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Abstract 

 

Food safety is a basic human right because it is important for 

life. Microbial contamination of food causes disease transmission and 

endangers the lives of millions of people. Therefore, evaluating and 

detection of the presence of pathogenic bacteria in food reduces 

these risks, as it clarifies the microbial safety practices that were 

applied to these products during the manufacturing stages and their 

conformity with the Egyptian standard specifications.  

 

A total of 250 random samples of different meat products of 

burger, kofta, sausage, luncheon, and chicken luncheon samples (50 

samples each) were randomly collected from different supermarkets 

in Giza Governorate, Egypt. Microbiological examination was carried 

out to detect some microorganisms that cause food poisoning and to 

assess the microbiological quality of these products according to the 

Egyptian standard specifications for each product using traditional 

examination methods.  

 

The proportion of unacceptable aerobic bacteria in the 

samples of burger, sausage, luncheon, chicken luncheon and kofta 

was (62%), (64%), (60%) (66%) (66%), respectively. The obtained 
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results also indicated that the mean values of the total number of 

intestinal bacteria (cfu/g) were 2.2 x 103 ± 3.6 x 102, 2.1 x 103 ± 3.2 x 

102, 1.9 x 103 ± 3.4 x 102, 2.1 x103 ± 3.7 x 102 , 2.2 x 103 ± 2.9 x 102 

(cfu/g) for beef burger, sausage, luncheon, chicken luncheon and 

kofta respectively while the results showed that Salmonella was 

identified in (28%), (24%), (20%), (56%), (40%) beefburger, sausage, 

luncheon, chicken luncheon and kofta respectively. It also indicated 

that (50%), (62%), (62%), (58%) and (36%) samples of burger, 

sausage, luncheon, chicken luncheon and kofta, respectively, 

Unacceptable for Staphylococcus aureus. and found the highest 

percentage of Staphylococcus aureus in both kofta and sausage, 

while the incidence was lower in luncheon.  

 

 All data indicate a high rate of contamination in the samples 

studied and a lack of microbiological safety regulations for products, 

both of which endanger consumers and lead to economic loss.  

 

Keywords:Aerobic bacteria count, Coliforms, E. coli, Staph aureus, 

Salmonella, meat products, food safety,and foodborne diseases. 

  

Introduction 

 

Food safety is a fundamental human right because it is vital 

for life. Unsafe food endangers billions of people. Millions of people 

fall ill every year and many of them die. Issues with personal, 

environmental, microbial and chemical hygiene can be found all 

along the food supply chain, which runs from the field to the fork or 

plate. In the past eating contaminated food has been linked to 

documented human tragedies and financial catastrophes due to 

intentional or inadvertent individual conduct and state failure to 

preserve food quality and safety. Concerns about food safety persist 
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in the twenty-first century. Local outbreaks may spread quickly and 

widely, leading to issues on a worldwide scale (Fung et al., 2018). 

One in ten people are affected by foodborne diseases 

annually (WHO, 2022.). While early epidemics were mostly caused 

by chemical contamination, more recent instances have been caused 

by microbiological pathogens. (Fung et al., 2018) 2011 saw the 

Enteropathogenic Escherichia coli (EHE.coli) outbreak in Germany 

connected to tainted fenugreek sprouts, where cases were 

documented in 8 European nations. And North America, causing53 

fatalities. German farmers and companies paid US$1.3 billion in 

losses due to the 2011 E. coli outbreak there in losses, while 

receiving $236 million in emergency assistance from 22 member 

countries of the European Union payments (Yeni et al., 2016).  

 

Economically speaking, access to appropriate supplies of 

wholesome food is essential for supporting life, fostering health, and 

spurring economic progress (Scharff, 2012). Magnitude of the public 

health burden due to foodborne diseases is comparable to that of 

malaria or HIV AIDS (WHO, 2022).  

 

The "Safer Food, Better Health"(WHO,2022) campaign 

launched by the World Health Organization on World Food Safety 

Day, aims to increase awareness of the need to reform food systems 

to deliver better health in a sustainable way to prevent most 

foodborne illnesses. If they're unsafe, they're not food WHO. (2022). 

