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Salmonella Enteritidis

Effect Of Salmonella Vaccine and Fumaric Acid or Dry Yeast
Cell Walls Supplemented Diet on Shedding of
Salmonella Enteritidis in Chickens

ITO Hirokazu, NAKATANI Hiroshi, HAYASHI Toshiaki and ICHIKAWA Akira

Abstract We have problem of Salmonella Enteritidis(SE) infection for the management of
poultry industry. The experiment was repeated two times to establish the effective
protection method on shedding of SE for chickens. In each trial, 72 Chickens (Nagoya) were
randomly divided into four groups. The chickens in group 1, 2 and 3 were inoculated with
SE vaccine at about 90 days old, but the chickens in group 4 were not inoculated. The
chickens in group 1 and 2 were fed the conventional diets supplemented with 0.5% (W/W)
fumaric acid and 1%(W/W) dry yeast cell walls, respectively. The chickens in group 3 and 4
were fed the non-supplemented conventional diet.

1. All groups were challenged with 3.8x10° CFU/bird at 134 days old and 2.2x10° CFU/bird
at 135 days old by the first trial. After 7, 11 and 16 days, the antibody for Sa/monella were
detected with the serum of control(group 4). After 1, 2, 5, 8, 12 and 14 days, the shedding of
SE in cecal contents of group 1, 2 and 3 were few compared with control.

2. All groups were challenged with 5.9x10° CFU/bird at 126 days old and 5.8x10° CFU/bird
at 127 days old by the second trial. After 7, 16 and 27 days, the antibody for Sal/monella were
detected with the serum of control. After 1, 2, 5, 7, 14 and 21 days, the shedding of SE in
cecal contents of group 1, 2 and 3 were few compared with control.

Key Words: Chiken, Sal/monella Enteritidis, Salmonella Vaccine, Fumaric Acid, Dry Yeast Cell
Walls
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