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Table 1. Cell types found in normal Bovine milk

Epithelia cells 68%
Degenerated cells 18%
Neutrophils 8%
Lymphocytes 5%
Monocytes 1%

she #rte2 AHosta UAT 2 WHele 113~
251,000 o)== =& A X7} JF 18%¢l o]}
(Table 1).
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Table 2. Estimated differences in lactation milk yield associated with an increase in somatic cell count

score

Lactation SCC(thousands/m/)

Difference in milk yield*

Lactation average

Lactation 1 Lactation 2

linear SCC score Averege Range (Ibs/305 days) -

0 125 0~ 17 - -

1 25 18~ 34 - -

2 50 35~ 70 - -

3 100 71~140 -200 —400
4 200 141~282 —400 —800
5 400 282~565 —600 —1200
6 800 566~1,130 —800 — 1600
7 1600 1,131~2.260 —1000 —2000

*Comparisons are with lactation yields at SCC scores of 2.

Table 3. Estimated infection prevalence and losses in
milk production associated with elevated
bulk tank SCC

Bulk tank Percent infected Percent
SCC(1,000's/ml) quarters in herd production loss*
200 6 0
500 16 6
1000 32 18
1500 48 29

*Production loss calculated as a percent of production
expected at 200,000 cells/mi.

Table 4. Averge annual discarded raw milk*

Year Rejection Amount(ton) Rejection Rate(%)

1980 3,387 0.74
1982 2,148 0.37
1984 2.522 0.30
1986 3,985 0.34
1988 2,786 0.17

*Based on reference No. 1.

men’s Association(NDA)7} AAlsta gl 28
WA =E sk ofgx #lch

YR HMAER A A Feirtete] HALEFo -
Bl el S o ¢ ok A A Ege} AF el
o3 SETE AxA, dAEA duA 5 Ao
SAAHEA 7AE 9% TTCH S ELISA % Rece-
ptor method&2] W§%], cold-chain systemol] <}J%t

Table 5. Average raw milk quality on bulk tank milk
bacteria in kyonggi area

Reference No. 3 Reference No. 2

pH 6.58
Optimum acidity 0.178
Freezing point (°H) —0.5341
Total bacteria (m/) 207X107 <2,000X10°%/m/

(81.50~86.20%)
Psychrotrophic 1.0X 10
Thermophilic 22X10° survey on
Aerobic spore (m/)  3.54X10° 108,090~
118,379 cows

Table 6. Somatic cell count summary in raw milk

Reference  Reference  Reference
No. 3 No. 1 No. 2
No. of exam. 3,316  Group survey 118379
(head) (6,235 herd)
<3X10° 22.3% 5.14%
3~5X10° 25.3% 20.6% 92.40%
(<5%10%
5~12X10° 33.5% 18.2%
(5~10X10%
>125X10°  19~20% 9.8%
(>10X 10

&4 Al AF %34, pre- and post-dippingel] <&t
iodide BE LYY= &4, 718} {3 FFEFH
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Incentive Bonus Program for Quality Milk

Starting on April 1, 1989, the follwing milk quality program will go into effect. The program puts a

monetary value on each aspect of milk quality as follows:

ITEM NDA QUALITY ASSESSMENT FOR
STANDARDS EXCEEDING STANDARS
Raw Bacteria 10.000 or less
Pre-Incubation 50,000 or less
Sediment #1 or #2
Water Normal
Antibiotic Negative
LEUCOCYTE COUNT QUALITY PREMIUM/ASSESSMENT

Under 200,000

200,000~ 399,999

400,000~499,000

500,000~ 599,000

600,000~749,999

750,000~999,999

1,000,000~ and over

The maximum premium a producer could earn would be 15. The maximum total assessment would
not exceed 45 per cwt. For each portion of the Quality Porgram, other than Leucocytes, that the producer
fails to meet there would be a 5 deduction. A number of examples are shown below to demonstrate

the Program.
Example #1

Producer Count NDA Standards
Raw Bacteia 1,000 10,000 or less
Pre-Incubation 10,000 50,000 or less
Sediment #3 #1 or 2
Water Normal Normal
Antibiotic Negative Negative
Leucocytes 150,000 Under 200,000

This producer would receive a 10¢ per cwt premium

Example #2

Producer Count NDA Standards
Raw Bacteria 11,000 10,000 or less
Pre-Incubation 30,000 50,000 or less
Sediment #1 #1 or 2
Water Normal Normal
Antibiotic Positive Negative
Leucocytes 175,000 Under 200,000
This producer would received a 5¢C per cwt premium
Example #3

Producer Count NDA Standards
Raw Bacteria 30,000 10,000 or less
Pre-Incubation 500,000 50,000 or less
Sediment $3 #1 or 2
Water Normal Normal
Antibiotic Positive Negative
Leucocytes 180,000 Under 200,000

This producer would receive a 5¢ per cwt Assessment

Premium/Assessment

—5¢

+15¢
+10¢

Premium/Assessment

~5¢

~5¢
+15¢
+ 5¢

Premium/Assessment

—5¢
—5¢
—5¢
—5¢

+15¢
~ 5¢

The Korean Journal of Food Hygiene Vol. 6. No. 2
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Example #4
Producer Count NDA Standards Premium/Assessment

Raw Bacteria 20,000 10,000 or less —-5¢
Pre-Incubation 150,000 50,000 or less —-5¢
Sediment #3 #1 or 2 —5¢
Water Normal Normal —5¢
Antibiotic Positive Negative —5¢
Leucocytes 1,500,000 Under 200,000 :igg

This producer would be charged a 45¢ Assessment, the maximum under this program.

Table 7. Average annual discarded milk and their major factors in three milk piant

Factor  Amount of rejection Rancidity Gravity (%) T. T. C (%)
Year A B C A B C A B C A B C

1987 75.077 42969 15803 9157 6432 80.59 2.60 1.77 6.71 536 3373 6.80
(0.6184)* (0.2480) (0.0508)

1988 93389 60321 31.230 88.72 64.67 8226 238 217 6.08 850 33.02 344
(0.4282) (0.1957) (0.0565)

1989 31.978 45066 22.193 61.62 7084 7332 1026 033 1056 28.13 2844 1583
(0.1625) (0.1846) (0.0526)

1990 32.895 50.754 12953 8583 70.01 83.02 0 0.5 12.35 1416 2997 270

(10 months) (0.1743) (0.2646) (0.0535)

Based on reference No. 2

Table 8. Average annual bulk tank somatic cell

count
No. of No. of No. of
Examed Bu- SCC Bacteria Remark

Ik basket (X10%/m/) (X10'/m/)

1969 48 980 287~1,320 DMSCC;
SBPC

1973 113 710 230~1,100 "

1979 155 830 121~1,200 "

1981 87 898 78~1,210 "

1983 266 794 32~1,190 ”

1987 10 704 8~560 Fossomatic;

1988 21 798 4~210 Bulk Tank Milk;
SBPC;

1989 23 561 6~710 ”

1990 27 487 7~240 ”
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