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Abstract : The 102 farms received a positive result of the bulk milk drug residue test were
selected to investigate the reasons of drug residues in bulk milk.

The most frequent causes of drug residues were milker or producer mistakes (28.4%), failure
to observe withdrawal time (21.5%), and withholding milk from treated quarters only (19.6%).

Milker or producer mistakes occurred high at the farms having a parlor system (4 cases out of
11 farms), and related to the inadequate records and marking of treated cows. The lack: of
knowledge on the absorption of antibiotic from treated quarters and its excretion from untreated
quarters caused mainly withholding milk from treated quarters only.

Among the 91 farms identified the cause of drug residues, most of the route of drug admini-
stration was intramammary infusion (81.3%), and mostly drug used for the treatment of cows
was B-lactam antibiotics (57.1%)
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Table 1. Causes of antibiotic residues in bulk milk

Cause (Cnaic“()?)
Milker or producer mistakes 29(28.4%)
Failure to observe withdrawal time 22(21.5%)
Withholding milk from treated quarters only 20(19.6%)
Unable to determine the cause 11(10.8%)
Products not obey label direction 6(5.9%)
Early calving or short dry periods 5(4.9%)
Lack of advice on withdrawal period 4(3.9%)
Prolonged excretion of drug from treated cows  2(2.0%)
Contamination of milking equipment 2(2.0%)
Addition of drug in feed 1(1.0%)
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Table 2. Distribution of the grade of somatic cell count and milk production on the antibiotic residue farms in bulk milk

Grade” of somatic cell count” of Milk production® of farm ()

Reason farm (n = 102) (n = 102)

1 2 3 Below 300 300~500  Over 500
Milker or producer mistakes 7 13 9 18 7 4
Failure to observe withdrawal time 7 4 1 10 8 4
Withholding milk from treated quarters only 5 13 2 12 7 1
Unable to determine the cause 1 8 2 8 2 1
Products not obey label direction 2 2 2 3 3 0
Early calving or short dry periods 0 2 3 4 0 1
Lack of advice on withdrawal period 1 3 0 2 2 0
Prolonged excretion of drug from treated cows 0 1 1 ‘ 2 0 0
Contamination of milking equipment 0 1 1 ‘ 2 0 0
Addition of drug in feed 0 0 1 0 1 0
Total 23(22.5%) 47(46.1%) 32(31.4%) | 61(59.8%) 30(29.4%) 11(10.8%)

1)Grade: 1 Below 200,000 celis/mi, 2: 200,000~500,000 cells/ml, 3: Over 500,000 cells/ml.
2) Mean bulk milk somatic cell count{cells/ml) of an occurred this month of antibiotic residues in bulk milk.
3) Mean milk production of a last month of antibiotic residues happened month in bulk milk.

- 1182 -



Table 3. Routes of drug administration and classification of antibiotics used in the farms identified the cause of drug residues

Route of drug administration Case(%) (n=91)

Classificatien of drug Case(%) (n=91)

Intramammary 74(81.3%)
Intramuscular or intravenous 6(6.6%)
Intramammary -+ intramuscular 4(4.4%)
Intrauterine 2(2.2%)
Feed addition 1(1.1%)
Other method 4(4.4%)

B-lactams 52(57.1%)
Sulfonamides 24(26.4%)
Aminoglycosides 11(12.1%)
Tetracyclines 4(4.4%)

Table 4. Milking methods on the farms identified the cause of antibiotic residues

Classification of Milking system (n = 91)

Cause

Bucket system Pipeline system Parlor system
Milker or producer mistakes 15 10 4
Failure to observe withdrawal time 9 9 4
Withholding milk from treated quarters only 10 9 1
Products not obey label direction 2 4 0
Early calving or short dry periods 2 2 1
Lack of advice on withdrawal peried 1 3 0
Prolonged excretion of drug from treated cows 2 0 0
Contamination of milking equipment 2 0 0
Addition of drug in feed 0 0 1
Total (%) 43 (47.2%) 37 (40.7%) 11 (12.1%)
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