100083

60mg/L 80 mg/L 100 mg/L

10g:1CFU-g™  3.86 logwCFU-g" 3.76 logwCFU-g™

100mg/L
Cl10. 80 mg/L Cl10.
80mg/L CI0.
100 mg/L

80 mg/L-100 mg/L

100 mg/L
P 0.05 80 mg/L-100 mg/L
P 0.05
Cl0;
1700 60
13 300 S. Enteritidis
typhimurium (1-2]
CARS-41
(1985-)
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4.27

P 0.05 60mg/L

P 0.05

(2012YJ015)

Email: nili131458@163.com



[4]

[6]

Slightly Acidic Electrolyzed Water, SAEW
NaCl , pH 5.0-6.5

mg/L 78] HOCI
[9]

[10-11]

Cl,

[12]

2012 6 6 2012 8 12

><12m><6m 50000 /

35 6

10 mg/L -30

> 92 m



1 1 16:00

1.1.2
NaCl
10% 20% RC-27Z
pH/ORP HM-30R
1.2
1.2.1
10% NaCl
8A-15A
60mg/LL. 80 mg/L 100 mg/L
1.2.2
1
45 5542 ¢ 108 12

60mg/L 80 mg/L 100 mg/L 60mg/L 80 mg/L
100 mg/L 60mg/L. 80 mg/L. 100 mg/L 3

3
2

1L 1.5L
10s 21 mL 10 min
3
25 mL 1 min
I mL 9mL
10 0.1 mL
37 24 h-48 h 0.1 mL 25

5d



cfu/g( y [

logio logio cfu/g( ) logo cfu/g(
)
123
Musgrove[14]
12.4
60 mg/L 80 mg/L 100 mg/L
166 mg/L 312 mg/L
15 cm>15 cm 2 225 cm’
10 mL
10s 21
mL 10 min 10 0.1 mL
37 24 h-48h 0.1 mL 25
5d 3 3]
% 100> cfu/em’- cfu/em’® / cfu/em’
12.5
+ SPSS17.0
ANOVA LSD P 0.05
2
2.1
2.1.1
60mg/L. 80 mg/L 100 mg/L 4.27
log;oCFU-g"  3.86 log;oCFU-g"  3.76 log,(CFU-g" 1.39 log;(CFU-g"'
1.8 log;oCFU-g" 1.9 log;oCFU-g" =5>10" CFU/g
4.69 log,(CFU-g"' 1.5 log;oCFU-g" 1.63
log;oCFU-g"  1.79 log;oCFU-g"! 0.99 log;(CFU-g" 1.36
log;oCFU-g" 1.86 log,CFU-g" 0.34 log;(CFU-g" 0.38

log;oCFU-g"  0.45 log;o(CFU-g"



60 mg/L. 80 mg/L 100 mg/L

0.12
log;oCFU-g"  0.29 log;CFU-g"  0.07 log;(CFU-g" 0.12 log;(CFU-g"
0.12 log;(CFU-g" 0.43 log;(CFU-g" 0.91 logCFU-g" 0.54
log;oCFU-g’  0.37 log;(CFU-g" 0.04 log;(CFU-g" 0.79
log;oCFU-g" 0.77 log;(CFU-g"
80mg/L
60mg/L P 0.05 100 mg/L
P 0.05
P 005 80mg/L 100 mg/L
60 mg/L P 0.05 80mg/L. 100 mg/L
P 0.05
2.13 ClO,
60 mg/L ClO, 4.92 log;(CFU-g"
=4.69 log;«CFU-g’ 60 mg/L  80mg/L CIO,
80mg/L 100 mg/L ClO,
60 mg/L ClIO, P 0.05 80mg/L 100 mg/L ClO,
P 0.05 ClO,
P 0.05 60mg/L 80mg/L 100 mg/L
ClO, 0.65 log;(CFU-g" 0.26 log;(CFU-g" 0.57
logoCFU-g" 0.49 log;(CFU-g"  0.03 log;(CFU-g" 0.38 log;(CFU-g"

0.34 log;(CFU-g" 0.58 log;(CFU-g" 0.91 log;o(CFU-g"
0.3 log;@CFU-g!  -0.13 log;CFU-g" 0.14 log;(CFU-g"’ 100mg/L
ClO, P 0.05 60mg/L 80mg/L
ClO, P 0.05

ClO,



0.91 log;(CFU-g"'

1.17 log;oCFU-g"

0.94 log;(CFU-g"'