Food safety is a prerequisite for food security. This slogan must 

always be in front of the eyes of governments, regulatory bodies, and 

those interested in the food industry, as well as consumers, in order 

to reach safe food. especially since food is biological food in nature. It 

has the ability to promote the growth of microorganisms that can be 

the cause of foodborne illnesses (Fung et al., 2018).  
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One of the key sources of protein, vitamins, and minerals 

found in animals is meat. Meat can be contaminated during 

production, distribution, and storage, and it can help spread many 

foodborne illnesses over the world (Morshdy et al., 2018). 

 

Meat and meat products may become contaminated with 

pathogens because of poor hygiene standards in meat processing 

operations, posing a major risk to human health. Furthermore, it 

might be challenging to completely eradicate pathogens from food 

processing facilities because germs can adhere to meat contact 

surfaces, where they can persist even after cleaning and disinfection 

(Yang et al., 2012a). 

 

At the time of slaughter, dressing or evisceration, and further 

processing, recognized health measures determine whether meat 

has spoiled due to bacteria. Meat contamination products could result 

from using contaminated raw materials or collection containers, 

occurring during processing, or both. (Estrada -Garcia et al., 2004)  

  

Materials and Methods  

Collection of samples:  

250 hundred samples of different meat products of beef burger, kofta, 

sausage, luncheon and chicken luncheon (50 of each) were collected 

randomly from different supermarkets in Giza governorate, Egypt. To 

be examined microbiologically for detection of some food poisoning 

microorganisms. Each sample was kept in a separate sterile plastic 

bag and preserved in an ice box, then transferred to the laboratory 

under possible aseptic conditions without undue delay and examined 

as quickly as possible. Pathogens will be detected in these samples, 

according to the Egyptian Organization for Standardization (EOS, 

2005)    
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Preparation of samples (FDA, 2012)  

 To 25 g of sample, 225 mL of sterile peptone water was added 

to a sterile mixer and mixed well for 2.5 min, in which serial dilutions 

were prepared. The prepared samples were subjected to the  

following bacteriological examinations: 

1. Determination of (APC)Aerobic plate count (ICMSF, 1996).  

2. Determination of total Enterobacteriaceae count(ISO,2004).using 

Violet Red Bile Glucose agar  

 3. Determination of total coliform count (ICMSF, 1996).  

 Using Violet Red Bile agar media   

4. Isolation and identification of E. coli.(ICMSF,1996).  

5. Isolation and Identification of Salmonellae (ISO, 2002).  

6. Isolation and identification of Staph. Aureus.(ISO,1999). Technique 

using Baird-Parker agar medium  

7. Isolation and identification of Listeria (ISO,1996)  

8. Isolation and identification of Shigella (FDA, 2013)    

9. Isolation and identification of Clostridium perfringens(FDA, 2001.)   

 

Results and Discussion 

 

Inadequate sanitary procedures in meat processing facilities 

may lead to the pathogen contamination of meat and meat products, 

posing a major risk to human health. Furthermore, it can be difficult to 

completely eradicate pathogens from food processing facilities 

because germs can adhere to surfaces that come into contact with 

meat, where they can persist even after cleaning and disinfection 

(Yang et al., 2012).  

 

The most accurate indicator of meat quality, hygienic 

processing, and storage life of meat products are aerobic plate count 

(APC) (Buchananet al., 2018). It is evident from the result recorded 

in table (1) that the mean values of APC (cfu/g) were 1.8x106 ± 

3.4x105, 2.0x107 ± 3.8x106, 1.9x105± 3.5x104, 2.3 x105 ±4.0x104 
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,1.6x107 ±3.2x106 for the examined samples of beef burger, sausage, 

luncheon, chicken luncheon and Kofta respectively. According to the 

security limit set out in EOS (2005). APC is in kofta and sausage (no 

more than 106), burger (no more than 105), luncheon products and 

chicken luncheon (no more than 104).It was found that the 

percentage of unacceptablesamples for aerobic bacteria 

is(62%),(64%),(60%),(66%),(66%) of the total samples examined for 

meat burgers, sausages, luncheon meats, and chicken Luncheon 

and kofta respectively. The highest level of APC was found in the 

chicken Luncheon and kofta, while the infection rate was lower in the 

Luncheon. This high bacterial count may be related to the different 

substances and procedures used in their formulation and 

preparation, as well as the cleanliness of the workers' hands and the 

raw materials used.Mousa et al. (2014) were obtained lower results 

in the beef burger, luncheon, andsausages. (Shaltout et al. 2016) 

declared that the mean counts in luncheon, kofta, and sausage were 

4.2 ± 0.1, 5.8 ± 0.1, and 6.1 ± 0.1 log CFU/g in Egypt, 

respectively.Abuzaid et al. (2020)calculated the mean of total 

bacterial counts of 80 types of meat products in Egypt and the counts 

were 11 × 106 ± 5.4 × 106, and 2.04 × 106± 0.12 × 106cfu/g for 

sausages and Kofta.Abuelnagaet al. (2021) were obtained lower 

results in the beef burger, kofta, and sausage. 

