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Abstract: Campylobacteriosis is the most commonly reported bacterial foodborne disease in the
European Union. Its transmission is often associated with the consumption of poultry meat. In 2018,
Regulation (EC) No. 2017/1495 introduced a process hygiene criterion and with this, the testing
requirements for Campylobacter. The results of microbiological testing for Campylobacter of chicken
carcass neck skin samples from several slaughter lines in Northwest Germany collected by the food
business operators and contamination levels (cfu/g Campylobacter) of these samples were analysed
from 2018 to 2021. Classification into three different categories was made based on contamination
levels. The proportion of highly contaminated (category three) neck samples (>1000 cfu/g) decreased
from 2018 to 2021. Our analysis showed a relationship between the number of neck samples with
high Campylobacter contamination levels (>1000 cfu/g) and human cases in Northwest Germany.
Spearman’s rank test (p < 0.01) showed a higher correlation in 2018 (0.66) and 2019 (0.58) compared
to 2020 and 2021. Campylobacter enteritis cases in Northwest Germany stayed at a low level in 2020
and 2021. It remains unclear whether the decrease in reported Campylobacter enteritis cases is related
to a decrease in Campylobacter levels on chicken carcasses or due to other reasons like underreporting
during the COVID-19 pandemic, and therefore must be investigated in further analyses.

Keywords: broiler; slaughter hygiene; process hygiene criterion; Campylobacter; foodborne pathogen;
one health; zoonosis

1. Introduction

Campylobacter enteritis is the most common foodborne diarrhoeal disease in humans
in Germany, with more than 67,000 reported cases in 2018. Furthermore, it is also one
of the bacterial diseases most frequently reported to the European Centre for Disease
Prevention and Control (ECDC) throughout the European Union (EU), with more than
246,000 cases [1,2]. Due to a high number of unreported cases, the number of cases in
the EU is estimated to be 9 million cases annually [3]. The treatment costs associated
with the disease are around EUR 2.4 billion per year throughout the EU [3]. With an
increased number of cases in the summer months and a lower number of cases in the winter
months, there is a well-known seasonality [4,5]. The bacterial species Campylobacter jejuni is
responsible for the most Campylobacter infections in humans, followed by infections caused
by Campylobacter coli [5]. The typical symptoms of the disease are diarrhoea, abdominal
pain or cramps, fever and lassitude. The duration of the disease is usually one week.
In rare cases, secondary diseases may occur. These include reactive arthritis, irritable
bowel syndrome and neurological complications such as the Guillain–Barre syndrome [6].
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Children under five years of age and young adults between 20 and 29 years of age are most
commonly affected [6].

As a zoonotic pathogen, which causes the reciprocal transmission of diseases between
humans and animals, Campylobacter in general originates predominantly from livestock.
Overall, between 50 and 80% of Campylobacter enteritis cases can be attributed to chicken
flocks as a whole [7]. The Robert Koch Institute (RKI) identified the consumption of chicken
meat and eating out as the greatest risk factors for human infection with Campylobacter
in Germany [6]. According to the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA), mistakes in
handling, preparation and consumption of broiler meat account for 20–30% of Campylobacter
enteritis cases [7]. In addition to the consumption of chicken meat and eating out, raw milk,
contaminated drinking water and surface water as well as international travel are other
risk factors [8,9].

In primary production, there are different risk factors leading to the introduction
of Campylobacter into a poultry flock. These include poor biosecurity, flock thinning,
contaminated drinking water and increased animal age [3,10–12]. Once Campylobacter has
entered the flock, the spread of Campylobacter within the flock is rapid and the prevalence
can increase from 5% to 95% within one week [13]. The flock prevalence of Campylobacter
of up to 70% in German livestock has been reported before [14]. Animals infected with
Campylobacter often excrete faeces asymptomatically, i.e., without showing signs of disease,
and thus can be a source of infection [15].

Since the EFSA recommended a number of control measures for the containment
of Campylobacter along the process chain of poultry meat production, it has been oblig-
atory for German slaughterhouses to examine Campylobacter in broiler chickens within
the process hygiene criterion (PHC) for Campylobacter in accordance with Regulation (EC)
No. 2017/1495 since 1 January 2018 [16]. The PHC for Campylobacter has brought the
slaughtering process into greater focus as there are critical points during the slaughtering
process that can lead to the Campylobacter contamination of broiler carcasses [17]. Thus,
previous studies described an increase in Campylobacter concentration after defeathering
and evisceration, whereas lower detection rates were observed after scalding [18–20]. The
purpose of the PHC is the assumption that the risk to public health from the consumption
of broiler meat can be reduced by more than 50% if the carcasses do not exceed a limit
of 1000 colony-forming units per gramme (cfu/g) (in the neck skin) [3]. The regulation
stipulates that, since 1 January 2020, provided that no more than 15 pools out of 50 ex-
ceed 1000 cfu/g of Campylobacter, the process hygiene in the slaughterhouse is considered
satisfactory. As of 1 January 2025, a maximum of 10 pools out of 50 only should exceed
1000 cfu/g Campylobacter.

About 55,486,000 broilers were counted in the agricultural census in Lower Saxony
(LS) in 2020, which accounts for 60% of the total broiler chicken population in Germany [21].
Poultry meat production in Germany increased by 1.9% to 1,613,600 million tonnes in 2020
compared to that of 2019, and chicken meat production increased by 2.9% to 1,066,500 mil-
lion tonnes compared to that of 2019 [22]. In this context, 539,428 tonnes of chicken meat
were produced in LS in 2020 [23]. This is an increase of 5.0% compared to 2019 and accounts
for about 50% of the total amount of produced chicken meat in Germany [22]. With the
poultry meat production and the associated fattening poultry farming playing a significant
role in Germany, especially in the Northwest of Germany, the neck samples of chicken
carcasses of the PHC for Campylobacter of different slaughter lines in Northwest Germany
were analysed in this study.

