coli more than the 0.2% treatment 
group (p  =  0.00029, Table 2). Thus, increasing concentrations 
of cinnamaldehyde show greater effectiveness against E. coli.

However, the results of the swab test were less clear. 
The average number of colonies counted from each swab 
test yielded different results than the wash water tests. 
The 0.2% cinnamaldehyde solution was the least effective 
of the five tests, followed by water and bleach (Figure 2). 

Samples treated with both 0.5% and 1.0% cinnamaldehyde 
yielded no colonies, which was significantly fewer than the 
other groups (F = 7.81205, p = 0.000395, Table 3). The 
bleach group had a significantly lower colony number than 
the 0.2% cinnamaldehyde group (p = 0.0077, Table 4). In 
addition, the results from the 0.5% and 1.0% cinnamaldehyde 
groups were significantly lower than the groups treated with 
water (p = 0.3385, Table 4) and groups treated with 0.2% 
cinnamaldehyde (p = 0.00387, Table 4). There was no 
meaningful difference between colony counts of the water 
and bleach groups, showing that higher concentrations of 
cinnamaldehyde are necessary to decontaminate produce 
effectively, but lower concentrations could be used to reduce 
microorganisms in the wash water. This data reinforces the 
conclusion that higher concentrations of cinnamaldehyde 
prove to be more effective sanitizers. 

DISCUSSION
Serious problems for consumers and the food industry 

alike come from food-borne illnesses caused by leafy 
greens. Millions of cases of illness are caused by foodborne 
pathogens, with contaminated produce being the main 

Table 3: Swab samples one-way ANOVA. Swabs from the surface 
of each treated lettuce sample were evaluated to determine the 
presence of E. coli. There was a significant difference found between 
the results of the test groups studied. Significant values are indicated 
in blue text.
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Figure 1: Average E. coli CFU isolated from wash water of 
inoculated lettuce treated with cinnamaldehyde or controls. 
The concentration of E. coli was statistically significantly lower in all 
cinnamaldehyde concentrations when compared to the bleach group 
(p < 0.00001). Columns sharing letters are not statistically different 
(column 4: c, and column 5: c are not statistically different). The 
broken line on the first column denotes a CFU that was too high to 
reliably count based on the dilution series performed.

Table 2: Wash water samples Tukey post-hoc. Samples from 
the leftover treatment solution were evaluated to determine the 
presence of E. coli. The concentration of E. coli was statistically 
significantly lower in all cinnamaldehyde concentrations when 
compared to the bleach group (p<0.00001). Significant values are 
indicated in blue text. Honest Significant Difference (HSD): used to 
determine if the relationship between two sets of data is statistically 
significant. T1: Bleach (100ppm); T2: 0.2% cinnamaldehyde; T3: 
0.5% cinnamaldehyde; T4: 1.0% cinnamaldehyde.
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Figure 2: Average E. coli colony count isolated from inoculated 
lettuce leaves treated with cinnamaldehyde or controls. 0.5% 
and 1.0% cinnamaldehyde were the most effective sanitizers. 
Columns sharing letters are not statistically different (column 2: a, 
c, and column 3: b, c are not statistically different). The broken line 
on the first column denotes a CFU that was too high to reliably count 
based on the dilution series performed.
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contributor. Effective washing procedures minimize the risk 
of transmission of food-born illness to the consumer. The 
cinnamaldehyde produce wash tested in this research could 
be applied similarly to chemical sanitizing agents currently 
used in the produce processing industry. Treatment with 
chemical sanitizers typically includes mechanical washing 
while immersed in a sanitizing solution (12). After washing, 
excess moisture from the produce is removed through air or 
centrifugal drying, and the produce continues to the next step 
in processing (25). While the bacteria do need to be removed 
from the surface of the lettuce sample, high concentrations 
of surviving bacteria in the wash water pose a risk for cross-
contamination when multiple items of produce are being 
washed in the same vat. Cinnamaldehyde has the potential 
as a post-harvest sanitizing wash because it is an effective 
sanitizer and is approved by the FDA for human consumption, 
making it a promising alternative to harmful solutions such 
as bleach. Based on the results of this experiment, we 
can draw three conclusions. Cinnamaldehyde effectively 
prevents cross-contamination by removing bacteria in wash 

water better than bleach. Cinnamaldehyde treatment has 
a significant effect on the survivability of E. coli on lettuce 
after washing. The concentration of cinnamaldehyde used in 
the solution significantly affects the success of the washing 
treatment against E. coli.

