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ABSTRACT ;OBJECTIVE To investigate the microbial contamination in dried
fruit products in China. METHODS In 2019, 2917 samples of dried fruit products on
the market were collected, and examined for aerobic bacterial count, coliforms, molds,
yeasts, Salmonella and Listeria monocytogenes according to the method specified in GB
4789. RESULTS A total of 34.42% (1004/2917) of the samples had molds above 50
CFU/g and 9.46% (276/2917) of the samples had yeast above 50 CFU/g. The occurrence
of aerobic plate count above 10* CFU/g and coliforms above 10° CFU/g was 5. 01% ( 146/
2917)and 2.98% (87/2917) , respectively. The detection rate of Salmonella and Listeria
monocytogenes were 0. 14% (4/2917) and 0.03% (1/2917), respectively. Microbial

contamination in different kinds of dried fruit products varied widely, with dried
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wolfberries and dried durian having the worst overall hygiene. There were differences in

microbial contamination of dried fruit products in different regions. In general, samples

collected in South China, Southwest China and Central China had more serious microbial

contamination. There was no significant difference in microbial contamination between

dried fruit products with different packaging and sampling places. CONCLUSION The

hygienic condition of dried fruit products is generally poor in 2019.

KEY WORDS:; dried fruit products, microbial contamination, aerobic plate count,

coliforms , molds , yeasts ,foodborne pathogenic bacteria
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CFU/g, % Wi >50 CFU/g HEAT 0 b, BERE S % 5
W R & ¥ > 50 CFU/g #6474 H1. 3 % GB
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0.14% (4/2917) ,4 {3 FHPERE Sha3 0 1 &1
V& LR TR R TR,
) TH Y AL TEVD TR . B 20 B 8 2 2 i T
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150 CFU/g, 1595 KIE N 3. 8x10° CFU/g, #
m SR [ R B R T AN [ A KR T
HRR 75 B> 101 CFU/g B BE & L 1 25 57 4 4531
S L (XP=425.260, P<0.01) , MiAd T F#E % T
49 h 38.02% (46/121) Fl 36.54% (19/52) , i
& T T HA AN 25 (0.00% ~5.01%) . AN

[i] 49000 3 X T 9% B B> 10% CFU/g B RE 5 HE f51) 22
SH G FE L (X =15.004, P<0.05), P4 R Hh
X &, N 8.26% (30/363), H i 1 X 7&
3.92% ~4.93% , AN[A]SR A S A )4 25 25 AR K
T 75 BB> 10" CFU/g B RE i H 1] 22
R TGEIFE L, R L,

F1 209 FHETEARFHAPIEETEREE %
I H FEREL VK EE>10" CFU/g RIBHERE>10° CFU/g %R >50 CFU/g BEHRE>50 CFU/g
KR T
i T 878 5.01 1.82 68.79 14. 58
L/ 426 2.58 0.94 14.79 7.98
FE 8 372 2.96 1.08 16. 40 6.18
ToAE R 141 2.13 1.42 39.01 6.38
HHET 134 0.75 0.00 5.97 3.73
Fy e+ 121 38.02 30. 58 61.98 23.97
LA/ LA A 98 3.06 0. 00 36.73 6.12
WHET 74 1.35 0.00 9. 46 4.05
R 71 1.41 0.00 2.82 0. 00
W T 58 1.72 0. 00 6.90 1.72
3+ 52 36. 54 34. 62 26.92 23.08
KRk 1 51 1.96 0. 00 1.96 1.96
H BT 34 0. 00 2.94 17.65 2.94
i DF 32 3.13 3.13 18.75 18.75
HoAh " 375 0. 80 1.07 16.53 4. 80
X2 {8 425.26 534.09 833. 42 113.31
P 1A <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
A 3000 b X
pireld 248 4.03 1.61 23.79 3.63
R 933 4.93 3.32 36.23 8.90
4t 422 4.27 2.61 31.04 4.74
Herh 337 4.75 5. 64 35.01 11.57
4T 255 3.92 0.39 45.49 14.90
[l 363 8.26 3.86 40. 77 11. 85
[iE]4 359 4.46 1.95 26. 18 12.26
X2 {H 15.00 18.59 47.07 32.43
P 1A <0. 05 <0.05 <0.01 <0.01
SR K b
HREY 41 2.44 4.88 31.71 14. 63
i) 1169 4.53 2.82 32.76 8.73
EHIN 729 5.62 3.29 34.98 11.52
% 3 A 31 3.23 0. 00 45.16 3.23
KT 627 5.90 3.67 35.57 8.93
% 320 4.06 1.56 36.25 8. 44
XA 3.57 4.08 7. 64
PE >0. 05 >0.05? >0.05 >0. 05
(kT3
WO (B HITRI S %) 1689 4.97 2.84 35.70 9.18
RIS 1228 5.05 3.18 32. 65 9.85
X H 0.01 0.27 2.92 0.38
P1{E >0. 05 >0.05 >0. 05 >0. 05
At 2917 5.01 2.98 34.42 9.46
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