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Abstract; Objective

To evaluate the contamination and hazards of Salmonella in broiler industry and provide basic data
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for the risk assessment and control from farm to table. Methods Different samples were collected from broiler industry of
incubation, cultivation, slaughter, sales and distribution process, and all samples were tested according to GB 4789. 4-
2010. Results 298 strains of Salmonella were isolated from 1 267 samples, and the total detection rate was 23. 5% . The
detection rates of incubation, cultivation, slaughter, sales and distribution process were 4.6% , 8.4% , 32.8% and
31.3% , respectively. The main serotypes were Salmonella Indianas and Salmonella enteritidis. Conclusion Salmonella

was detected in the whole chain of broiler industry. There was no statistic significant in the detection rate of different

seasons. Cross-contamination may be existed in slaughter process and this process is important to control Salmonella

2015 AR5 27 55 6 #i

contamination for chicken and chicken products.

Key words: Broiler industry; foodborne diseases; Salmonella; foodborne pathogenic bacteria; pollution; Zibo
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Table 1  Detection rate of Salmonella from different
samples in the broiler production links

W B R B A FF P o B/ 1 Kt %R/ %
I Ak 217 10 4.6
e 215 18 8. 4
J& 570 187 32.8
P 2% 7 4 265 83 31.3
&it 1267 298 23.5
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Table 2 Detection rate of Salmonella in different

quarter in the broiler production links

S %@{ﬁ %:’%E ?ﬁ:ﬂ%‘fﬁ ?ﬁmﬂ%‘fﬁ
R Kt R SR TE S K %
A 4.6(10/217)  0.0(0/66) 6.2(5/81) 7.1(5/70)
Feai 8.4(18/215)  7.5(6/80) 11.1(7/63) 6.9(5/72)
B 32.8(187/570)  32.8(64/195)  32.1(69/215)  33.8(54/160)
Bi/M  31.3(83/265)  28.0(23/82)  27.8(35/126)  43.9(25/57)
&t 23.5(298/1267) 22.0(93/423)  23.9(116/485) 24.8(89/359)
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Table 3 Incubation link detection of Salmonella in the sample
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Table 4 Breed tache in the sample detection of Salmonella
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Table 5  Slaughter link detection of Salmonella in the sample
FE i A FemBo/ y BIYERE By BV %
RGN 145 39 26.9
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Table 6 Distribution of Salmonella in distribution link

sample detection
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Table 7 Serotyping of Salmonella
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