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INTRODUCTION

Different ingredients can be included in the formulation of processed meat products being commonly used meat, fat, flour, salt, nitrite, phosphate, ice, and various spices. The
type, quantity, and quality of these components can impact human health both positively and negatively ). The main reasons to use nitrites are to improve the colour providing a
bright red appearance; to prevent the grow of microorganisms like Clostridium botulinum; to give the characteristic texture and aroma of cured meats; and to prevent the
oxidation of lipids preventing rancidity 121, Besides their advantages, nitrites can produce compounds like nitrosamines which are associated with carcinogen risks to consumers
1], This way, the European Union has established revised limits for the use of nitrites (E249 and E250) as food additives. Consequently, companies are looking to new technologies
and/or natural ingredients (eg., herbal extracts, essential oils and encapsulated antimicrobial compounds) to replace nitrites or to reduce their concentration in processed meat
products (121, In this context, the main goal of the present project was to evaluate the effectiveness of different commercial solutions in pork ham.
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Figure 1. In vitro results for the commercial blend 1 (B1), commercial blend 2 (B2) and RESILIENCE 0.076 (£ 0.008) 0.069 (+ 0.006) Day 21 6,07 (+ 0.03) 0,94 (+ 0.003)
commercial blend 3 (B3).

CONCLUSION

* In terms of appearance, colour, and flavour, the experimental prototype showed no significant differences compared with the control.

 Up to 21 days of storage, the experimental prototype remained within acceptable quality limits (shelf-life of the sliced control is, normally, 35 days). However, shelf-life
monitoring is ongoing;

* Although analyses are still in progress, preliminary results indicate that Blend 2 can be a promising alternative to replace nitrite in cooked pork ham.
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