The research project analysed how Campylobacter contamination levels on neck skin
samples of chicken carcasses at slaughterhouses in Northwest Germany and reported
Campylobacter enteritis cases in Northwest Germany, Lower Saxony (LS) and North Rhine-
Westphalia (NRW), that have evolved in recent years, especially before and during the
COVID-19 pandemic. One aim of this study was to evaluate the correlation between
Campylobacter levels in broilers and human cases in Northwest Germany.
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2. Material and Methods
2.1. Campylobacter Levels in Broilers (PHC)

According to Regulation (EC) No. 2017/1495, slaughterhouses in Germany have
been required since 1 January 2018 to test neck skin samples of chicken carcasses for
Campylobacter. At least 15 neck skins of chilled carcasses must be sampled randomly at each
sampling event. The sampling takes place weekly. The day of sampling has to be changed
weekly. Before a microbiological examination in the laboratory, the neck skin samples from
at least three chicken carcasses from the same flock of origin have to be pooled into one
sample with a weight of 26 g. This results in a total of 5 × 26 g samples for the examination
in the laboratory, as the 15 neck skin samples should weigh at least 130 g. The analytical
reference method in the laboratory is ISO 10272-2 [24]. Each slaughterhouse thus has five
weekly quantitative microbiological results on the occurrence of Campylobacter available
since 1 January 2018. Data from several slaughter lines in Northwest Germany from 1
January 2018 to 31 December 2021 were included within the scope of this research project.
The contamination levels of all slaughter lines were classified into three different categories:
category one (C1), 0–99 cfu/g; category two, (C2) 100–999 cfu/g; and category three (C3),
>1000 cfu/g.

2.2. Data on Human Campylobacter Cases

The laboratory detection of Campylobacter enteritis in Germany is notifiable in accor-
dance with § 7 of the Protection Against Infection Act. Laboratory evidence is reported
by the laboratory to the responsible local health department and from there transmitted
anonymously via the state health department to the Robert Koch Institute (RKI), the Federal
Public Health Institute. This study analysed the national surveillance data on notified
Campylobacter infection cases for Northwest Germany (LS and NRW) from 2018 to 2021.
Only cases fulfilling the reference definition were included, i.e., those cases with the clin-
ical symptoms of Campylobacter with either a laboratory or epidemiologically confirmed
Campylobacter infection. The data are publicly available via SurvStat@RKI 2.0 [25,26].

2.3. Methodology

Data on Campylobacter levels in broilers were summarised for a comparative illustration
of each year and divided into time periods within a year. A time period extended over four
calendar weeks. A calendar year began with time period 1 from week one to four, followed
by time period 2 from week five to eight, etc., and the calendar year ended with time period
13 from week 49 to week 52. Thus, this amounted to 13 time periods per calendar year.
A classification into months was not feasible. Because according to Regulation (EC) No.
2017/1495, the day of sampling has to be changed weekly [16]. The Campylobacter data
from the slaughterhouses was provided per calendar week. It was therefore not possible
to conclude the exact day on which the samples were taken. With this classification using
time periods of four calendar weeks, we were able to ensure the reliable processing of the
raw data.

Category three (C3) neck samples of chicken carcasses (>1000 cfu/g Campylobacter)
were used for the correlation analysis between Campylobacter levels in broilers and Campy-
lobacter enteritis cases in Northwest Germany.

2.4. Statistical Analysis

Data analysis was performed using the statistical software package from SAS, Version
7.1 (SAS Inst., Cary, NC, USA). Campylobacter levels in broilers were analysed descriptively
by mean values and minimum, maximum and standard deviation. To test for the normal
distribution, a Shapiro–Wilk test was performed. Data were checked for significant dif-
ferences with the Kruskal–Wallis test (one-way ANOVA) and additionally between single
parameters using a post hoc test. Furthermore, the correlation between Campylobacter levels
in broilers and Campylobacter enteritis cases was calculated using the Spearman’s rank
correlation test. All statements of statistical significance were based on p < 0.05.
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3. Results
3.1. Campylobacter Levels in Broilers

In the following section, the microbiological results of the neck samples of chicken
carcasses according to PHC for Campylobacter of all slaughter lines are presented.

3.1.1. Campylobacter Levels in Broilers per Year

The proportion of chicken carcass neck samples based on Campylobacter contamination
levels for each category (C1, C2, C3) from 2018 to 2021 are shown in Table 1. The proportion
of category three Campylobacter contamination levels changed significantly with the years.
There was a significantly lower number of neck samples with Campylobacter levels above
1000 cfu/g in 2020 and 2021 (p < 0.05).

Table 1. Proportion (%) of chicken carcass neck samples of all slaughter lines in accordance with
the process hygiene criterion (PHC) for Campylobacter, for each category (C1–C3) from 2018 to 2021.
Category one (C1): 0–99 colony-forming units (cfu/g), category two (C2): 100–999 cfu/g, and category
three (C3): >1000 cfu/g.

Year C1 C2 C3

2018 54.44 AB ± 46.99 26.16 A ± 37.19 19.40 B ± 34.63
2019 52.49 A ± 47.25 32.30 A ± 40.17 15.20 AB ± 29.73
2020 59.46 AB ± 46 27.27 A ± 39.06 13.27 A ± 28.86
2021 61.45 B ± 45.3 28.03 A ± 39.22 10.53 A ± 25.22

A,B means in a column with different superscripts differ significantly (p < 0.05).

3.1.2. Campylobacter Levels in Broilers per Time Period

Figures 1–4 show the proportion of samples for each category for every single time
period from 2018 to 2021. Each Figure shows the contamination levels of Campylobacter for
one year. Additional statistical analyses are shown in Appendix A.
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the process hygiene criterion (PHC) for Campylobacter for each category (C1–C3) for every single
time period in 2018. Category one (C1): 0–99 colony-forming units (cfu/g), category two (C2):
100–999 cfu/g, and category three (C3): >1000 cfu/g.
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Figure 4. Proportion (%) of chicken carcass neck samples of all slaughter lines in accordance with
the process hygiene criterion (PHC) for Campylobacter for each category (C1–C3) for every single
time period in 2021. Category one (C1): 0–99 colony forming units (cfu/g), category two (C2):
100–999 cfu/g, and category three (C3): >1000 cfu/g.
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There was a significantly higher proportion (%) of chicken carcass neck samples
containing more than 1000 cfu/g of Campylobacter in time periods 6 and 7 in 2018 and a
significantly lower proportion in time period 3 as shown in Figure 1.

