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Surveillance on the contamination of Salmonella in chicken in Jiangsu province in 2010
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Abstract: Objective

process, and to find out the possible sources of infection. Methods

To investigate the contamination of Salmonella in chicken during cultivation and slaughter

Based on the Standard Operation Procedures in the

handbook of National Surveillance on Foodborne Pathogenic Bacteria, 210 anal swabs from living chicken and 204 samples

from the meat of whole chicken were collected and analyzed for the contamination of Salmonella. Results  Of the 210 anal

swabs, 23 Salmonella strains were isolated ( detection rate 10.95% ) and of the 204 whole chicken samples, 71 Salmonella

strains were isolated ( detection rate 34.80% ). The serotypes of Salmonella detected in anal swabs and whole chicken

samples were different (X2 =15.7, P<0.001). There were 22 Salmonella Indianas isolated from 23 anal swabs, and 35

Salmonella Indianas and 22 Salmonella Albanies isolated from 71 whole chicken samples. Conclusion Positive detection

rate of Salmonella from whole chicken samples was higher than that from anal swabs ( X2 =33.5, P<0.001), the source

of Salmonella in anal swabs and meat samples was different. Cross contamination may be existed in whole chicken meat

samples.
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Table 2 Detection rate of Salmonella from anal
swabs and whole chicken samples
AT GRS
DR FEAh i Rz RRAL Kzt R x° P{H
BB (%) B O (%)
1 51 4 7.84 51 27 52.94 24.5 <0.001
2 51 18 35.30 51 23 45.10 1.0 0.313*
3 60 1 1.67 51 3 5. 88 0.5 0. 499
4 48 0 0 51 18 35.29 20.7 <0.001
&1 210 23 10.95 204 71 34.80 33.5 <0.001
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Table 3  Detection rate of Salmonella in anal swabs

incubated with SBG and Cary-Blair media

SBG - [h] A
WH Feah Rt RrisE RRAL Rnih KRR §° P
oK (%) B K (%)
1 51 4 7.84 51 0 0 2.34  0.126
251 11 2157 51 9 17.65 0.25  0.618
3 60 1 1.67 60 O 0 - 0.5°
4 48 0 0 48 0 0 - -
#i 210 16 7.62 210 9 4.29 2.08  0.149
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Table 4 Serotyping for Salmonella
JILEEN HR A
- L35 2 [IRGE:]
WAREC O EorR O BUR D EAR B FOR BMEC M EA% WK HAR e [EFE S
zyy (%) B (%) (%) zH (%) e (%) (%)
1 4 3 75.00 0 0 1 25.00 27 3 11. 11 22 81.48 2 7.41
2 18 18 100 0 0 0 0 23 23 100 0 0 0 0
3 1 1 100 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 100
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 9 50. 00 0 0 9 50. 00
At 23 22 95. 65 0 0 1 4.34 71 35 49. 30 22 30.99 14 19.72
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