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Study of simulating growth of Staphylococcus aureus on strawberry
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Abstract: Objective To find the best methods of recovery and investigate the growth of Staphylococcus aureus on

strawberry to provide basis for further risk assessment. Methods Experiments for validating the efficiency of recovery and
enumeration were conducted with different carriers of strains, processing methods and different strains of the same bacterial
under 25 C culture in different time points. Results Deionized water and 0. 1% aqueous peptone solution showed
significant difference on recovery and growth of Staphylococcus aureus, and 0. 1% aqueous peptone solution presented a
better effect. Processing method with homogenizing or shaking and different strains of the same bacteria had less impact on
recovery and growth. Under 25 °C, Staphylococcus aureus on strawberry could multiply within 36 hours. Conclusion The

carrier’ s impact was identified. When simulates practical conditions of surface contamination of produce, all factors

should be considered for the risk assessment.

Key words: Strawberry; Staphylococcus aureus; mimics; growth; foodborne pathogens; food safety

FREAE SR b AL R A T B, R Y A R
TRKRRZ —, BA BRI E IR 2 BT R
WE, JC R To %, il & 73 ik 98% , (0 I E 5%, ZE ik
ZIF BRFHE 0L R AT SR AT AR

Y 75 B #5 :2016-12-01

E4T R .- AARFRFRAERRAYNREMEDSLAES -
R &M (GIFP2016013)

EEREN R K SRR AT @ARSRR T SME
Al B R 3EAE E-mail :1016836084@ qq. com

BEEE:FRAE B MR PRI ARERREIFLE
E-mail ; gla028 @ 163. com

FEIA MY RS B DR — R 5 A2 B A0 Bz uk )
BIs ek gt o A R W is e o AE LUEE 9 3R 3H
Ol 22 RO B v B BN 20 DR TR [ B R
R0 RO ol 2 W B W L 0 A R R A
YR RREEPREE I, A E e R
R 33% AT A A K B TP 4 o 0 3 4 BR
(RS R 10% |, JF 2 SEREE TS e 6,

ANTR] A 7 b B2 5 R T AR W B A KRR T AR [
)55 A FE A 7= i AR W KU S A b, 75 2 TR
AEWFE R ST B A O, Sk e — 20 $E AT KU
O AR T 8 AR R AR B Ak B X X



i AR AR

— 2 —

CHINESE JOURNAL OF FOOD HYGIENE

2017 4E55 29 55 1 #

G B (0 4 BR A R AR b AR OB UL IR 45 B e
[ A SECRAR R W9, 9 % 9 4 00 ) 4 BR R A AR
AT O, B AR R A A W XU A T A
(1 TF B4R I HAR S HE

1 MR5R®
L1 #k
L1 1 BERRAEE i

T TR AR A R 4 v 6 R A B, — RO B H
TR AR 0 — R B H B R A
m LR R, TR E R, AR SR A
LA R g A 7 M
1.1.2  FEAR 5

HY-5A [ EdR 2%, MIX A4k 15 3540 B R as .
0. 1% & 1 7K | DL R 7810 50 388 ~F- Ak ( BP ~F- 4R ) |
I 3% 5% [ 0. 85% = PR R /K $50 [ At 5t i M B0 R
JBe A R | A R B A SO N
1.2 ik
12,1 il #ial 50 i

T RN B 2R T TS G Y S PR A 43 B

PR ERAAR, —FP R S AL (LB F oK), 5 —M&
ABLBT(0. 1% A FRoK ), T T il 280K 8 = W) o
X 4 00 4 A BRI AR A S AR K
AR H BRI E & 10° ~ 107 CFU/ml £ .
1.2.2 R b BRI A7

SR FH SR B Pl X R S R AT N TS G, B 0 B
B 100wl & 5950 W, T 25 °C &4 T I FE
DRl oy B g b Tl 2 v B v I B A 25 C 22 A i R R
Wr o AR JE U], SR IO il B A Ry i 0l B, B AE
IR T R IEE I AER A 2 d, 5 E 6 A W s fa]
A, A 4 R0 R 7 B TR P B R R AR AR — IR
W, R s 2 d, A 6 YR,
1.2.3 Ky ik

Z: M GB 4789. 10—2010 { £ & 4 4> [F & b 1
BRSSO AERE R
ST, R A B v U AR S RS pH E
PE o WU D FE S OR B 51 Ok 1 R 25, B RE i
3AAT, B RBCF M E, K5 — e 8 4
AN HE T 5 A ~H BRI 1,

F 1 (04 4 Bk [ 4 T R L Ak B ik
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Figure 1 Growth curve of Staphylococcus aureus under
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Figure 4 Retrieval comparison of Staphylococcus aureus

from different sources( deionized)
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Figure 5 Retrieval comparison of Staphylococcus aureus

from different sources(0. 1% aqueous peptone solution)
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