As shown in Figure 2, the proportion (%) of Campylobacter contamination levels on
neck samples above 1000 cfu/g was significantly higher in time period 8 and lower in time
periods 3 and 4 in 2019.

The highest proportion (%) of Campylobacter contamination levels on neck samples
above 1000 cfu/g was shown in time period 9 and the lowest proportion in time period 4
in 2020 as displayed in Figure 3.

As displayed in Figure 4, the highest proportion (%) of Campylobacter contamination
levels on neck samples above 1000 cfu/g was shown in time period 11 and the lowest in
time periods 2 and 3 in 2021.

3.2. Data on Human Campylobacter Cases

Campylobacter enteritis cases in Northwest Germany, reported in accordance with the
Protection Against Infection Act via SurvStat@RKI 2.0 [26], are displayed in the follow-
ing section.

Number of Human Cases per Year

Figure 5 displays and compares the number of Campylobacter enteritis cases in North-
west Germany from 2018 to 2021.
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Figure 5. Number of Campylobacter enteritis cases in Northwest Germany from 2018 to 2021 via
SurvStat@RKI 2.0.

As illustrated in Figure 5, the highest number of cases were reported in 2018 (22,009 cases),
and the least number of cases were reported in 2020 (14,299 cases).

3.3. Correlation between Campylobacter Levels in Broilers and Human Cases
Correlation between Category Three Campylobacter Contamination Levels on Chicken
Carcass Neck Samples and Campylobacter Enteritis Cases in Northwest Germany from 2018
to 2021

Table 2 shows Spearman’s rank correlation between the number of chicken carcass
neck samples containing >1000 cfu/g Campylobacter (C3) and human cases in Northwest
Germany from 2018 to 2021. There was a higher positive correlation in 2018 and 2019. The
correlation was lower in 2020 and 2021.
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Table 2. Relationship between the number of neck samples with Campylobacter contamination levels
of >1000 cfu/g (C3) and Campylobacter enteritis cases in Northwest Germany from 2018 to 2021
according to Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (SCC).

2018 2019 2020 2021

SCC 0.66 0.58 0.33 0.45
p-value <0.0001 <0.0001 0.0185 0.0009

Correlation levels classification: 0.0–0.3, “inexistent correlation”, 0.3–0.5, “weak positive correlation”, 0.5–0.7,
“moderate positive correlation”, 0.7–0.9, “strong positive correlation”, and 0.9–1, “very strong positive correla-
tion [27].

4. Discussion
4.1. Evaluation of Campylobacter Levels in Broilers
4.1.1. Evaluation of Campylobacter Levels in Broilers per Year from 2018 to 2021

The aim of the PHC for Campylobacter was to control the contamination of carcasses
during the slaughtering process and to reduce the load of Campylobacter on carcasses [16].
The mandatory testing in German slaughterhouses of broiler chickens as a part of the PHC
for Campylobacter, which has been in force since January 2018, was used in this study to con-
duct an extensive analysis of the occurrence of Campylobacter at several slaughterhouses in
Northwest Germany. Thus, the contamination levels of Campylobacter on chicken carcasses
might have changed, since the beginning of testing in 2018.

The results show that the Campylobacter load and concentration from the examined
neck skin samples decreased from 2018 to 2021 (Table 1). The proportion of chicken carcass
neck samples of more than 1000 cfu/g decreased from an initial 19.40% in 2018 to almost
half, i.e., 10.53%, in 2021 (Table 1). According to EFSA, this would be associated with a
lower risk of Campylobacter infection for people who consume chicken meat [3].

In contrast to the microbiological findings of the PHC for Campylobacter, the results of
investigations published by the Federal Office of Consumer Protection and Food Safety
(BVL) in the zoonosis monitoring reports showed relatively constant values in recent years.
The proportion of samples containing more than 1000 cfu/g was 22.6% in 2018, 23.4%
in 2019, 21.9% in 2020 and 21.6% in 2021, respectively [28]. The reasons for differences
between the results of the PHC for Campylobacter and the data published by the BVL are
unclear. One possible reason could be that individual samples are required for zoonosis
monitoring and pooled samples are required for PHC testing by food business operators in
accordance with Regulation (EC) No. 2017/1495 [28].

The reduced contamination levels of Campylobacter on chicken carcasses at the slaugh-
terhouse suggest that this results in a reduced Campylobacter contamination of retail chicken
meat. However, the detection rate of Campylobacter in samples of fresh retail chicken meat in
Germany shows consistent values in recent years. Prevalence testing showed that 47.8% of
the samples were positive in 2018 and 46.4% thereof in 2019. In 2020, 54.7% of the retail sam-
ples tested positive and 46.9% thereof in 2021 [28]. These results highlight how frequently
contaminated fresh chicken meat reaches consumers. The high prevalence of Campylobacter
in fresh chicken meat was also published in the Netherlands and Denmark [29–31]. Despite
the high prevalence in the samples of fresh retail chicken meat, many of these samples had
quantitatively low levels of Campylobacter. Only 2.3% of the samples had Campylobacter
levels above the detection limit of 10 cfu/g in 2020 [32]. In 2021, 2.8% of the samples
contained more than 10 cfu/g Campylobacter. The high levels of Campylobacter (>1000 cfu/g)
were not detected in retail in either year [28,32].

As Campylobacter contamination levels on neck samples have decreased in recent years,
the results of our study suggest an increased awareness of Campylobacter as a foodborne
pathogen both at the farm and the slaughterhouse level. High biosecurity measures are
required on farms to prevent the introduction of Campylobacter into the flock and to protect
flocks from colonisation [33]. Horvat et al. (2022) used a simulation model and showed that
insect control had the strongest impact of all tested intervention measures to prevent Campy-
lobacter contamination by reducing the percentage of highly contaminated (>1000 cfu/g)
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neck samples from 13% to 8% [34]. The low contamination levels of Campylobacter in
broilers at primary production seem to have a major impact on reducing Campylobacter
enteritis cases, as Foddai et al. (2022) investigated that targeted management measures
on high-risk farms could significantly reduce the risk of Campylobacter infection for the
consumer [35]. In organic or free-range farming, it is difficult to implement high biosecurity
measures to prevent the introduction of Campylobacter. For this reason, organic broiler
farms have a higher Campylobacter prevalence than conventional ones [36,37]. Cegar et al.
(2022) showed that the presence of Campylobacter on chilled carcasses is more likely to
be affected by their pre-slaughterhouse condition (at the farm level), rather than to be
related to process hygiene at the slaughterhouse [38]. However, in addition to biosecurity at
primary production, management measures at different stages of the slaughtering process
are necessary to prevent the cross-contamination of Campylobacter, as Foddai et al. (2023)
showed that reduced cross-contamination could minimise the risk of human Campylobacter
cases efficiently [39]. A continuous survey of Campylobacter on farms does not exist. This
would allow a better interpretation of intervention measures at this level. However, it can
be concluded from the aforementioned studies that lower Campylobacter contamination
levels on chicken carcass neck samples at the slaughterhouse are a result of the summation
of efforts along the chicken meat production value chain.

