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Effects of 2 kinds of detection methods on the detection rate of Campylobacter
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ABSTRACT: Objective To compare the detection rate of Campylobacter in raw poultry meat by the national
standard method and the double-pore filter membrane method, and explore an effective detection methods for the
isolation and identification of Campylobacter in raw poultry meat. Methods A total of 102 samples of frozen and
fresh poultry products were randomly collected and tested by the national standard method and the double-pore filter
membrane method. The differences of the 2 methods in the process of sample treatment, bacteria increasing and
culture separation were observed, and the differences of the 2 methods in the detection rate of Campylobacter were
compared. Results The detection rate of Campylobacter in 102 samples by Chinese standard method was 28.43%,
Campylobacter jejuni and Campylobacter coli were 13.725% and 14.705%, respectively. The detection rate of
Campylobacter by the double-pore filter membrane method was 53.92%, Campylobacter jejuni and Campylobacter
coli were 26.47% and 27.45%, respectively. The detection rate of the double-pore filter membrane method was
significantly higher than that of the national standard method, and the difference was statistically significant(P<0.05).
Conclusions The application of double-pore filter membrane method can significantly improve the detection rate of
Campylobacter in raw poultry food.
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Table 1 Detection rate of Campylobacter by 2 methods
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