 

The obtained results in Table (2) revealed that the mean 

values of total Enterobacteriaceae count (cfu/g) were 2.2x103 ± 

3.6x102,2.1x103 ±3.2x102,1.9x103 ± 3.4x102,2.1x103± 3.7x102, 

2.2x102± 2.9x102 CFU /g for beef burger, sausage, luncheon, chicken 

luncheon and Kofta, respectively. Because some members of the 

enteric group are pathogens and can lead to serious infections and 

food poisoning, they areimportant in terms of epidemiology. In 

addition, the total amount of intestinal bacteria is seen as a sign of 

possible intestinal contamination in the absence of coliforms Mercury 

et al. (2018). 
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Also it is clear from the results recorded in Table No. (2) that 

(62%), (66%), (70%), (70%), (60%) of the samples examined  beef 

burgers, sausages, luncheon meats, Chicken luncheon and kofta, 

respectively were positive samples because they exceed the 

permissible limits according to the standard specifications. results 

showed Enterobacteriaceaeare present in significant amounts in 

products, which implies contamination, most likely from personnel, 

unclean equipment, surfaces, or raw food before processing. It is 

possible to use Total Enterobacteriacae to keep track of how hygienic 

meat products are handled, prepared, and stored.     The results 

illustrated in table (2) revealed that Enterobacteriaceae Count that 

nearly similar to results with Abuelnaga et al. (2021) in luncheon, but 

higher in the beef burger, kofta and sausage. Also (Mousa et al. 

2014) obtained lower results in the beef burger, sausages and 

luncheon. 

 

The results obtained in Table No. (3) showed that the 

percentage of unacceptable samples representing positive samples 

for Staphylococcus aureus is (50%), (62%), (62%), (58%), (36%) of 

the examined samples of burger, sausages, luncheon kofta and 

chicken luncheon respectively. the highest level of Staphylococcus 

aureuswas found in both Kofta and sausages, while the incidence 

was lower in luncheon. These results came higher than that obtained 

by Shaltout et al. (2016) and Abuelnaga et al. (2021) in burger, 

sausages, luncheon, and kofta Podpečan et al. (2007) indicated that 

Meat contamination must be kept to a minimum throughout the 

production process. Contamination of muscle tissue during slaughter 

may occur by direct or indirect contact, for example, , with feces, skin, 

contaminated tools and equipment, personnel, and clothing. 

Staphylococcus can be carried on hands, nasal passages, or throats, 

and the main public health risk is the creation of heat stable toxin in 

food; So, Staphylococcus food poisoning should be avoided through 

hygienic food handling, appropriate cooking, and refrigeration. 
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The recorded results in Table (4) revealed that Salmonella was 

detected in 28 % ,24%,20 %,56%,40% beef burger, Sausage, 

Luncheon, chicken luncheon and Kofta respectively. Among the 

samples examined, the highest level of Salmonella was found in 

chicken luncheon samples while the infection rate was lowest in 

Luncheon. Salmonella contamination is a sign of improper slaughter 

procedures and a lack of hygienic and sanitary practices. The results 

illustrated in table (4) revealed that nearly similar to results with 

Abuelnaga et al. (2021) in Sausage, luncheon but higher in burger, 

Kofta. Also, it was higher with(Shaltoutet al.2016). 

 

In Sausage and Kofta.The recorded results in Table(5) 

revealed that shigella was detected in 8 %, 14%, 18%, 12% beef 

burger, Sausage, Luncheon and Kofta respectively.While table (6) 

showed that the percentage of unacceptable samples representing 

positive samples for mold 14 % ,18% ,22%, of the examined samples 

of sausages, chicken luncheon and burger. The prevalence of mold 

in examined samples of Sausage obtained lower results withAbuzaid 

et al. (2020) Results given in Table(7) that the mean values of 

anaerobic bacteria (cfu/g) were 1.2x102±6.1x101, 

2.8x102±1.1x102,2.8x102±1.6x102of the examined samples of beef 

burger, Sausage and Kofta respectively and  showed Acceptability of 

the examined samples of beef burger, Sausage, Luncheon, chicken 

luncheon and Kofta based on their anaerobic bacteria counts/g was 

6%,16%,14%,10%,10% respectively were unaccepted. 

