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Abstract : Samples of milk were collected from 425 halves of 216 dairy goats in Chonnam province over
a period of January through August 2003. Bacterial isolation was carried out on those samples, and their
antimicrobial susceptibility was tested. Bacteria were isolated from 166 milk samples (39.1%), either singly
(74.7%) or in combination (25.3%). Of the 220 isolaBtaphylococcuspp. was the most prevalent (82.6%),
followed by Streptococcusspp. (2.7%),Corynebacteriumspp. (1.8%),Enterococcusspp. (1.8%), and
Pasteurellaspp. (1.8%). Of the 11 species identified from the 182 isolat8saphylococcuspp., the most
frequent species identified weBe epidermidig28.6%) followed byS. chromogenél4.8%),S. haemolyticus
(12.6%), S. aureus(12.1%),S. capitis(8.2%), S. lentus(8.2%), S. hyicus(4.4%), S. simulang4.4%), S.

caprae (2.8%), S. hominis(2.8%) andS. warneri(1.1%). Antimicrobial sensitivity test revealed that most
isolates were highly susceptible to 11 antimicrobial agents (96.4 ~ 80.9%), while most isolates were resistant
to penicillin.
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Table 1. Prevalence of microorganisms in the milk
samples of 425 halves of dairy goats

No. of halves (%)

No. of bacterial species

None 259 (60.9)
Single 124 (29.2)
Double 31 (7.3)
>triple 11 (2.6)
Total 425 (100.0)
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Table 2. Bacterial isolates from 425 half milk samples of #]3Z S. warnefi} 2F(1.1%E 7H} ¥ sHES W
216 dairy goats 91t} 28] 3 coagulase-positive staphylocodcS. aureus
2} S. hyicu& #1193t coagulase-negative staphylocatci

Microrganisms No. of isolates (%)

Staphylococcuspp. 182 ( 82.6) 83.5%6 H--& A BHATH
Streptococcuspp. 6 ( 27) AL FFAA 28 vAE £ 220075 gL
Corynebacteriunspp. 4 E 12; 2 AXNE 1289 F+tA A AP AFE Table 41
Enterococcuspp. 4 1. QokgTh thE-Eo] gltAlo] 2o 7494 (96.4~80.9%
Pasteurellaspp. 4 ( 18 o llgﬂﬂ;rq penci)cillintﬂ]b lﬂ’ﬂ—o—_‘;}jﬂ(—wlﬂr )
Acinetobacter Iwoffi 3( 1.3) weTIMA = e h
Bacillus spp. 2 ( 09 _
Escherichia coli 2 ( 0.9) a &
Gemella morbillorum 2 ( 09
Micrococeusspp. 2( 09 R Yol v AHE AAH £do] 7t
Sphingomonas paucmoblis 2l on 32 2 Fo s el f5el R o
. . . : = thubde)] Ax @ol 438y QRwl &l A
Brevundimonas vesicularis 1( 05) = 1:}:, ° ‘_“—KL“;O] N ]OLMX]U ' 7‘”]: oj
Lactococcus lactisubsplactis 1( 05) gk A= ek Aot [10]. e vetelM e 2
Pseudomonas stutzeri 1( 0.5) o gk A JA] W gk A elu), o2 g HAS
Rhodococcus equi 1( 05) I 3te] o] Ao G4l FAFRH AUt
Seyvatia marcescens 1( 05 il e oJozlo g SH7tAo) 87 AT 2L o
Shigellaspp. t( 09 o7 AAH EAS F7 AFPAEE ARsHE B
Total 220 (100.0) nlgEe) REPLS siotsl 2R Al sl
F+A 8 A ES AAst] el O g AR
Table 3. Staphylococci identified from 182 isolates of ° HI¥ WAz 2Ed el it 712A58 2xt
half milk samples in dairy goats AT
Microorganisms No. of isolates (%) AAxo e fie) A48 28 RS A
7 o)k Z71E Ao evpelola) &k
Staphylococcus epidermidis 52 ( 28.6) . HLﬁli 1(f/mlc] © °H}_L :_;Ir ° O]ji: LEﬂ
Staphylococcus chromogens 27 ( 14.8) e A &R TR T M’ftﬂ AR
Staphylococcus haemolyticus 23 ( 12.6) Folr}. AAl= SA o R T 1L S84 A9
Staphylococcus auretis 22 (12.1) Ade = e Ao, Fx e FE AAEL FAAF &
Staphylococcus capitis 15 ( 8.2) EUAE BT 59 B8 AwE 5 s Aol [7]
Sy 1592 aqa Aas S, 4540 20
’ A E-A o) Al = % 3 Zo =ke =1
Staphylococcus simulans 8 ( 4.4) de adlel ojsiM= AN ¥ tﬂi}?oefz}
Staphylococcus caprae 5( 2.8) H [1‘f1 15, 17, 18, 26-28, 30, 35-39f| =43 JfJ
Staphylococcus hominis 5 ( 2.8) o ogt fd A E AAHE wshke {2 dETS
Staphylococcus warneri 2 ( 11 Z=mA ZZ2RAA B4 7 "ok
(

100.0) 9)=+e] 7% Haenlein [21F 294 §5004 84
£ doy|= v|AFES Ee =t Staphylococcuspp.
59%, Bacillus spp. 30%, coliforms 4%\licrococcusspp.
3%, Streptococcusspp. 2%, Corynebacteriumspp. %
Pseudomonaspp?l 27 19} st th. SungS[33]
coagulase-negative staphylococci 34%, coliforms 28%,

Total 182

*coagulase-positive staphylococci.

