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Abstract. The present research aimed at evaluating théyjoéimilk in terms of nutrition, in
terms of protein, fat, lactose, SUT and technolalgipiality: NCS/ml milk samples taken from cows
milk from 24 farms whose maintenance system is, faed the relationship between these parameters.
Number of dairy cows from farms varies between €2ds (F14, F16) and 63 heads (F5).

Protein value of milk samples (420) have variablerage: 3.12+0.02-3.29+0.06, and for fat
parameter most samples belong to interval clas§%.sterval (165 samples) followed by those with
values between 3.5 and 3.9% (145 samples). Regifprdtein is good at the 23 farms, from 1.2 to
1.33 and slightly lower for farm F18 (1.19). Lasdsas averaged between: 4.79+0.18-5.14+0.02 and
total dry matter (SUT): 11.95 (F4) and 12.72 (F3).

The number of individual samples analyzed somegits present averages/farm between
216+19.79 (F11)-411.5+9.19 (F20) and a rate of 2%pincidence of mastitis is present in the farms
studied.
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INTRODUCTION

Addressing nutritional quality, opposite numbeisomatic cells in milk are important
both in terms of efficiency of transformation bydustrialization of milk and animal health
protection and consumer default (Man C, 2007). éslr milk, uninfected translates into a
total of up to 200,000 SCC / ml (Khan MeZal., 2006). Some research indicates that cow's
milk has a normal level of 100,000 to 150,000 SCal/milk (Hillerton, 1999) and any
growth disturbance is a secretory. This not onpd#eto illness while udder but lead to a
change in the overall milk quality by the imposkipiof obtaining certain types of milk
products (Fernandest al., 2007). Action of somatic cell counts and nutn@l values of
parameters obtained in this study are similar sulte obtained by other researchers (Jones
2006, Schalliabum, 2001), explanation of the lifkeng removed from the reduction of
synthetic activity in the breast tissue (Harmorf4)9

MATERIALS AND METHODS
The purpose of this paper refers to obtaining tesuh technological and nutritional
quality of milk, which were used as working methods

Sampling of milk and highlighting key componentsroilk: protein, fat, lactose and
SUT with device Milkoscan 130.
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The number of somatic cells in milk samples wekemandividually California Mastitis
Test determined and SCC / ml milk with Somatocdisl.

Statistical processing of results was done by ghiser statistics, applying SPSS software test
statistic using version 7, and Pearson correlatiased on interpretation by Cohen, 1988, Origin 7
being basic program for graphical interpretatiothefresults.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Number of farms in this study are taken from 24maais loose housing benefit.
Number of heads of farm varies from 22 heads (F18) and 63 heads (F5).

Average daily milk production per farm is set betwes54.2 |/day (on average 22 |
milk/cow in milk cap)-F14 and 1.895.3 l/day (22 llk/head/day-F6) (Fig. 1).
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Fig. 1. No. of animals, daily and monthly milk prection

Assessment of milk production in terms of qualitgsarachieved in terms of SUT,
protein and % fat values obtained are satisfacod/good.

Although not a key parameter in selecting cows StHiter seen in terms of others'
parameters of milk composition and especially protend fat (Velea C., 2009). Table
summarizing and analyzing the parameter valuesrautdrom the total milk solids we note
values close to the averages obtained were 12.Q7#@&nge (F1) and 12.4+0.05 (F14),
minimum: 11.95 (F4) and the maximum value -12.03F24F3)

Of the samples analyzed (420) protein is distobuparameter values average 3.12+0.02
minimum (F23) and 3.29+0.06 maximum (F10), indieidtalues were between 3.10-3.37.