These conclusions support our original hypothesis that 
cinnamaldehyde is a successful inhibitor against E. coli when 
used in a produce wash. The wash solution tests suggest that 
cinnamaldehyde significantly affects the surviving number 
of E. coli on lettuce. Our results agree with previous studies 
examining the effects of cinnamon oil and cinnamaldehyde 
on microorganisms grown in a standard medium (28, 29). 
Tests using the agar well diffusion method have shown both 
cinnamon extract and oil to be effective against a variety 
of gram-positive and gram-negative bacteria, along with 
numerous species of fungi (28). In addition, cinnamon extract 
has been shown to have similarly effective results against 
E. coli in agar well studies (27). The data presented in this 
research study is in agreement with other current studies, but 
further studies with larger test groups are required to confirm 
this data. 

Due to time and resource constraints, experiments 
performed in this research could only be repeated twice 
with a limited sample group. As a result of low experimental 
repetitions, leading to a small sample size, the results from 
the swab samples, in particular, may have been skewed. 
However, our small study indicates that cinnamaldehyde is 
an effective antibacterial agent at high concentrations as a 
produce wash for leafy greens. 

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Preparation of Bacterial Culture and Lettuce Inoculation

Escherichia coli (strain K-12, Flinn Scientific) stock culture 
was transferred from the agar slant to tryptic soy broth and 
incubated at 37°C for 24 hours before use. 

Romaine lettuce (Lactuca sativa var. longifolia) was 
purchased from a local grocery store within one day of the 
experiment. Individual lettuce leaves were separated from 
the head and washed with deionized water before being cut 
into 2.5 cm x 2.5 cm squares (average weight 0.36 g). Cut 
samples were then sprayed with ethyl alcohol and dried to 
eliminate background microorganisms. After being sterilized 
with alcohol, each lettuce sample was placed in a sterile 4 oz 
Whirl-Pak sample bag (Millipore-Sigma) and soaked in 15 mL 
of E. coli culture broth for 5 minutes. The lettuce squares were 
then dried in a sterile container for one hour to promote cell 
attachment and mimic real-world contamination.

Cinnamaldehyde Preparation 
Cinnamaldehyde (Millipore-Sigma) was tested in 

concentrations of 0.2% v/v, 0.5% v/v, and 1.0% v/v. Treatment 
solutions were prepared by mixing the desired concentration 
of cinnamaldehyde and sterile water containing 0.5% 
Polysorbate 80 (as an emulsifier) via vortexing for 2 minutes. 
Polysorbate 80 is a non-ionic surfactant and emulsifier 

Table 4: Swab samples Tukey post-hoc. Swabs from the surface 
of each treated lettuce sample were evaluated to determine the 
presence of E. coli. 0.5% and 1.0% cinnamaldehyde were the most 
effective sanitizers. Significant values are indicated in blue text.
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commonly used in food and cosmetics. Previous research 
on the antimicrobial effects of essential oil emulsions, 
including cinnamaldehyde, has shown that the addition of an 
emulsifier, namely Polysorbate 80, has no significant effect 
on antimicrobial action (29,30).

Washing Procedures
Inoculated lettuce samples were placed in sterile Whirl-Pak 

sample bags containing 15 mL of cinnamaldehyde treatment 
solution at a concentration of 0.2%, 0.5%, or 1.0% and soaked 
for 5 minutes. Each treatment concentration was tested twice. 
In addition, water and bleach (concentration of 100 ppm) were 
tested on two samples, each as positive controls. Both bleach 
and water have varying degrees of effectiveness at removing 
E. coli from solid surfaces. Two samples of lettuce were not 
treated with any solution and were used to determine the 
original cell count. Lettuce samples were dried in a sterile 
container for five minutes after washing.

Data was collected from both the lettuce samples and 
treatment solutions after the washing procedures took place. 
After washing, the surface of each lettuce sample was 
swabbed five times and transferred to a Petri plate of RAPID 
E. coli 2 growth medium (Bio-Rad), a chromogenic media 
used for enumeration of E. coli and other coliforms. The 
treatment solution leftover from washing was serially diluted 
up to 10–2 in tryptic soy broth, and each dilution series was 
plated onto the growth medium. All plates were incubated at 
37°C for 24 hours before colony counting. 

Graphs and data tables were all created through Google 
Sheets. Statistical analysis was done with a one-way Analysis 
of Variance (ANOVA) test. Post-hoc analysis was performed 
using Tukey’s HSD test. An alpha level of 0.05 was used to 
determine significance. 

Received: May 12, 2021
Accepted: October 20, 2021
Published: October 28, 2021

REFERENCES
1.	 U.S. Department of Agriculture and U.S. Department 

of Health and Human Services. Dietary Guidelines for 
Americans, 2020-2025. 9th Edition. December 2020. 
Available at DietaryGuidelines.gov.