 

The results achieved in Table )8( showed that the the 

prevalence ofListeria monocytogenesin examined samples ofchicken 

Luncheonwere6% of examined samples and negative results were 

recorded in chicken Luncheonthey free from Clostridium 

perfringensisolates according to EOS(2005) 
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The results in Tables )9(reported that E.coli was isolated from 

14% of Luncheon, 18%of chicken luncheon,The presence of E. coli in 

contaminated food products is commonly attributed to fecal 

contamination when they are improperly handled and/or when 

inactivation treatments fail. The adaptation of E. coli at low pH and 

low levels can vary at different temperatures depending on the 

serotype(Valero et al., 2010).These results came lower than that 

obtained byMagdyet al., (2010) were(37%) in Luncheon. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In light of the results of this study, it made it possible to 

conclude that all the examined samples were contaminated with 

different bacteria such as E. coli, Salmonella and Staph. Aureus and 

the higher APC obtained indicate that the health of individuals and 

the general public is at serious risk due to the poor personal hygiene 

habits of food handlers and handlers. Many foodborne illnesses can 

be prevented through simple measures such as good hand washing, 

access to proper washing facilities, wearing hand gloves, and 

applying the HACCP system throughout the food chain from farm to 

fork to reach the motto ―Safer Food…Better Health". Toprotect public 

and individual health, government authorities must enforce food 

safety legislation.  
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 Table (1):Analytical and Acceptability results of Aerobic plate 

counts/g (APC) in the examined samples of beef burger, 

sausage, luncheon, chicken luncheon and Kofta (n=50).  

  

Meat products 
postive 

samples 
Min Max Mean ±SE** 

 NO %*    

beef burger 31 62 3.5x10
2
 7.6x10

6
 1.8x10

6
±3.4x10

5 

sausage 32 64 4.3x 10
2
 8.4x10

7
 2.0x10

7
±3.8x10

6
 

luncheon 30 60 2.6x 10
2
 9.2X10

5
 1.9x10

5
±3.5x10

4
 

chicken 

luncheon 
33 66 3.4x 10

2
 9.5x10

5
 2.3x10

5
±4.0x10

4
 

Kofta 33 66 4.8x 10
2 

9.5x10
7 

1.6x10
7
±3.2x10

6 

*The percentages were calculated according to the total number of examined samples.S.E** = 

Standard error of mean. Mean values with different superscripts in the same column were 

significantly differed (p ˂ 0.05). According to the Egyptian Standard EOS (2005) for each 

product the permissible limits of APC for, Kofta and sausage (10
6
), burger (10

5
), 

luncheon,chicken luncheon (10
4
)   
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Table (2): Analyticaland Acceptability results of Enterobacteriaceae 

counts/g in the examined samples of beef burger, sausage, 

luncheon,chicken luncheon and Kofta(n=50) 

Meat products 
positive 

samples 
Min Max Mean ±SE** 

 NO %*    

beef burger 31 62 3.5x10
2 

9.5x10
3 

2.2x10
3
±3.6x10

2 

sausage 33 66 9.3x 10
2 

7.1x10
3 

2.1x10
3
±3.2x10

2 

luncheon 35 70 9.5x10
2 

8.4x10
3 

1.9x10
3
±3.4x10

2 

Chicken 

luncheon 
35 70 8.6x 10

2 
9.2x10

3 
2.1x10

3
±3.7x10

2 

Kofta 30 60 8.2x 10
2 

6.1x10
3 

2.2x10
3
± 2.9x10

2 

*The percentages were calculated according to the total number of examined samples.S.E** = 

Standard error of mean. Mean values with different superscripts in the same column were 

significantly differed (p ˂ 0.05). According to the Egyptian Standard EOS (2005) for each 

product the permissible limits of Enterobacteriaceae for sausages, burgers, luncheon 

andchicken luncheon (10
2
) 

 

Table(3):Analyticaland Acceptability results of Staphylococcus 

counts/g in the examined samples of beef burger, sausage, 

luncheon,chicken luncheon and Kofta(n=50) 