]| protein from milk

Fig. 2. Protein from SUT %
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From Figure 2 we see that most samples are included within tB8-3.25 interval
class (120 samples) supplemented by the rangeast ddetween 3.10-3.15 (98 samples).
Class 3.15-3.20 range comprises of 63 samples atwlebn 3.05-3.10, 45 samples. The
remaining samples fall between the values: 3.2583(40 samples), 3.30-3.35 (25 samples)
and a small number of sample values meet in Mdfenpercentage of protein: 3.35-3.40 (9
samples). Extreme indicating low levels of proteinmilk between 3.00-3.05 meet a number
of 15 samples and 5 samples meet the values bel(2.35-3.00).
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Fig. 3. Fats from SUT %
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Of SUT overall average percentage of fat samplkeantand analyzed (420) 0.14+4.03
Is, with maximum 4.54% and a minimum of 3.57%. Fritna results of samples analyzed in
Figure 3 note played the highest number of samples (16®nbang to the class interval 4-
4.1%, 85 samples belong to the range 4.1-4.2%, amadyzed 145 samples containing a
percentage of between 3.5-3.9% fat and 25 samptrs402%.

Mean obtained from analysis of nutritional qualltacteriological NTG/ml a
nd total technological somatic cells/ml milk onrfer monitored and the relationship between
milk components, protein, fat, lactose and sonwltcount

Tab. 1

Nr. fat from protein from | lactoses from
Nr head SUT SUT SUT SUT NCS
farms ‘1%'\2’ X | sb| x| sb| x| sb| x | sb|] x| spD
F1 43 12.11) 0.071 4.04 0.0f 325 0.07 480 016  2981.213
F2 38 1250, 0.153 4.0 0.08 3.26 0.05 5.07 0,10 .532623.335
F3 22 12.27) 0.060 4.08 0.18 3.22 0.08 5.03 0,09  2726.770
F4 35 12.13) 0.170 4.00 021 3.24 0.06 496 0.10 .534658.690
F5 38 12.33] 0.066 4.06 0.06 3.3 0.08 5.06 0,02 .53847.778
F6 61 12.23] 0.062 3.97 0.18 3.1 0.05 5.06 0,04 243.899
F7 32 1222 0198 4.07 011 321 0.11 5.14 0,02 .530p710.607
F8 47 12.31) 0.045 4.04 004 315 0.07 5.09 0,03  36#82.43
F9 52 12.26)] 0.097 4.04 011 3.18 0.05 479 018  3646.669
F10 40 12.18] 0.119 414 0.183 3.29 0.06 488 0.14 7 3546.669
F11 49 12.30] 0.107 411 0.28 323 0.04 495 011 6 2119.799
F12 38 12.27) 0.025 394 032 323 0.02 487 0.122.538 17.678
F13 46 12.19] 0.144 412 0.0 3.09 0.10 5.02 0.27 5 3191.924
F14 19 1240, 0.052 410 0.08 318 0.05 5.06 0.161.52F 16.263
F15 24 12.22| 0.063 407 0.0p 318 0.07 498 0.119.83p 27.577
F16 20 12.19] 0.147 4.09 0.04 315 0.07 5.03 0.14 5 2535.355
F17 58 12.33] 0.126 399 0201 319 0.04 498 0.09 5 3349.497
F18 37 12.28/ 0.070 382 0.15 3.20 0.08 494 015 5 3710.07
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F19 25 12.38) 0.041 395 0.08 3.13 0.04 4.98 0.14 4 3741.012
F20 22 12.39] 0.056 4.03 0.09 3.16 0.06 4.97 0.111.541 9.192
F21 43 12.34/ 0.068 3.97 0.08 3.15 0.07 4.99 0.110.534 84.146
F22 31 12.23] 0.173 4.04 0.0p 3.7 0.07 5.00 0.17 1 3314.84
F23 51 12.12| 0.059 4.06 0.08 3.12 0.02 4.92 0.18 8 3890.510
F24 23 12.32| 0.086 3.96 0.1D 3.18 0.05 5.00 0.04 5 4149.497
Significant degree between ™ P<0.0001 extremely significant

nutritional quality of milk: | ™ P<0.0001 extremely significant

protein, fat, lactose and NCS | ™ P<0.0001 extremely significant

Report on thdat/protein, which also is an important indicator of good fiegdand
maintenance of expression of optimal values obthegressed graphically (Fig. 4) indicates
that: in the analyzed samples/farm, in 23 of threnfain terms of nutritional quality studied
two parameters is good, being comprised between (E22)-1.33 (F13) and slightly below
the reference value for F18 farm, where overaibrigt1.19.
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Fig. 4. Fat/protein ratio