2.	 Southon, Susan. “Increased Fruit and Vegetable 
Consumption within the EU: Potential Health Benefits.” 
Food Research International, vol. 33, no. 3-4, 2000, 
pp. 211-217. Elsevier Ltd., doi: 10.1016/S0963-
9969(00)00036-3.

3.	 Mead, Paul S., et al. “Food-Related Illness and Death in 
the United States.” Emerging Infectious Diseases, vol. 5, 
no. 5, 1999, pp. 607–625., doi:10.3201/eid0505.990502. 

4.	 Painter, John A., et al. “Attribution of Foodborne Illnesses, 
Hospitalizations, and Deaths to Food Commodities 
by Using Outbreak Data, United States, 1998–2008.” 
Emerging Infectious Diseases, vol. 19, no. 3, 2013, pp. 

407–415., doi:10.3201/eid1903.111866. 
5.	 Zafar, Amina. “Why E. coli Linked to Romaine Lettuce 

Remains ‘an Extremely Difficult Problem.’” CBC, 26 Nov. 
2019, www.cbc.ca/news/health/romaine-lettuce-e-coli-
food-safety-1.5372926.

6.	 U.S. Congressional Research Service. Foodborne 
Illnesses and Outbreaks from Fresh Produce (IF11092; 
Feb. 4, 2019), by Renee Johnson. Text in: Congressional 
Research Digital Collection; Accessed: July 26, 2021.

7.	 “E. coli: What Is It, How Does It Cause Infection, Symptoms 
& Causes.” Cleveland Clinic, my.clevelandclinic.org/
health/diseases/16638-e-coli-infection#:~:text=A%20
few%20strains%20cause%20diarrhea,coli%20infection. 
Accessed 30 Jan. 2021.

8.	 “NC DPH: E. coli.” NC DPH: Epidemiology, https://epi.dph.
ncdhhs.gov/cd/diseases/ecoli.html#:~:text=Each%20
year%20in%20the%20United,toxin%2Dproducing%20
group%20of%20E. Accessed 30 Jan. 2021.

9.	 “Hemolytic Uremic Syndrome (HUS) - Symptoms 
and Causes - Mayo Clinic.” Mayo Clinic, 21 May 
2019, www.mayoclinic.org/diseases-conditions/
hemoly t ic -uremic -syndrome/symptoms-causes/
syc-20352399#:~:text=Hemoly t ic%20uremic%20
syndrome%20(HUS)%20is,which%20could%20be%20
life%2Dthreatening.

10.	 Jideani, Afam I.O., et al. “Processing and Preservation 
of Fresh-Cut Fruit and Vegetable Products.” Postharvest 
Handling, 2017, doi:10.5772/intechopen.69763.

11.	 Meireles, Ana, et al. “Alternative Disinfection Methods 
to Chlorine for Use in the Fresh-Cut Industry.” Food 
Research International, vol. 82, 2016, pp. 71–85., 
doi:10.1016/j.foodres.2016.01.021

12.	 Ramos, B., et al. “Fresh Fruits and Vegetables—An 
Overview on Applied Methodologies to Improve Its 
Quality and Safety.” Innovative Food Science & Emerging 
Technologies, vol. 20, 2013, pp. 1–15., doi:10.1016/j.
ifset.2013.07.002.

13.	 Bull, Richard J., et al. “Potential carcinogenic hazards of 
non-regulated disinfection by-products: haloquinones, 
halo-cyclopentene and cyclohexene derivatives, 
N-halamines, halonitriles, and heterocyclic amines.” 
Toxicology, vol. 286, 1-3 (2011): 1-19. doi:10.1016/j.
tox.2011.05.004

14.	 Shafie, Farah Ayuni, and Denise Rennie. “Consumer 
Perceptions Towards Organic Food.” Procedia - Social 
and Behavioral Sciences, vol. 49, 2012, pp. 360–367. 
doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.07.034. 

15.	 McEvoy, Miles. “Organic 101: What Organic Farming (and 
Processing) Doesn’t Allow | USDA.” USDA, 21 Feb. 2017, 
www.usda.gov/media/blog/2011/12/16/organic-101-
what-organic-farming-and-processing-doesnt-allow.

16.	 “The National List of Allowed and Prohibited Substances.” 
Electronic Code of Federal Regulations (ECFR), 11 Feb. 
2021, www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?c=ecfr&SID=98745
04b6f1025eb0e6b67cadf9d3b40&rgn=div6&view=text&



28 OCTOBER 2021  |  VOL 4  |  6Journal of Emerging Investigators  •  www.emerginginvestigators.org

node=7:3.1.1.9.32.7&idno=7#se7.3.205_1601.
17.	 Boguski, Terrie. “Understanding Units of Measurement.” 

