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ABSTRACT

Food borne pathogens are a growing concern for human health and food safety throughout the world. Milk and dairy

products are commonly associated with spoilage or contamination from a wide variety of physical, microbial, and chemical

hazardous. Microbiological risk analysis consists of three components: risk assessment, risk management, and risk

communication, and overall objective of this process is ultimately public health protection. The microbiological risk

assessment is useful tool to evaluate food safety as it is based on a scientific approach. In addition risk assesment process

includes quantitative estimation of the probability of occurrence of microbial hazards to evaluate more accurate human

exposure. The aim of this study is to review the microbiological risk assessment on the prevalence of bacterial foodborne

pathogens in milk and dairy products.
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LE25He &g AHEslkeE gAlolt(A 2, 2011; Lammerding
3} Fazil, 2000).

=
A
Kim, 2000; Lee ef al., 2011), A2 2(Salmonella spp.), FA)
X E A (Staphylococeus aureus), SR 2-E U] HZH
A 2(Clostridium  perfringens), B|ZEl2]o} HIzAFO]|EA W2
(Listeria  monocytogenes), W&+t O157:HI(Escherichia coli
O157:H7) 5 2Z5 5 Lol 3 2 EF AL} &
A gl =k
WHO, "=, #9 5 =5 A7 ol = ket fls)
B7F 7hol=vt AlFetal dom, fEutgtel A= 2011
A F ol FF A oA S H AL E Bkl 9l
7t 7l EE Algstil vk webs ZaelAE - B
FAEe v EsHE b BH7HE f1ske] Codexol «7]
91 93 9 A FAHSE v
A=ty 97 s ERlsty, S FE T A=
o7 Sl 20 A &gt Wt dotr At g

o

1. lli="otel Hef

M A F9 7]7+(World Trade Organization, WTO) | A 5}l
A Boh A FAo|a HHAQl A ERbA AT E ko] FA
2] F+ 4 9938 (Codex)N M= 18] E4(risk analysis)S A
A3} TH(Codex Aimentarius Commission, 1999). 9|3l &4
< 9FE St Aal o] JEFAAE Fe= 9183 7Hrisk
assessment), Y3E 237 fk A=FS WHA| 7| A3
A7l 98 #2(risk mangement), ©]3 A 7T A= AFRE
Apololl A f1alfol] thet FEE wsle 91817 B F(risk
communication) 2 4] F ] A TH©], 2004; Codex Aimentarius
Commission, 1999). PIAAEEH fa|H 7} AAAA = $30
A= A 7 g i) ARA ZRIF xetEofof &
o, AAStE HIUS AbEste] e Eofof git)

A =3 98] H 7 9184 E<l(hazard identification),
#1384 Z*(hazard characterization), =2 7Hexposure assess-
ment), 913l %= 7 A (risk characterization)2] 4THA| 2 3] 5| ™
(Fig. 1), 7} @AlA = BAE 52, Hrhiby 2 434
of tist &S 71tk <k, 2011).
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Al &G 77 oA AR E I e EEE = Expo-
nential, Beta-poisson, Gompertz, Gamma-weibull, Log-normal,
g 5o] Ath(Peter et al., 1999). £ WFS I
9 % Exponetial 29> WA= 543 1L B AL
HollA sdattkes 78S 7L lom, e & AEo
7Hed AL AAZE 33 Utk o]el v]3] Beta-possion FH
o 249 F AR A%H0)A S AL AAZ s, A
&(1/K)<= beta distributions ©|Ethe= M-S EUE 38
Atk

Log-logisric

Rl rNr

3. OjAE st L2ZE X

rin

rEHIe of (MRFE o
=, Bremrah et al., 1998)
5(1998)> FEHIZTIER AlEH oA AZE o]
= 2 e
SEXE i]zg] 2MAAZRY S E HZF3t st
A2k 2AF = Listeria monocytogeneso| A5 25
o, xlz Az 37gel BE Aol Bd e HUH &
frAdel o 2 5 7 L9 A= ATl
st 7} A5 E o] &3t Eé«] ol tisliA #9 Ex
FAsIG oM, falol =EE 2R g 2 LH g o}
(Listeriosis)Z} L. monocytogenes®] 3 &F=te] #AE
0}71 18ko] Farber 5(1996)2] g 218 A48l Th
=97t A3, A2E Axsted AHREHE 457 &
?3&191% 352 0~33 CFUMLE 67%%.2.1, 100 CFU/mL
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A%, AF AICA SHFE A2E ANE &
65.3%ATh W =2 F Listeria spp.oll W3t 2FG A 2]
A —t— 31 g A 5070 X =AEel tisf
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&]3} 3 dynamic risk assessment model, process risk model,
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