Meat products 
positive 

samples 
Min Max Mean ±SE** 

 NO %*    

beef burger 25 50 3.5x10
2 

9.8x10
3 

6.2x10
2
±2.3x10

2 

sausage 31 62 4.3x 10
2 

9.7x10
3 

1.8x10
3
±3.8x10

2 

Kofta 31 62 3.5x 10
2 

8.9x10
3 

2.0x10
3
±3.9x10

2 

Luncheon 18 36 

chicken 

luncheon 
29 58 

*According to the Egyptian Standard EOS (2005) for each product the permissible 

limits of Staphylococcusfor sausages, burgers, (10
2
) and luncheon, chicken luncheon 

(free) 

 * The percentages were calculated according to the total number of examined 

samples. S.E** = Standard error of mean. Mean values with different superscripts in 

the same column were significantly differed (p ˂ 0.05) 
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Table(4):Incidence of Salmonellae isolated from theexamined 

samples of beef burger, sausage, luncheon,chicken 

luncheon and Kofta (n=50). 

The percentages were calculated according to the total number of examined 

samples.
 

 

 

Table (5):Incidence of shigella isolated from the examined samples 

of beef burger, sausage, luncheon and Kofta 

The percentages were calculated according to the total number of examined 

sample 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Meat products Salmonella /g 

Accepted 

samples 

Unaccepted 

samples 

NO. % NO. % 

beef burger 

free 

36 72 14 28 

Sausage 38 76 12 24 

Luncheon 40 80 10 20 

chicken 

luncheon 
30 44 20 56 

Kofta 34 60 16 40 

Meat products Shigella/g 

Accepted 

samples 

Unaccepted 

samples 

NO. % NO. % 

beef burger 

free 

46 92 4 8 

Sausage 43 86 7 14 

Luncheon 41 82 9 18 

Kofta 44 88 6 12 
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Table(6):Incidence of mold isolated from the examined samples of 

sausage, chicken luncheon,beef burger 

The percentages were calculated according to the total number of examined 

samples 

 

Table (7):Analytical and Acceptability results of anaerobic bacteria 

counts/g in the examined samples of beef burger, 

sausage, KoftaLuncheon,,(n=50). 

Meat 

products 

positive 

samples 
Min Max Mean ±SE** 

 NO %*    

beef burger 3 6 2.6x10
 

3.1x10
3 

1.2x10
2
±6.1x10

1 

sausage 8 16 2.1x 10
 

4.8x10
3 

2.8x10
2
±1.1x10

2 

Kofta 5 10 3.2x 10
 

7.8x10
3 

2.8x10
2
±1.6x10

2 

Luncheon 7 14 

chicken 

luncheon 
5 10 

According to the Egyptian Standard EOS (2005) for each product the permissible 

limits of anaerobic bacteria for sausages, burgers, kofta, (10
2
) luncheon and chicken 

luncheon(free).* The percentages were calculated according to the total number of 

examined samples.S.E** = Standard error of mean. Mean values with different 

superscripts in the same column were significantly differed (p ˂ 0.05) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Meat products mold /g 

Accepted 

samples 

Unaccepted 

samples 

NO. % NO. % 

Sausage 

free 

43 86 7 14 

chicken 

luncheon 
41 82 9 18 

beef burger 39 78 11 22 
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Table (8):Incidence of Clostridium perfringens and Listeria 

monocytogenes isolated from the examined samples of 

chicken luncheon (n=50). 

microorganism 
Meat 

products 
limit 

Accepted 

samples 

Unaccepted 

samples 

 

chicken 

luncheon 

Free 

 

NO. % * NO % * 

Listeria 

monocytogenes 
47 100 3 6 

Clostridium 

perfringens 
50 100 0 0 

* The percentages were calculated according to the total number of examined 

samples 

 

Table (9):Incidence of E.coli isolated from the examined samples of 

Luncheon and chicken luncheon (n=50). 

 

The percentages were calculated according to the total number of examined 

sample 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Meat products E.coli/g 

Accepted 

samples 

Unaccepted 

samples 

NO. % NO. % 

Luncheon 

 
free 

43 86 7 14 

chicken 

luncheon 
41 82 9 18 



Egyptian J. of Nutrition Vol. XXXVII No. 3 (2022) 
 

 183 

References 

 

Abuelnaga, A. S. M., Abd El, K. A. E. H., Razik, M. M. H. S., 

Ibrahim, H. S., Abd-Elaziz, M. M. M., Elgohary, A. H., 

&Elgabry, E. A. E. (2021). 