Ce and Technology Briefs for Citizens Page 1 
Environmental Science and Technology Briefs for 
Citizens, Center for Hazardous Substance Research, 
Kansas State University, Oct. 2006, cfpub.epa.gov/
ncer_abstracts/index.cfm/fuseaction/display.f iles/
f i leid/14285#:~:text=For%20water%2C%201%20
ppm%20%3D%20approximately,equal%20to%20
6%2C000%20ug%2FL.

18.	 Gottardi, Davide, et al. “Beneficial Effects of Spices in 
Food Preservation and Safety.” Frontiers in Microbiology, 
vol. 7, 2016, doi:10.3389/fmicb.2016.01394.

19.	 Mitropoulou, Gregoria, et al. “Citrus Medica and 
Cinnamomum Zeylanicum Essential Oils as Potential 
Biopreservatives against Spoilage in Low Alcohol Wine 
Products.” Foods, vol. 9, no. 5, 2020, p. 577., doi:10.3390/
foods9050577.

20.	 National Center for Biotechnology Information. "PubChem 
Compound Summary for CID 637511, Cinnamaldehyde" 
PubChem, https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/
Cinnamaldehyde. Accessed 8 February, 2021.

21.	 Yap, Polly Soo, et al. “Antibacterial Mode of Action of 
Cinnamomum Verum Bark Essential Oil, Alone and in 
Combination with Piperacillin, Against a Multi-Drug-
Resistant Escherichia coli Strain.” Journal of Microbiology 
and Biotechnology, vol. 25, no. 8, 2015, pp. 1299–1306., 
doi:10.4014/jmb.1407.07054

22.	 Vasconcelos, N.G., et al. “Antibacterial Mechanisms of 
Cinnamon and Its Constituents: A Review.” Microbial 
Pathogenesis, vol. 120, 2018, pp. 198–203., doi:10.1016/j.
micpath.2018.04.036. 

23.	 “CFR - Code of Federal Regulations Title 21.” US Food 
and Drug Administration Code of Federal Regulations, 1 
Apr. 2020, www.accessdata.fda.gov/scripts/cdrh/cfdocs/
cfcfr/CFRSearch.cfm?fr=182.60&SearchTerm=cinnamal
dehyde.

24.	 Yossa, Nadine, et al. "Essential Oils Reduce Escherichia 
coli O157: H7 and Salmonella on Spinach Leaves." 
Journal of Food Protection 75.3 (2012): 488-496,  
doi:10.4315/0362-028x.jfp-11-344.

25.	 Velez Rivera, Edwin. “A Review of Chemical Disinfection 
Methods for Minimally Processed Leafy Vegetables.” 
K-REx, Kansas State University, June 2005, doi:http://
hdl.handle.net/2097/103 .

26.	 Mikulcová, Veronika, et al. “On the Preparation and 
Antibacterial Activity of Emulsions Stabilized with 
Nanocellulose Particles.” Food Hydrocolloids, Elsevier 
BV, Dec. 2016, pp. 780–92. Crossref, doi:10.1016/j.
foodhyd.2016.06.031.

27.	 Sedaghat Doost, Ali, et al. “Influence of Non-Ionic 
Emulsifier Type on the Stability of Cinnamaldehyde 
Nanoemulsions: A Comparison of Polysorbate 80 and 
Hydrophobically Modified Inulin.” Food Chemistry, 
Elsevier BV, Aug. 2018, pp. 237–44. Crossref, 

doi:10.1016/j.foodchem.2018.03.078.
28.	 Gupta, Charu, et al. “Comparative analysis of the 

antimicrobial activity of cinnamon oil and cinnamon 
extract on some food-borne microbes.” African Journal of 
Microbiology Research, Academic Journals, Sept. 2008. 
Crossref, doi:https://doi.org/10.5897/AJMR.9000180.

29.	 Shan, Bin, et al. “Antibacterial Properties and Major 
Bioactive Components of Cinnamon Stick (Cinnamomum 
Burmannii):  Activity against Foodborne Pathogenic 
Bacteria.” Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry, 
no. 14, American Chemical Society (ACS), July 2007, pp. 
5484–90. Crossref, doi:10.1021/jf070424d.

Copyright: © 2021 Drennan and Emerick. All JEI articles 
are distributed under the attribution non-commercial, no 
derivative license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by-nc-nd/3.0/).  This means that anyone is free to share, 
copy and distribute an unaltered article for non-commercial 
purposes provided the original author and source is credited.


