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Diagnoses of the bacteria contamination and influencing factors on eggs
surface

YANG Yi-Lei', LI Meng-Dan', CHEN Li-Li"*", QING Wen-Zhe', ZHANG Yi-Fan'

(1. College of Food Science and Technology, Hunan Agricultural University, Changsha 410128, China;
2. Hunan Provincial Key Laboratory of Food Science and Biotechnology, Changsha 410128, China)

ABSTRACT: Objective To detect the bacteria contamination of eggs from feedlot and analyze the major
effect factors. Methods The aerobic bacterial count of eggshell, feed and litter from feedlot was measured by
GB 4789.2-2010, and the bacterial count in the air was measured by settlement method. Statistical analysis was
applied. Results The aerobic bacterial count of eggshell from poultry farm and duck farm was 4~6 and 6~7
orders of magnitude, respectively. The bacterial count from eggshell increased with the air, feed and litter.
Conclusion The eggs from feedlot have been varying degrees of bacteria pollution, and the bacterial
contamination on the surface of the eggshells was mainly caused by the quality of the air, feed and litter in
feedlot.
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Fig. 2 The total number of bacterial colonies from eggshell
and feed of different hennery
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Fig. 3 The total number of bacterial colonies from eggshell, litter and feed of different duckery
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