Microbial Contamination and Adulteration Detection of Meat 

Products in Egypt. World, 11(4), 735-744.  

 

Abuzaid KEA, Shaltout F, Salem R, and El-Diasty EM (2020). 

Microbial aspect of some processed meat products with 

special reference to aflatoxins.  

Benha Veterinary Medical Journal, 39(2): 24-28. 

DOI:https://www.doi.org/10.21608/bvmj.2020.44886.1274 

 

Buchanan, R. L., Anderson, W., Anelich, L., Cordier, J. L., 

Dewanti-Hariyadi, R., Ross, T., &Zwietering, M. H. (2018). 

Microorganisms in Foods 7: Microbiological Testing in Food 

Safety Management.  , Second Edition.(2018). 1–479. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68460-4/COVER 

 

E.O.S. (2005) 

(Egyptian Organization For Standarizationand Quality Control) 

2005a.Egyptianstandards for requirements of sausage 

,No:1972. 

 

E.O.S. (2005) 

(Egyptian Organization forstandarizationand Quality Control)              

2005b. Egyptian standards for requirements of beef burger, 

No.1688 

 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68460-4/COVER


Shaimaa Hosni Bakry, Nagwa M.H. Rasmy, Manar T. Ibrahim, 

Hasan. Amaal. A and Ahmed A. Hmed 
 

 184 

E.O.S. (2005) 

(Egyptian Organization ForStandarization and Quality Control) 

2005c. Egyptian standards for requirements of luncheon 

meat,No.1444 

 

E.O.S. (2005) 

(Egyptian Organization ForStandarizationand Quality Control)     

2005d. Egyptian standards for requirements of kofta, No. 

1973. 

 

E.O.S. (2005) 

(Egyptian Organization ForStandarizationand Quality Control)              

2005e. Egyptian standards for requirements of 

chickenluncheon, No.1696 

 

Estrada -Garcia, T., Lopez -Saucedo, C., Zamarripa -Ayala, B., 

Gutierrez -Cogco, L., Mancera -Martinez, A., & Escobar -

Gutierrez, D. A. (2004). 

SHORT REPORT Prevalence of Escherichia coli and 

Salmonella spp. in street-vended food of open markets 

(tianguis) and general hygienic and trading practices in 

Mexico City Printed in the United Kingdom.Epidemiology & 

Infection, 132(6), 1181–1184. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0950268804003036 

  

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0950268804003036


Egyptian J. of Nutrition Vol. XXXVII No. 3 (2022) 
 

 185 

 Food and Drug Administration–FDA. (2001).  

BAM Chapter 16: Clostridium perfringens. Bacteriological 

Analytical Manual (BAM).  

https://www.fda.gov/food/laboratory-methods-food/bam-

chapter-16-clostridium-perfringens 

 

Food and Drug Administration. (2012).  

BAM chapter 1: Food sampling/preparation of sample 

homogenate.  

https://www.fda.gov/food/laboratory-methods-food/bam-

chapter-1-food-samplingpreparation-sample-homogenate 

 

Food and Drug Administration. (2013). 

BAM Chapter 6: ShigellaFood and Drug 

Administration,Rockville 

https://www.fda.gov/food/laboratory-methods-food/bam-

chapter-6-shigella 

 

Fung, F., Wang, H. S., &Menon, S. (2018).  

Food safety in the 21st century. Biomedical journal, 41(2),  

88-95.  Elsevier B.V. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bj.2018.03.003 

 

ICMSF (1996). 

International commission of Microbiological Specification for 

Foods Microorganisms in Food.I-Their Significance and 

methods of enumeration. Canada.  

 

ISO (1996). 

International Standard, ISO 11290-1: Microbiology of food and 

animal feeding stuffs—Horizontal method for the detection 

and enumeration of Listeria monocytogenes—Part 1: 

Detection method. Geneva: International Organization for 

Standardization 

 

https://www.fda.gov/food/laboratory-methods-food/bam-chapter-16-clostridium-perfringens
https://www.fda.gov/food/laboratory-methods-food/bam-chapter-16-clostridium-perfringens
https://www.fda.gov/food/laboratory-methods-food/bam-chapter-1-food-samplingpreparation-sample-homogenate
https://www.fda.gov/food/laboratory-methods-food/bam-chapter-1-food-samplingpreparation-sample-homogenate
https://www.fda.gov/food/laboratory-methods-food/bam-chapter-6-shigella
https://www.fda.gov/food/laboratory-methods-food/bam-chapter-6-shigella
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bj.2018.03.003


Shaimaa Hosni Bakry, Nagwa M.H. Rasmy, Manar T. Ibrahim, 

Hasan. Amaal. A and Ahmed A. Hmed 
 

 186 

ISO (1999). 