2 By =T
AAL F5oA £2]¥ Staphylococcusppell © gk

T4 43E Table 3 YT 182 %85 F 7HE
@2o] TAY £ S, epidermidiss2(28.6%p| o1,
S. chromogerd 275(14.8%), S. haemolyticud 235

(12.6%),S. aureust 225-(12.1%),S. capitis S. lentus
7} Z¥z+ 157(8.2%), S. hyicus® S. simulangt z+7+ 8

Z(4.4%), S. caprae® S. hominigl z+2} 557(2.8%), 2

aureus14%, streptococci 99%L2]3 7TE} P]AE°] 14%
olFtia ®arsgith H8384 Staphylococcuspps=
5 I, 45 7] T 48 AR £2
sto] MaE, dArdE FasA HFHAE ¢
ARk &3] FHEE op§ [34]. 2 HI B8
Staphylococcuspp?t THi8 FHildo s Jgd 4

<24

oL

%2



154 ZA . o]7§);‘<] - A7) - aked Al . 7&%1;_11 . o]z471 . o]jH_Q_

Ho

Table 4. Susceptibility of microorganisms isolated from dairy goat milk samples to 12 different antibiotics

No. of No. of susceptible isolates (%)
isolates AM AMC CF ENO GM K N NOR P S SXT TE

Staphylococcus epidermidis 52 48 52 52 51 50 51 51 51 13 50 52 52
(92.3) (100.0)(100.0) (98.1) (96.2) (98.1) (98.1) (98.1) (25.0) (96.2) (100.0)(100.0)

Microorganisms

S. chromogens 27 23 27 26 27 27 25 27 25 11 25 27 21
(85.2) (100.0) (96.3) (100.0)(100.0) (92.6) (100.0) (92.6) (40.7) (92.6) (50.0) (77.8)
S. haemolyticus 23 20 23 23 22 23 23 23 22 6 20 22 17
(87.0) (100.0)(100.0) (95.7) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (95.7) (26.1) (87.0) (95.7) (74.0)
S. aureus 22 19 20 20 21 22 22 22 20 3 18 22 18
(86.4) (90.9) (90.9) (95.5) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (90.9) (13.6) (81.8) (100.0) (81.8)
S. capitis 15 12 15 14 15 14 14 15 14 6 13 14 15
(80.0) (100.0) (93.3) (100.0) (93.3) (93.3) (100.0) (93.3) (40.0) (86.7) (93.3) (100.0)
S. lentus 15 6 14 13 12 13 12 14 12 6 8 14 10
(40.0) (93.3) (86.7) (80.0) (86.7) (80.0) (93.3) (80.0) (40.0) (53.3) (93.3) (66.7)
S. hyicus 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 5 4 4
(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (100.0) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (62.5) (50.0) (50.0)
S. simulans 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 6
(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (100.0) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0)100.0)(100.0) (75.0)
S. caprae 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 3 5 5 4
(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (80.0) (100.0)(100.0) (60.0) (100.0)(100.0) (80.0)
S. hominis 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 1 5 5 5
(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (100.0) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (20.0) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0)
S. warneri 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2
(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (100.0) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (0.0) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0)
Streptococcuspp. 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 3
(83.3) (83.3) (83.3) (83.3) (83.3) (83.3) (83.3) (83.3) (66.7) (83.3) (83.3) (50.0)
Corynebacteriunspp. 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3
(100.0)(100.0) (75.0) (100.0) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (75.0) (75.0) (75.0) (75.0) (75.0)
Enterococcuspp. 4 3 4 2 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 3
(75.0) (100.0) (50.0) (75.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (75.0) (0.0) (0.0) (75.0) (75.0)
Pasteurellaspp. 4 1 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 2 3 3 4
(25.0) (100.0) (75.0) (100.0)(100.0) (75.0) (100.0) (75.0) (50.0) (75.0) (75.0) (100.0)
Acinetobacter Iwoffi 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 1 3 2
(100.0)(100.0) (66.6) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (66.6) (33.3) (100.0) (66.6)
Bacillus spp. 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 1 2
(0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (0.0) (100.0) (50.0) (100.0)
Escherichia coli 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2
(0.0) (100.0) (0.0) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (0.0) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0)
Gemella morbillorum 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 0 0 0
(50.0) (100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (50.0) (100.0)(100.0)(50.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
Micrococcusspp. 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 0 0 2
(50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (100.0)(100.0) (50.0) (100.0)(100.0)(50.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
Sphingomonas paucimobilis 2 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 2 2 0 2 1
(100.0)(100.0)(100.0)(100.0) (50.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)100.0) (0.0) (100.0) (50.0)
Other$ 7 4 6 5 5 6 3 6 5 3 3 4 4
(57.1) (85.7) (71.4) (71.4) (85.7) (42.9) (85.7) (71.4) (42.9) (42.9) (57.1) (57.1)
Total 220 180 212 201 210 208 198 210 204 83 178 201 180

(81.8) (96.4) (91.4) (95.5) (94.5) (90.0) (95.5) (92.7) (37.7) (80.9) (91.4) (81.8)

AM, ampicilin; AMC, amoxicillin/clavulanic acid; CF, cephalothin; ENO, enrofloxacin; GM, gentamicin; K, kanamycin; N, neomycin;
NOR, norfloxacin; P, penicillin; S, streptomycin; SXT, trimethoprim/sulfamethoxazole; Te, tetracycline.

aAerococcus urinae, Brevundimonas vesicularis, Lactococcus sattigplactis, Pseudomonas stutzeri, Rhodococcus &figella
spp.,Sewatia marcescens
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