4.1.2. Evaluation of Campylobacter Levels in Broilers per Time Period from 2018 to 2021

Seasonal variations with a peak phase of Campylobacter in the summer months have
been described in the literature [40]. In our study, higher contamination levels (>1000 cfu/g)
were more present during the summer.

The proportion of chicken carcass neck samples that contained more than 1000 cfu/g
Campylobacter, taking into account seasonal fluctuations, are shown in Figures 1–4. In this
study, many samples exceeded the limit of 1000 cfu/g Campylobacter during the summer in
2018 and 2019. A significantly higher percentage of neck samples peaked in time periods 6
and 7 in 2018, which refer to end of May until mid-July, and time period 8 in 2019 (mid-July
to mid-August). In contrast, the proportion of samples containing more than 1000 cfu/g
was lower in 2020 and 2021. The seasonal peaks during mid-summer in 2018 and 2019
are in agreement with results from the Netherlands with the highest contamination rate
between June and September [41]. In contrast, in Norway, Kapperud et al. (1993) reported
higher colonisation in late summer and autumn, with the highest colonisation from August
to November [42]. The reasons for different seasonal peaks remain unclear, but can be
related to climatic conditions [43,44].

4.2. Evaluation of Human Campylobacter Cases from 2018 to 2021

Regarding Campylobacter enteritis cases in Northwest Germany, a fewer number of
cases were reported to the RKI in accordance with § 7 of the Protection Against Infection
Act in recent years compared to 2018 (Figure 5). Thus, only 14,299 Campylobacter cases
were reported in Northwest Germany in 2020. Slightly more Campylobacter cases were
registered again in 2021. Reasons discussed for the reduced number of human cases in 2020
were the closure of restaurants, cafeterias, snack bars and canteens during the COVID-19
pandemic. As in addition to the consumption of chicken meat, eating out is the most
important risk factor for Campylobacter infections [45]. There are other previous studies that
show a risk factor in the consumption of chicken meat at restaurants [8,46–48]. In contrast,
eating at home is considered protective or associated with a lower risk of infection with
Campylobacter [46].

The lower risk of Campylobacter infection at home contrasts with results of other studies
in which a poor hygienic behaviour in the own kitchen was repeatedly explained. Together
with cross-contamination, it plays a significant role in the transmission of Campylobacter
at home [49]. During the COVID-19 pandemic, hygiene measures to protect against the
coronavirus, such as washing hands, cleaning and disinfection precautions, may have
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improved kitchen hygiene indirectly, thus breaking Campylobacter infection chains without
the consumer being aware of it.

As a foodborne pathogen, people might have become more aware of the risk of Campy-
lobacter infection in recent years and with this, fewer cases have occurred. However, this is
contradicted by a survey conducted by the German Federal Institute for Risk Assessment
(BfR) in August 2022, which states that many people are not aware of the pathogen Campy-
lobacter and its association with foodborne infections [50]. Further studies comment on the
poor awareness of consumers and their handling routine of fresh chicken meat [51,52].

4.3. Correlation between Campylobacter Levels in Broilers and Human Cases

The seasonality of human Campylobacter enteritis cases is well known and has been
described in the literature [4,5,53]. Nylen et al. (2002) showed that seasonal peaks differed
in European countries [54]. The seasonal peaks of high contamination levels on chicken
carcass neck samples investigated in this study and the seasonality of human cases led to a
correlation analysis. Fewer highly contaminated neck samples (>1000 cfu/g) and fewer
human cases in recent years may have had an effect on the relationship between the two
parameters. The results obtained in the current study revealed the highest correlation in
2018 (0.66) and the lowest correlation in 2020 (0.33) (Table 2). The lower correlation in 2020
and 2021 compared to 2018 and 2019 could indicate that the COVID-19 pandemic might
have had an effect on the relationship between Campylobacter levels in broilers and human
cases. However, this relationship requires more investigation, as the transmission routes
of Campylobacter and especially the risk factors of chicken meat consumption could have
been affected differently during the COVID-19 pandemic. With this in mind, it is relevant
to examine to what extent the seasonality of human Campylobacter cases and the seasonality
of Campylobacter in broilers are mutually dependent. Wei et al. (2015) showed that the
prevalence of Campylobacter in broilers precedes Campylobacter incidence in humans [55]. In
contrast, other studies described that the increase in human Campylobacter enteritis precedes
the increase in broiler prevalence [56–58].

5. Conclusions

For the first time since the introduction of mandatory testing within the scope of the
PHC for the presence of Campylobacter in slaughterhouses in Germany, data from several
slaughter lines in Northwest Germany were analysed from 2018 to 2021. The results
show that the proportion of neck samples with bacterial counts of more than 1000 cfu/g
Campylobacter dropped continuously to almost half from 19.40% in 2018 to 10.53% in
2021. Thus, the limits of the PHC may have increased the awareness of Campylobacter
as a foodborne pathogen in primary production and during the slaughtering process. A
higher proportion of neck samples exceeded the limit of 1000 cfu/g Campylobacter during
mid-summer. Correlation analysis between highly contaminated chicken carcass neck
samples (>1000 cfu/g) and human cases showed a higher correlation in 2018 and 2019
prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. As a lower number of human cases in Northwest
Germany was reported in 2020 and 2021 compared to 2018 and 2019, it remains uncertain
whether this was due to the reduction in Campylobacter levels in relation to the PHC
in slaughterhouses since 2018 or underreporting during the COVID-19 pandemic. As
measures by the Federal State Governments were enacted to prevent a rapid spread of
the coronavirus, they might have had an effect on the infection chain of Campylobacter.
Whether there is a relationship between microbiological slaughter findings and the number
of Campylobacter cases including seasonal fluctuations and if there is a causal connection
between a decrease in Campylobacter levels in the slaughterhouse and among consumers in
recent years have to be analysed in future studies.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Proportion (%) of chicken carcass neck samples of all slaughter lines in accordance with
the process hygiene criterion (PHC) for Campylobacter for each category (C1–C3) for every single
time period in 2018. Category one (C1): 0–99 colony forming units (cfu/g), category two (C2):
100–999 cfu/g, and category three (C3): >1000 cfu/g.

