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demonstrated antibacterial activity against Laboratory extracts showed higher

different food pathogens, principally due to commercial
the presence of polyphenolic and flavonoids
compounds (1). Moreover the use of different
methods to obtain natural compounds, favor
the extractionof specific compounds.

The main objective of this work was the
determination of the antibacterial activity of
commercial natural extracts from oregano
and clove and extracted by two different
methods.

Methods. Ethanolic and agueous
Commercial samples were purchase from the
region. Ethanolic and Methanolic extracts
were obtained as reported elsewhere (2,3).
Antibacterial activity was determined by agar

antibacterial  activity  than
extracts. Oregano extracts presented higher
activity than the control against S. aureus.
For E. coli and S. typhiminium, methanolic
oregano extract showed higher antimicrobial
activity.

The MIC of natural extracts determined in %
(v/v) against the different bacterial strains are
shown in figure 1. Values of MIC50 were
similar among the strains. MIC90 and MIC99
values were higher for S. aureus and
statistically  significant  differences were
obtained (p<0.5). Concentration of 14% v/v of
natural methanolic or ethanolic extracts is
necessary for microbial growth inhibition in
99% with all the evaluated strains.
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Fig.1 MIC against different food spoilage bacteria strains.
Conclusions. Natural extracts showed
antimicrobial activity against E. coli, S.
aureus, and S. tiphimurium. These results

Results. The yield obtained for ethanolic
extracts were higher than methanolic ones,
9.4 and 12.5% for clove and oregano
respectively. In table 1 antibacterial activity
determined by agar diffusion method is
shown with the different evaluated extracts.

Concentratiom %
v/v)

(=T S A ]
L
—

Table 1. Antibacterial activity of natural extracts
determined by agar diffusion method.
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