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Investigation of hazardous substances contamination of dried
peanut worm from Beihai City
DONG Lan-fang, TONG Tong, ZHANG Qin, XU Ming-zhu
( Guangxi Institute of Oceanology, Key Laboratory of Marine Biotechnology of
Guangxi, Guangxi Beihai 536000, China)

Abstract: Objective To understand the status of hazardous substances contamination in dried peanut worm from Beihai
City. Methods The heavy metal, pesticide residue and microorganism of the dried peanut worm from four main farming
areas and one brand product in Beihai were detected. Results No polychlorinated biphenyl, pesticide residue and
pathogenic bacteria could be detected. However, the chromium, total numbers of colony and volatile basic nitrogen were
out of the standard limits in some samples. All samples contained histamine and other heavy metals not over the standards.

Conclusion The health quality condition of dried peanut worm in Beihai overall is good, only some samples contaminated

by chromium and total numbers of colony in different degrees.
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Table 1  Dry sand worm sample testing results of physical and chemical indicators
AL EE bR - ~ WA () S % T AR
Fap3: B 7 bk il R T AE
R IR 20.40 ~22.50  24.90~26.30  18.50~23.80  19.30~22.10  28.40~39.40  GB 2733—2005.F K ff F 3k % <30
/(mg/100 g) (12.5%)
M/ (mg/100 g) 8.60 ~9.20 7.90 ~8.70 10.00 ~10. 60 8.70 ~9. 40 10.60 ~12.00  GB 2733—2005 : |5 fif ff1 41 ) H Al £ 26 <30
#/(mg/kg) 0.15~0.16 0.13~0.16 0.15~0.16 0.16 ~0.18 0.15~0.17 GB 10144—2005 ; f1 % <0. 5
i/ (mg/kg) 0.15~0.17 0.18 ~0.21 0.15~0.17 0.19 ~0.25 0.18 ~0.23 GB 2762—2012 W7 M JE 2 Sk B2
FE<2.0(EBRAME)
#%/(mg/kg) 2.48 ~3.13 2.76 ~3. 15 2.51~3.22 2.63 ~2.98 2.90 ~3.24 GB 2762—2012 . /K 7= 5 ¥y B il i <2. 0
(100.0% ) (100.0% ) (100.0% ) (100.0% ) (100.0% )
SR/ (mg/kg) 0.0233~0.0241 0.0247~0.0251 0.0227~0.0236 0.0223~0.0243 0.0239~0.0249 GB 2762—2012 . 7/K =5 ¥ B Hoihl 5 (O £ 2%
Bioh) FHR <0.5
FHL/ (mg/kg) 0.22 ~0.25 0.19 ~0.23 0.24~0.26 0.22 ~0.24 0.20 ~0.24 GB 10144—2005 ; 1 % JiF % < 1.0
ZRBH/ (mg/kg) AK AKX AR Ak ih ARKG GB 2762—2012.: 7K ™ & 4y e Hohl i <0. 5
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Table 2 Dry sand worm the pesticide residue detection results of the sample
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Table 3 Dry sand worm the microbial test results of the sample
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The analysis of results of biological sealed sample assasment

during 2009-2014 of Liaoning Province
MA Ni, ZHAO Hong, ZHENG Hong, SUN Xiao-juan

( Center for Disease Control and Prevention of Liaoning Province, Liaoning Shenyang 110005, China)

Abstract; Objective

To study biological sealed sample during 2009-2014 in microbiology laboratory of the LNCDC

(Liaoning Centers for Disease Control and Defense ) and LNIFC ( Liaoning Institute of Food Cntrol) and conclude

inspection process and the key point of this assessment of biological sealed sample.

Methods  Testing analysis of

biological sealed sample for 5 years according to the national standard GB 4789-2010 National Food Safety Standards of

Food Microbiology Inspection. Results

The assessment results are good or satisfied for the results of 8 times examination

and 13 projects involved in. Conclusion The assessment of biological sealed sample biological sealed sample examination

should focus on inspection process and the key points. Participate of biological sealed sample biological sealed sample

examination are helpful for the promotion of laboratory work ability, ensuring the daily test results accurate and reliable.
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