International Standard, ISO 6888-1: Microbiology of food and 

animal feeding stuffs—Horizontal method for the enumeration 

of coagulase-positive staphylococci 

(Staphylococcus aureus and other species)—Part 1: 

Geneva: International Organization for Standardization 

 

ISO (2002). 

International Standard, ISO 6579 Microbiology of food and 

animal feeding stuffs — Horizontal method for the detection of 

Salmonella spp. ISB Number 

0580402827.https://www.iso.org/standard/29315.html  

 

ISO. (2004). 

Microbiology of food and animal feeding stuffs: horizontal 

methods for the detection and enumeration of 

Enterobacteriaceae: Part 2: Colony-count method. ISO.  

  

MERCURI, A. J., COX, N. A., CARSON, M. O., & TANNER, D. A. 

(1978). 

Relation of Enterobacteriaceae Counts to Salmonella 

Contamination of Market Broilers. Journal of Food Protection, 

41(6), 427–428. 

https://doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X-41.6.427 

  

Morshdy, A. E. M. A., Darwish, W. S., Salah El-Dien, W. M., 

&Khalifa, S. M. (2018). 

Prevalence of multidrug-resistant Staphylococcus aureus and 

Salmonella enteritidis in meat products retailed in Zagazig 

City, 

Egypt. Slovenian Veterinary Research, 55, 295–

301.https://doi.org/10.26873/SVR-657-2018  

 

https://www.iso.org/standard/29315.html
https://doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X-41.6.427
https://doi.org/10.26873/SVR-657-2018


Egyptian J. of Nutrition Vol. XXXVII No. 3 (2022) 
 

 187 

Mousa MM, Ahmed AA, and El-Shamy SY (2014). 
Microbiological criteria of some meat products. Alexandria 
Journal for Veterinary Sciences, 42(1): 83-89. DOI: 
https://www.doi.org/10.5455/ajvs.162116 
 

Podpečan, B., Pengov, A., &Vadnjal, S. (2007). 
The source of contamination of ground meat for production of 
meat products with bacteria Staphylococcus aureus. Slov Vet 
Res, 44, 25-30.  
 

Rahman, Abd-El &Elbayoumi, Zakaria&Magdy, Amira.(2020). 
Prevalence and Molecular Characterizations of Escherichia 
coli in Meat Products. Journal of Current Veterinary 
Research,2(1),69-76 
 

Scharff, R. L. (2012). 
Economic burden from health losses due to foodborne illness 
in the united states. Journal of Food Protection, 75(1),123-
131. https://doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X.JFP-11-058  
 

Shaltout FA, Salem AM, Khaterb DF, and Lela RA (2016). 
Studies on bacteriological Profile of some meat 
products.Benha Veterinary Medical Journal, 31(1): 43-49. 
Available at: https://bvmj.journals.ekb.eg/article_31216.html 
 

WHO World Health Organization. (2022).  
A guide to world food safety day 2022: safer food, better 
health (No. WHO/HEP/NFS/AFS/2022.1).  
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/352328 

 
Yang, L., Liu, Y., Wu, H., Song, Z., Høiby, N., Molin, S., &Givskov, 

M. (2012b). 
Combating biofilms. FEMS Immunology & Medical 
Microbiology, 65(2), 146–157. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1574-695X.2011.00858.X  

 
Yeni, F., Yavaş, S., Alpas, H., &Soyer, Y. (2016). 

Most Common Foodborne Pathogens and Mycotoxins on 
Fresh Produce: A Review of Recent Outbreaks.,56(9), 1532–
1544 
Http://Dx.Doi.Org/10.1080/10408398.2013.777021. 
 
