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Research on application effect of oil tea seed meal duck egg decontamination
sterilization cleaning agent
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ABSTRACT: Objective To study on application effect of camellia oleifera seed meal duck egg decontamination
sterilization cleaning agent. Methods Artificial contaminated duck eggs and fresh duck eggs were used as
experimental materials. Camellia oleifera seed meal duck egg decontamination cleaning agent(CX), oxygen cleaning
solution(YX) and tap water(SX) were used for cleaning. The whiteness improvement rate, weight reduction rate,
bactericidal rate and egg freshness quality index were compared, and the decontamination effect was evaluated with
unwashed treatment as control(CK). Results The sensory score of CX cleaning artificially contaminated eggs was
8843, the whiteness improvement rate was (18.59+0.18)%, the weight loss rate was (0.44+0.03)%, and the total number
of colonies was only (3.87+0.32) lg CFU/egg (99% sterilization rate). Its decontamination and sterilization effect was
better than CK and SX cleaning. When fresh duck eggs were cleaned by CX, the whiteness increased by
(14.568+4.309)%, the weight loss rate was 0.6112+0.0032%, and the ODggy of egg cleaning water culture was
0.178+0.0054. After cleaned by CX, the height of air chamber, Huff unit and egg yolk index of duck eggs were better

than those of YX, SX during the preservation period. Conclusion The cleaning agent for cleaning duck eggs with
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Camellia oleifera seed meal has strong cleaning effect and high freshness, which can prolong the shelf life of duck

eggs.

KEY WORDS: cleaning agent; duck eggs; decontamination and sterilization; application effect
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Table 1 Eggshell surface cleanliness evaluation table
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Table 1 Effect of Duck Egg decontamination agent on the cleaning of artificially contaminated eggs (n=3)
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Table 3 Comparison of the effects of cleaning methods on
cleaning fresh duck eggs (n=3)
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Table 4 Comparison of the effects of cleaning methods on
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