Time Period C1 C2 C3

1 94.74 E ± 22.94 0.00 A ± 0.00 5.26 AB ± 22.94
2 75.65 DE ± 41.76 15.65 AB ± 34.62 8.70 ABC ± 28.81
3 78.18 DE ± 39.96 21.82 ABCD ± 39.96 0.00 A ± 0.00
4 75.00 DE ± 44.23 15.00 AB ± 35.02 10.00 ABC ± 28.89
5 69.17 CDE ± 44.13 19.44 ABC ± 35.98 11.39 ABC ± 28.59
6 26.09 A ± 38.35 35.65 BCD ± 36.67 38.26 D ± 40.41
7 22.50 A ± 36.50 38.75 CD ± 34.93 38.75 D ± 39.16
8 41.82 AB ± 46.56 30.00 BCD ± 38.91 28.18 CD ± 38.87
9 43.64 AB ± 46.04 28.18 BCD ± 35.27 28.18 CD ± 38.38
10 32.17 A ± 43.38 42.61 D ± 39.22 25.22 BCD ± 36.29
11 44.17 AB ± 47.54 33.33 BCD ± 40.29 22.50 BCD ± 37.45
12 46.96 ABC ± 47.71 32.17 BCD ± 39.88 20.87 BCD ± 36.92
13 65.45 BCD ± 46.67 22.73 BCD ± 39.18 11.82 ABC ± 31.26

A–E means in a column with different superscripts differ significantly (p < 0.05).

Table A2. Proportion (%) of chicken carcass neck samples of all slaughter lines in accordance with
the process hygiene criterion (PHC) for Campylobacter for each category (C1–C3) for every single
time period in 2019. Category one (C1): 0–99 colony forming units (cfu/g), category two (C2):
100–999 cfu/g, and category three (C3): >1000 cfu/g.

Time Period C1 C2 C3

1 65.83 DE ± 47.72 21.67 A ± 41.25 12.50 AB ± 33.78
2 73.91 DE ± 44.90 16.81 A ± 35.89 9.28 AB ± 26.57
3 79.17 E ± 41.49 20.00 A ± 40.00 0.83 A ± 4.08
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Table A2. Cont.

Time Period C1 C2 C3

4 75.00 DE ± 44.23 20.00 A ± 38.67 5.00 A ± 17.94
5 65.83 DE ± 47.72 25.00 A ± 40.97 9.17 AB ± 25.69
6 39.05 ABC ± 45.38 38.10 ABC ± 37.37 22.86 BC ± 31.80
7 14.78 A ± 27.11 60.87 C ± 33.29 24.35 BC ± 28.89
8 29.17 AB ± 40.85 31.25 AB ± 35.05 39.58 C ± 38.95
9 39.09 ABC ± 43.41 36.36 AB ± 39.83 24.55 BC ± 39.00
10 34.78 ABC ± 46.01 50.43 BC ± 39.94 14.78 AB ± 21.92
11 50.00 BCD ± 47.31 39.39 ABC ± 41.81 10.61 AB ± 24.92
12 54.17 BCDE ± 45.48 35.00 AB ± 41.39 10.83 AB ± 28.27
13 57.39 CDE ± 47.60 27.83 AB ± 40.33 14.78 AB ± 32.60

A–E means in a column with different superscripts differ significantly (p < 0.05).

Table A3. Proportion (%) of chicken carcass neck samples of all slaughter lines in accordance with
the process hygiene criterion (PHC) for Campylobacter for each category (C1–C3) for every single
time period in 2020. Category one (C1): 0–99 colony forming units (cfu/g), category two (C2):
100–999 cfu/g, and category three (C3): >1000 cfu/g.

Time Period C1 C2 C3

1 72.17 D ± 42.95 20.00 AB ± 36.68 7.83 ABC ± 26.10
2 60.00 CD ± 49.36 18.26 A ± 38.57 21.74 CDE ± 42.17
3 68.42 D ± 47.76 17.89 A ± 37.65 13.68 ABCDE ± 33.37
4 82.61 D ± 38.76 17.39 A ± 38.76 0.00 A ± 0.00
5 66.09 D ± 44.08 24.35 ABC ± 38.59 9.57 ABCD ± 26.19
6 60.00 CD ± 47.18 26.67 ABC ± 38.52 13.33 ABCDE ± 28.08
7 40.00 ABC ± 44.51 42.73 CD ± 39.66 17.27 BCDE ± 30.42
8 33.64 AB ± 45.10 41.82 BCD ± 40.43 24.55 DE ± 33.77
9 20.83 A ± 30.92 51.67 D ± 36.32 27.50 E ± 33.78
10 68.33 D ± 43.31 20.83 ABC ± 37.06 10.83 ABCD ± 27.65
11 58.26 BCD ± 44.28 27.83 ABC ± 39.88 13.91 ABCDE ± 28.56
12 62.50 CD ± 46.18 26.67 ABC ± 40.29 10.83 ABCD ± 25.01
13 80.87 D ± 38.37 17.39 A ± 35.32 1.74 AB ± 8.34

A–E means in a column with different superscripts differ significantly (p < 0.05).

Table A4. Proportion (%) of chicken carcass neck samples of all slaughter lines in accordance with
the process hygiene criterion (PHC) for Campylobacter for each category (C1–C3) for every single
time period in 2021. Category one (C1): 0–99 colony forming units (cfu/g), category two (C2):
100–999 cfu/g, and category three (C3): >1000 cfu/g.

