Testing wetting agents for soil drag and Benefits to the Industry

The beneficiaries of this project are members of produce production working

bOOtie Swabs and Validating them in to improve food quality and safety. Drag and bootie swabs perform like grabs

_ _ _ for recovering quality and safety indicator organisms. Also, swabs collect soil
Va r|ed agr|cu ltu ral 50|ls closer to the surface—more likely to be a contamination route compared to grabs
that collect soil from a depth as low as 3-5 cm under the surface. For practical
reasons, swabs are more labor- and cost-effective. Grab sampling methods
require crews to bend down and collect soil samples. Drag swabs only require
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S Figure 1. Photos of drag and bootie swab preparation and one

Practical and powerful soil sampling methods can improve microbial quality
and safety in produce production. Aggregative sampling methods, such as drag
and bootie swabs, have been studied in animal and produce production but

of our sampling teams in a field collecting all sample types.
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Results indicate swine manure fields represent low contamination scenarios £ |
(Figure 2), while dairy manure fields represent high contamination scenarios SR IR Ry g sy
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sampling methods showed similar results for APC recovery, with booties and
drags more powerful than grabs for total coliforms and generic E. coli. Wetting
agents showed no significant differences in performance.
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