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Abstract: Objective To develop a scientific and rapid risk ranking model that is suitable for the analysis of data from
food chemicals surveillance system. Methods Based on the principles of food safety risk assessment, a series of index
were developed for the contamination and toxicity characteristics of chemicals in food, food consumption characteristics of
population, and standards violation rate, respectively. Then the logical operation relationship and the standards for
assigning scores were set. The model was verified using real surveillance data. Results Total risk scores were calculated
using the equation total risk score=toxicity adjusted content score X violation rate score X consumption score. This model
was applied to the risk classification of arsenic, cadmium, mercury and lead in aquatic products in China. The ranking
result were in line with those estimated by the classical risk assessment model. Conclusion The model could rank the
health risk of heavy metals in aquatic products properly, and can provide a scientific foundation for regulatory priority.
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Figure 1 Framework of risk ranking for heavy metals

in aquatic products
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Table 1  Scoring criterions for toxicity adjusted content and

exceeding standard rate
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Figure 2 Risk matrix of food consumption
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Table 2 Health guide value or bench mark dose of the four heavy metals
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Table 3 Scores of toxicity adjusted contents and exceeding standards rate
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Table 4 Scores of consumption of aquatic products
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Table 5 Risk ranking for heavy metal-aquatic product combinations
K= - AR H4 FHROE  WE AR R || K- AR e T IE PR AR R
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Study on the quantitative assessment of Staphylococcus aureus
in the broiler chicken slaughtering line
WANG Lin, ZHAO Ge, ZHAO Jianmei, LI Yuehua, HAN Tianfei, GAO Yubin,
LIU Na, HUANG Xiumei, QU Zhina, WANG Juan, LIU Junhui, WANG Junwei
(China Animal Health and Epidemiology Center, Livestock and Poultry Products
Quality & Safety Risk Assessment Laboratory (Qingdao) of Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs,
Shandong Qingdao 266032, China)

Abstract: Objective To analyze the risk and key prevention and control points of Staphylococcus aureus in a large
broiler slaughterhouse and to provide guidance for the scientific prevention and control of Staphylococcus aureus
contamination in broiler slaughter. Methods Combining the monitoring data and investigation data of Staphylococcus
aureus contamination in a large broiler chicken slaughterhouse, a quantitative assessment model was constructed using
@ RISK 7 software, and a quantitative assessment was conducted on the four stages of chicken slaughter ( depilation,
cleaning chamber, pre-cooling and segmentation). Results Our research determined the predictive growth and decline
pattern of Staphylococcus aureus in slaughtering process. It showed that the pre-cooling and segmentation and transmission

links were the main risk contributor links of Staphylococcus aureus contamination. The critical risk control points of
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