Time Period C1 C2 C3

1 79.17 D ± 41.49 16.67 A ± 38.07 4.17 ABC ± 20.41
2 83.33 D ± 38.07 16.67 A ± 38.07 0.00 A ± 0.00
3 75.00 D ± 41.39 25.00 ABC ± 41.39 0.00 A ± 0.00
4 75.00 D ± 40.97 23.33 AB ± 39.42 1.67 AB ± 8.16
5 72.50 CD ± 40.78 21.67 AB ± 36.32 5.83 ABC ± 21.65
6 62.61 BCD ± 47.60 26.09 ABC ± 39.28 11.30 ABCDE ± 27.52
7 48.18 ABC ± 45.21 35.45 ABC ± 38.01 16.36 CDE ± 22.79
8 43.48 AB ± 42.92 46.96 C ± 38.90 9.57 ABCDE ± 21.63
9 35.65 A ± 42.62 42.61 BC ± 38.76 21.74 DE ± 28.87
10 36.67 A ± 41.56 41.67 BC ± 38.64 21.67 DE ± 32.26
11 45.22 AB ± 44.81 32.17 ABC ± 40.33 22.61 E ± 36.33
12 65.22 BCD ± 47.18 19.13 A ± 36.42 15.65 BCDE ± 35.14
13 73.91 D ± 44.90 18.26 A ± 38.57 7.83 ABCD ± 26.10

A–E means in a column with different superscripts differ significantly (p < 0.05).



Foods 2024, 13, 281 12 of 14

References
1. Infektionsepidemiologisches Jahrbuch Meldepflichtiger Krankheiten für 2018; Robert Koch-Institut: Berlin, Germany, 2019.
2. EFSA; ECDC. Prevention, and Control, The European Union one health 2018 zoonoses report. EFSA J. 2019, 17, e05926.
3. EFSA Panel on Biological Hazards (BIOHAZ). Scientific Opinion on Campylobacter in broiler meat production: Control options

and performance objectives and/or targets at different stages of the food chain. EFSA J. 2011, 9, 2105. [CrossRef]
4. Lake, I.; Colón-González, F.; Takkinen, J.; Rossi, M.; Sudre, B.; Dias, J.G.; Tavoschi, L.; Joshi, A.; Semenza, J.; Nichols, G. Exploring

campylobacter seasonality across Europe using the European surveillance system (TESSy), 2008 to 2016. Eurosurveillance 2019,
24, 1800028. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Schielke, A.; Rosner, B.M.; Stark, K. Epidemiology of campylobacteriosis in Germany–insights from 10 years of surveillance. BMC
Infect. Dis. 2014, 14, 30. [CrossRef]

6. Epidemiologisches Bulletin 44/2017; Robert Koch-Institut: Berlin, Germany, 2017.
7. EFSA Panel on Biological Hazards (BIOHAZ). Scientific opinion on quantification of the risk posed by broiler meat to human

campylobacteriosis in the EU. EFSA J. 2010, 8, 1437. [CrossRef]
8. Eberhart-Phillips, J.; Walker, N.; Garrett, N.; Bell, D.; Sinclair, D.; Rainger, W.; Bates, M. Campylobacteriosis in New Zealand:

Results of a case-control study. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 1997, 51, 686–691. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
9. Neimann, J.; Engberg, J.; Mølbak, K.; Wegener, H.C. A case–control study of risk factors for sporadic Campylobacter infections in

Denmark. Epidemiol. Infect. 2003, 130, 353–366. [CrossRef]
10. Humphrey, T.; O’Brien, S.; Madsen, M. Campylobacters as zoonotic pathogens: A food production perspective. Int. J. Food

Microbiol. 2007, 117, 237–257. [CrossRef]
11. Høg, B.B.; Sommer, H.; Larsen, L.; Sørensen, A.; David, B.; Hofshagen, M.; Rosenquist, H. Farm specific risk factors for

Campylobacter colonisation in Danish and Norwegian broilers. Prev. Vet. Med. 2016, 130, 137–145.
12. Higham, L.E.; Scott, C.; Akehurst, K.; Dring, D.; Parnham, A.; Waterman, M.; Bright, A. Effects of financial incentives and

cessation of thinning on prevalence of Campylobacter: A longitudinal monitoring study on commercial broiler farms in the UK.
Vet. Rec. 2018, 183, 595. [CrossRef]

13. Van Gerwe, T.J.W.M.; Bouma, A.; Jacobs-Reitsma, W.F.; Van den Broek, J.; Klinkenberg, D.; Stegeman, J.A.; Heesterbeek, J.A.P.
Quantifying transmission of Campylobacter spp. among broilers. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 2005, 71, 5765–5770. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

14. Stingl, K.; Knüver, M.T.; Vogt, P.; Buhler, C.; Krüger, N.J.; Alt, K.; Tenhagen, B.-A.; Hartung, M.; Schroeter, A.; Ellerbroek, L.; et al.
Quo vadis?—Monitoring Campylobacter in Germany. Eur. J. Microbiol. Immunol. 2012, 2, 88–96. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Dhillon, A.S.; Shivaprasad, H.L.; Schaberg, D.; Wier, F.; Weber, S.; Bandli, D. Campylobacter jejuni infection in broiler chickens.
Avian Dis. 2006, 50, 55–58. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. The European Commission. Regulation (Eu) 2017/1495-of 23 August 2017-amending Regulation (EC) No 2073/2005 as regards
Campylobacter in broiler carcases. Off. J. Eur. Union 2017, 14, 6.