0.23 log(CFU-g" 0.67
log;oCFU-g"! P 0.05
0.65 log;oCFU-g” 0.32 log;oCFU-g" 0.13
log;(CFU-g"' 1
1
Table 1 The efficacy of different disinfectants spraying eggs
/mg-L! /log;oCFU-g! /log(CFU-g’! /log1oCFU-g"  /log;(CFU-g!
0 5.6640.34 5.3740.42 5.6140.26 4374031
60 42740.16% 3.8740.27 4.62240.07 4.0320.45°
80 3.86=+0.30%" 3.7440.36°% 4.25=40.35% 3.9940.27°
100 3.76+0.26°" 3.584+0.26% 3.7520.06% 3.9240.27°
60 def d d
4.1540.27°% 3.7540.37°% 3.7140.18° 3.9940.15
80 ds d b
3.5740.068 3.6240.25% 3.58=+0.04 3.2+0.29
100 f d b
3.6940.31% 3.1540.65° 3.38=+0.75 3.15+0.52
Clo, 60 4.9240.39% 43640.71% 4.9640.28" 43340.26"
ClO, 80 4.1220.220%f 3.7740.33°% 4.83240.25% 3.86=20.30°
ClO, 100 4.3320.30% 3.96=+0.05 4.66=0.38% 4.0640.26
/ 4.494(.58" 44624038 4.6740.58% 4.14=0.38"
0 5.1640.31 5.112%0.12° 4.9940.21° 4274029
P <0.05 P>0.05

Note: Different letter means significant difference between the treatments

significant difference between treatments P>0.05

2.2

60 mg/L. 80 mg/L 100 mg/L

1.6 log;o)CFU-g" 2.2 log;oCFU-g" 2.49 log;,(CFU-g"

60 mg/L

80 mg/L

P 0.05

ClO,

100 mg/L

P<0.05 , same letter means not

60 mg/LL 80 mg/L 100 mg/L

0.08 log;(CFU-g" 0.72 log;(CFU-g"'



0.42 log;CFU-g' 80 mg/L
ClO, P 0.05
ClO,

logoCFU-g"

#T 1K E g, CFU-g!

O —T

-
w
-
-]

6 ¥ 8 9 10 11 12

1. ; 2-4. 5 5-7. ; 8-10. ClOy; 11. ; 12,

1.control; 2-4. SAEW; 5-7.alkaline followed by SAEW; 8-10. C10,;
11. Alkaline Electrolyzed Water;12. deionized water
1

Fig.1 The efficacy of different disinfectants spraying eggs inoculated sa/monella

2.3
23.1

60 mg/LL 80 mg/L 100 mg/L

80 mg/L 100 mg/L 60 mg/L
0.05 100 mg/L 60 mg/L 80 mg/L
P 0.05 312mg/L
166 mg/L P 0.05 80mg/L 100 mg/L
P 0.05 100 mg/L
P 0.05 100 mg/L
P 0.05 100 mg/L
18.25% 0.16% 5.9% 17.18% 2A

232

80 mg/L 100 mg/L
60 mg/L P 0.05 80 mg/L 100 mg/L
P 0.05

14.38% 12.79% 1.69% 20.04%

0.22



80 mg/L

4.57% 824% 5.34% 7.91% 80 mg/L

2B

233
60mg/L. 80 mg/L 100 mg/L
P 0.05 P 0.05 100 mg/L
P 0.05 80mg/L
15.94% 30.78% 11.48% 4.23%

P 0.05 80mg/L 2C

234

1.08 % 0.48 % 4.04 %

100 mg/L

2.22% 10.35% 5.46% 18.56% 100

2D

120
100
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120 m] -] O m}
100
£ 80
60
40
20
0
1 2 3 4 5 6
C
A. B. C. D. 1-3. 4. 5. 6.

A. floor; B. wall; C.feeder; D.egg collecting belt 1-3.SAEW; 4. Benzalkonium Chloride
5. Povidone lodine Solution 6. deionized water
2
Fig.2 The efficacy of different disinfectants spraying in the henhouse



Fasenko !
[15]
60mg/L-100 mg/L
1.39-1.9 log;(CFU-g" 1.5-1.79
logoCFU-g"! 0.99-1.86 log;(CFU-g" 0.34-0.45
log;(CFU-g"' 1.6-2.49 log,(CFU-g"
Bialka Bialka '

1.7 logiocfu/g 3.6 logjecfu/g
=2.1 logjocfu/g, =2.3 logocfu/g,

=2.1 logjecfu/g, =2.3 logocfu/g

[3]

Guentzel
79-100%
100 mg/L
38.13-79.68% 80 mg/L
62.3-92.84% 80 mg/L 63.52-96.83%
100 mg/L 65.45-84.48%

80-100 mg/L



80-100 mg/L
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