 

https://www.doi.org/10.5455/ajvs.162116
https://doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X.JFP-11-058
https://bvmj.journals.ekb.eg/article_31216.html
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1574-695X.2011.00858.X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2013.777021


Shaimaa Hosni Bakry, Nagwa M.H. Rasmy, Manar T. Ibrahim, 

Hasan. Amaal. A and Ahmed A. Hmed 
 

 188 

 ٌة فً بعض منتجات الأغذٌةتتبع وتقٌٌم معاٌٌر السلامة المٌكروبٌولوج
 

1*
بكري عثمان  ، حسنً شٌماء

1
نجوى موسى حسن رسمً، 

1 

إبراهٌم، منار توفٌق
1

آمال أحمد محمد حسن ،
2

 أحمد أحمد حمد
 

 القاهرة،مصر شمس، عٌن الزراعة،جامعة كلٌة الأغذٌة، علوم قس1

 مصر القاهرة الأزهر، جامعة العلوم، كلٌة ، والأحٌاءالدقٌقة النبات قسم2

 
 

 الملخص العربى
 

سلامة الغذاء حق أساسً من حقوق الإنسان لأنها مهمة للحٌاة. ٌتسبب التلوث المٌكروبً 
للأغذٌة فً انتقال الأمراض وٌعرض حٌاة الملاٌٌن من الناس للخطر. لذلك فإن تقٌٌم واكتشاف 

ممارسات السلامة وجود البكتٌرٌا الممرضة فً الغذاء ٌقلل من هذه المخاطر ، حٌث ٌوضح 
المٌكروبٌة التً تم تطبٌقها على هذه المنتجات خلال مراحل التصنٌع ومطابقتها للمواصفات القٌاسٌة 

عٌنة عشوائٌة من منتجات اللحوم المختلفة من عٌنات برجر  052المصرٌة . تم جمع إجمالً 
حلات السوبر عٌنة لكل منها( بشكل عشوائً من م 52وكفتة وسجق ولانشون ولانشون دجاج )

ماركت المختلفة فً محافظة الجٌزة ، مصر. تم إجراء الفحص المٌكروبٌولوجً للكشف عن بعض 
الكائنات الحٌة الدقٌقة المسببة للتسمم الغذائً وتقٌٌم الجودة المٌكروبٌولوجٌة لهذه المنتجات حسب 

لغت نسبة البكتٌرٌا المواصفات القٌاسٌة المصرٌة لكل منتج باستخدام طرق الفحص التقلٌدٌة . ب
٪( ، 20الهوائٌة غٌر المقبولة فً عٌنات البرجر والسجق واللانشون ولانشون الدجاج والكفتة )

٪( على التوالً. كما أشارت النتائج المتحصل علٌها إلى أن القٌم ٪22( )٪22( )٪22( ، )26)
 المتوسطة للعدد الإجمالً للبكتٌرٌا المعوٌة كانت

2.2 x 103 ± 3.6 x 102, 2.1 x 103 ± 3.2 x 102, 1.9 x 103 ± 3.4 x102, 2.1 
x103 ± 3.7 x 102 , 2.2 x 103 ± 2.9 x 102 (cfu/g) 

للبرجر،السجق ،لانشون ،لانشون الدجاج والكفتة على التوالً ، بٌنما أظهرت النتائج أن السالمونٌلا 
ر ، سجق ، لانشون ، ٪( برج62٪( ، )52( ٪( ، )02٪( ، )06٪( ، )02تم التعرف علٌها فً )

٪( 20٪( و )52لانشون دجاج وكفتة على التوالً من العٌنات التىتم فحصها  كما أشارت إلى أن )
٪( من عٌنات البرجر ،السجق ،لانشون ،لانشون الدجاج والكفتة على 62٪( و )52٪( و )20و )

مكورات العنقودٌة التوالً غٌر مقبولة للمكورات العنقودٌة الذهبٌة . ووجدت أعلى نسبة من ال
 الذهبٌة فى كلا من الكفتة والسجق بٌنما كانت نسبة الإصابة أقل فى لانشون اللحم .تشٌرجمٌع

 السلامة لوائح وجود وعدم دراستها تمت التً العٌنات فً التلوث معدل ارتفاع إلى البٌانات
 اقتصادٌة. خسارة إلى للخطروٌؤدي المستهلكٌن للمنتجات،وهوماٌعرض المٌكروبٌولوجٌة

 
عدد البكتٌرٌا الهوائٌة ، القولونٌات ، الإشرٌكٌة القولونٌة ، العنقودٌات الذهبٌة ، الكلمات المفتاحٌة: 

 السالمونٌلا ، منتجات اللحوم ، سلامة الغذاء ، الأمراض المنقولة بالغذاء 
 