17. Seliwiorstow, T.; Baré, J.; Berkvens, D.; Van Damme, I.; Uyttendaele, M.; De Zutter, L. Identification of risk factors for Campy-
lobacter contamination levels on broiler carcasses during the slaughter process. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2016, 226, 26–32. [CrossRef]

18. Berrang, M.E.; Dickens, J.A. Presence and Level of Campylobacter spp. on Broiler Carcasses Throughout the Processing Plant. J.
Appl. Poult. Res. 2000, 9, 43–47. [CrossRef]

19. Izat, A.; Gardner, F.; Denton, J.; Golan, F. Incidence and level of Campylobacter jejuni in broiler processing. Poult. Sci. 1988, 67,
1568–1572. [CrossRef]

20. Rosenquist, H.; Sommer, H.M.; Nielsen, N.L.; Christensen, B.B. The effect of slaughter operations on the contamination of chicken
carcasses with thermotolerant Campylobacter. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2006, 108, 226–232. [CrossRef]

21. Die Niedersächsische Landwirtschaft in Zahlen 2021; Niedersächsisches Ministerium für Ernährung, L.u.V.: Hannover, Germany, 2021.
22. Fleischerzeugung 2020 um 1.6% Gegenüber dem Vorjahr Gesunken 2020; Statistisches Bundesamt (Destatis): Wiesbaden, Ger-

many, 2021.
23. Statistische Monatshefte Niedersachsen 3/2021; Landesamt für Statistik Niedersachsen (LSN): Hannover, Germany, 2021.
24. ISO 10272-2: 2017; Microbiology of the Food Chain—Horizontal Method for Detection and Enumeration of Campylobacter

spp.—Part 2: Colony-Count Technique. ISO: Geneva, Switzerland, 2017.
25. Infektionsepidemiologisches Jahrbuch Meldepflichtiger Krankheiten für 2019; Robert Koch-Institut: Berlin, Germany, 2020.
26. Robert Koch-Institut. SurvStat@RKI 2.0. Available online: https://survstat.rki.de (accessed on 28 June 2023).
27. Hinkle, D.E.; Wiersma, W.; Jurs, S.G. Applied Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences; Houghton Mifflin: Boston, MA, USA, 2003;

Volume 663.
28. Berichte zur Lebensmittelsicherheit 2021-Zoonosen Monitoring 2022; Eine Publikation des Bundesamtes für Verbraucherschutz und

Lebensmittelsicherheit (BVL): Braunschweig, Germany, 2022.
29. Boysen, L.; Vigre, H.; Rosenquist, H. Seasonal influence on the prevalence of thermotolerant Campylobacter in retail broiler meat

in Denmark. Food Microbiol. 2011, 28, 1028–1032. [CrossRef]
30. Dufrenne, J.; Ritmeester, W.; Delfgou-Van Asch, E.; Van Leusden, F.; De Jonge, R. Quantification of the contamination of chicken

and chicken products in the Netherlands with Salmonella and Campylobacter. J. Food Prot. 2001, 64, 538–541. [CrossRef]
31. Scherer, K.; Bartelt, E.; Sommerfeld, C.; Hildebrandt, G. Quantification of Campylobacter on the surface and in the muscle of

chicken legs at retail. J. Food Prot. 2006, 69, 757–761. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2011.2105
https://doi.org/10.2807/1560-7917.ES.2019.24.13.180028
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30940318
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2334-14-30
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2010.1437
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech.51.6.686
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9519133
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0950268803008355
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2007.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1136/vr.104823
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.71.10.5765-5770.2005
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16204486
https://doi.org/10.1556/EuJMI.2.2012.1.12
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24611125
https://doi.org/10.1637/7411-071405R.1
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16617982
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2016.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1093/japr/9.1.43
https://doi.org/10.3382/ps.0671568
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2005.12.007
https://survstat.rki.de
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2011.02.010
https://doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X-64.4.538
https://doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X-69.4.757


Foods 2024, 13, 281 13 of 14

32. Berichte zur Lebensmittelsicherheit 2020-Zoonosen Monitoring 2021; Eine Publikation des Bundesamtes für Verbraucherschutz und
Lebensmittelsicherheit (BVL): Braunschweig, Germany, 2021.

33. Berndtson, E.; Emanuelson, U.; Engvall, A.; Danielsson-Tham, M.-L. A 1-year epidemiological study of campylobacters in 18
Swedish chicken farms. Prev. Vet. Med. 1996, 26, 167–185. [CrossRef]

34. Horvat, A.; Luning, P.A.; DiGennaro, C.; Rommens, E.; van Daalen, E.; Koene, M.; Jalali, M.S. The impacts of biosecurity measures
on Campylobacter contamination in broiler houses and slaughterhouses in the Netherlands: A simulation modelling approach.
Food Control 2022, 141, 109151. [CrossRef]

35. Foddai, A.; Nauta, M.; Ellis-Iversen, J. Risk-based control of Campylobacter spp. in broiler farms and slaughtered flocks to mitigate
risk of human campylobacteriosis–A One Health approach. Microb. Risk Anal. 2022, 21, 100190. [CrossRef]

36. Heuer, O.; Pedersen, K.; Andersen, J.; Madsen, M. Prevalence and antimicrobial susceptibility of thermophilic Campylobacter in
organic and conventional broiler flocks. Lett. Appl. Microbiol. 2001, 33, 269–274. [CrossRef]

37. Rosenquist, H.; Boysen, L.; Krogh, A.L.; Jensen, A.N.; Nauta, M. Campylobacter contamination and the relative risk of illness
from organic broiler meat in comparison with conventional broiler meat. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2013, 162, 226–230. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

38. Cegar, S.; Kuruca, L.; Vidovic, B.; Antic, D.; Hauge, S.J.; Alvseike, O.; Blagojevic, B. Risk categorisation of poultry abattoirs on the
basis of the current process hygiene criteria and indicator microorganisms. Food Control 2022, 132, 108530. [CrossRef]

39. Foddai, A.; Nauta, M.; Ellis-Iversen, J. A model using an inter-sectorial data integration process indicates that reducing
Campylobacter cross-contamination at slaughter mitigates the risk of human campylobacteriosis effectively. Microb. Risk Anal.
2023, 23, 100248. [CrossRef]

40. Wedderkopp, A.; Gradel, K.; Jørgensen, J.; Madsen, M. Pre-harvest surveillance of Campylobacter and Salmonella in Danish
broiler flocks: A 2-year study. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2001, 68, 53–59. [CrossRef]

41. Jacobs-Reitsma, W.; Bolder, N.; Mulder, R. Cecal carriage of Campylobacter and Salmonella in Dutch broiler flocks at slaughter: A
one-year study. Poult. Sci. 1994, 73, 1260–1266. [CrossRef]

