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Study on detection of Salmonella in egg production and influence
on egg quality
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ABSTRACT: Objective To study Salmonella contamination in egg production of scaled farm and effects of
egg cleaning. Methods Drinking water, feed, net, conveyor belts, 60 cleaned and 60 uncleaned eggs were
sampled in a scaled farm. A half of cleaned and uncleaned eggs and all the other samples were detected on the
same day, and the other half of cleaned and uncleaned eggs were detected after they were placed under room
temperature for 10 d. The DNA of all samples was extracted for detection after pre-enrichment and selected
enrichment of bacterium. Results Salmonellae was detected on the surface of net, conveyor belts and
uncleaned eggs, except water, feed and cleaned eggs, and further detection proved them neither Salmonella
enteritidis nor Salmonella typhi. Albumen height and Haugh units of uncleaned eggs were significantly lower

than those of cleaned eggs after placed for 10 d, which of cleaned and uncleaned eggs were both significantly
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lower than those detected at the first day, but there were no significant difference among the four groups in egg
strength. Conclusion The technique of egg cleaning could effectively reduce the Salmonella contamination
on the surface of eggshell and extend the shelf life of eggs.
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