42. Kapperud, G.; Skjerve, E.; Vik, L.; Hauge, K.; Lysaker, A.; Aalmen, I.; Ostroff, S.M.; Potter, M. Epidemiological investigation of risk
factors for Campylobacter colonization in Norwegian broiler flocks. Epidemiol. Infect. 1993, 111, 245–256. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Patrick, M.E.; Christiansen, L.E.; Wainø, M.; Ethelberg, S.; Madsen, H.; Wegener, H.C. Effects of climate on incidence of
Campylobacter spp. in humans and prevalence in broiler flocks in Denmark. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 2004, 70, 7474–7480.
[CrossRef]

44. Tam, C.C.; Rodrigues, L.C.; O’brien, S.J.; Hajat, S. Temperature dependence of reported Campylobacter infection in England,
1989–1999. Epidemiol. Infect. 2006, 134, 119–125. [CrossRef]

45. Rosner, B.M.; Schielke, A.; Didelot, X.; Kops, F.; Breidenbach, J.; Willrich, N.; Gölz, G.; Alter, T.; Stingl, K.; Josenhans, C.; et al. A
combined case-control and molecular source attribution study of human Campylobacter infections in Germany, 2011–2014. Sci.
Rep. 2017, 7, 5139. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Friedman, C.R.; Hoekstra, R.M.; Samuel, M.; Marcus, R.; Bender, J.; Shiferaw, B.; Reddy, S.; Ahuja, S.D.; Helfrick, D.L.; Hardnett,
F.; et al. Risk factors for sporadic Campylobacter infection in the United States: A case-control study in FoodNet sites. Clin. Infect.
Dis. 2004, 38, S285–S296. [CrossRef]

47. Effler, P.; Ieong, M.; Kimura, A.; Nakata, M.; Burr, R.; Cremer, E.; Slutsker, L. Sporadic Campylobacter jejuni infections in Hawaii:
Associations with prior antibiotic use and commercially prepared chicken. J. Infect. Dis. 2001, 183, 1152–1155. [CrossRef]

48. Doorduyn, Y.; Van Den Brandhof, W.E.; Van Duynhoven, Y.T.H.P.; Breukink, B.J.; Wagenaar, J.A.; Van Pelt, W. Risk factors for
indigenous Campylobacter jejuni and Campylobacter coli infections in The Netherlands: A case-control study. Epidemiol. Infect.
2010, 138, 1391–1404. [CrossRef]

49. Fischer, A.R.H.; De Jong, A.E.I.; Van Asselt, E.D.; De Jonge, R.; Frewer, L.J.; Nauta, M.J. Food safety in the domestic environment:
An interdisciplinary investigation of microbial hazards during food preparation. Risk Anal. Int. J. 2007, 27, 1065–1082. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

50. BfR-Verbraucher Monitor 08/2022; Bundesinstitut für Risikobewertung (BfR): Berlin, Germany, 2022.
51. Myintzaw, P.; Moran, F.; Jaiswal, A.K. Campylobacteriosis, consumer’s risk perception, and knowledge associated with domestic

poultry handling in Ireland. J. Food Saf. 2020, 40, e12799. [CrossRef]
52. Myintzaw, P.; Jaiswal, A.K.; Jaiswal, S. A review on campylobacteriosis associated with poultry meat consumption. Food Rev. Int.

2023, 39, 2107–2121. [CrossRef]
53. European Food Safety. Prevention, and Control, The European Union one health 2019 zoonoses report. Efsa J. 2021, 19, e06406.
54. Nylen, G.; Dunstan, F.; Palmer, S.R.; Andersson, Y.; Bager, F.; Cowden, J.; Feierl, G.; Galloway, Y.; Kapperud, G.; Megraud, F.; et al.

The seasonal distribution of campylobacter infection in nine European countries and New Zealand. Epidemiol. Infect. 2002, 128,
383–390. [CrossRef]

55. Wei, W.; Schüpbach, G.; Held, L. Time-series analysis of Campylobacter incidence in Switzerland. Epidemiol. Infect. 2015, 143,
1982–1989. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Hartnack, S.; Doherr, M.G.; Alter, T.; Toutounian-Mashad, K.; Greiner, M. Campylobacter monitoring in German broiler flocks:
An explorative time series analysis. Zoonoses Public Health 2009, 56, 117–128. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-5877(95)01008-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2022.109151
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mran.2021.100190
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1472-765X.2001.00994.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2013.01.022
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23454812
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2021.108530
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mran.2023.100248
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1605(01)00463-9
https://doi.org/10.3382/ps.0731260
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0950268800056958
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8405152
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.70.12.7474-7480.2004
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0950268805004899
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-05227-x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28698561
https://doi.org/10.1086/381598
https://doi.org/10.1086/319292
https://doi.org/10.1017/S095026881000052X
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2007.00944.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17958512
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfs.12799
https://doi.org/10.1080/87559129.2021.1942487
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0950268802006830
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0950268814002738
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25400006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1863-2378.2008.01184.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18811672


Foods 2024, 13, 281 14 of 14

57. Meldrum, R.J.; Griffiths, J.K.; Smith, R.M.; Evans, M.R. The seasonality of human campylobacter infection and Campylobacter
isolates from fresh, retail chicken in Wales. Epidemiol. Infect. 2005, 133, 49–52. [CrossRef]

58. Williams, M.S.; Golden, N.J.; Ebel, E.D.; Crarey, E.T.; Tate, H.P. Temporal patterns of Campylobacter contamination on chicken
and their relationship to campylobacteriosis cases in the United States. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2015, 208, 114–121. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0950268804003188
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2015.05.018

	Introduction 
	Material and Methods 
	Campylobacter Levels in Broilers (PHC) 
	Data on Human Campylobacter Cases 
	Methodology 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Campylobacter Levels in Broilers 
	Campylobacter Levels in Broilers per Year 
	Campylobacter Levels in Broilers per Time Period 

	Data on Human Campylobacter Cases 
	Correlation between Campylobacter Levels in Broilers and Human Cases 

	Discussion 
	Evaluation of Campylobacter Levels in Broilers 
	Evaluation of Campylobacter Levels in Broilers per Year from 2018 to 2021 
	Evaluation of Campylobacter Levels in Broilers per Time Period from 2018 to 2021 

	Evaluation of Human Campylobacter Cases from 2018 to 2021 
	Correlation between Campylobacter Levels in Broilers and Human Cases 

	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