Lactose in milk is another shape parameter SUT. Averagesbatween: 4.79+(F9)
and 5.14%(F7)

Technological quality, expressed by SCC/ml milkcas be seen in figure presents
significant fluctuations of SCC/ml milk, minimum la&s being 190x1000 SCC/ml and
maximum 500x1000 SCC/ml milk, a decisive factor abtaining these values being
dependent on the conditions of shelter and hygaémeilking udder before.

Averages in the farm presents fluctuating curvigh \winimum of 243+9.89 x1000
(F6) 216+19.79x1000 (F11) and maximum: 411.5+9.1800 (F20)-415+49.49 x1000 (F24).
After establishing the level of significance betweprotein, fat, lactose is not found
significant differences in the exchange betweesdr@mmponents and somatic cell count / ml
milk are extremely significant differences” P<0.0001). Based on the results of only 8% of
dairy farms fall within the parameters of EU reguients (NCS values below 250,000/ml
milk), milk quality (11-216 F£19.79x1000 NCS/ml kiand F6 -243+243+9.8x1000 NCS/ml
milk).

The current situation on the ground reflected leyghrameter analysis results NCS/ml
milk values that are found in fairly wide limits pused to the objectives (250x1000 NCS/ml
milk), percentage exceeds 12.5% of farms with O-X@¥mative (F3, F14, F16) in 4.2% of
firm value is higher NCS by 10-20% (F1). In 8.3%S3€N cases has increased between 20-
30% (F7, F13). Significant proportion (25%) havenfa in the NCS value is higher by 30-
40%: F2, F4, F12, F17, F21, F22. In the categorfaohs in the NCS has values by 40-50%
compared to the 20.8% limit of the farms fall undardy: F8, F9, F10, F15, F19. Although
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the share is lower in 12.5% of cases, the NCS i6(®@ greater, F5, F18, F23. In 8.3% of
farms, NCS parameter results are 60-70% higher, F24.

From plot (Fig. 6) it is noted that: of all cow®iin a farm a percentage between 2%
(F16) and 7% (F11) are cow whose udder is affebtfethastitis at an early stage of mastitis
to the clinic. This is reflected in the nutritiongiiality obtained from 86 cows with udder
heads from affected farms studied.
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Fig. 6. % of dairy cow affected by mastitis

The analysis table (Tab. 2) the percentage of tigstilk fat it has a downward curve
to the values obtained for normal milk and transpoim Table 1. Following analysis of the
minimum values are found between fat percenta@8o JF18) -3.75% (F6), with most values
fall on the axle: 3.5%. Peaks are situated on g \@alues between 3.37% (F20) and 3.9
(F13). Analyzing the obtained average fat contefetween 3.5+0.10-3.67+0.13%.

Tab. 2
Components affected by mastitis milk
SCC PROTEIN FAT LACTOSE
Parameter: min max min. max min max min. max,
Mean: 296.50| 368.71 3.077 3.18 3.549 3.6/7 4538 62 4
SD 52.17 67.01 0.061 0.062 0.106 0.136  0.143 0.11
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In mastitis milk, milk protein is situated betwettre values between the limits: 3 (F8,
F9, F18, F19, F20)-3.23 (F16) lows and highs 053F19)-3.3 (F9, F16, F21).

Mastitis milk lactose in milk decreased to normal values obtained, wischetween:
4.3 (F2, F5, F9, F21)-4.58 (F7, F12, F13)-4.79 JRtfimum and 4.4 (F9, F10)-4.79 (F15),
maximum, mean results ranging from: 4.53+0.10-4062%, close to those quoted by other
authors (Sharma Mt al., 2011).
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Fig. 7. Values of nutritional components in casenastitic milk

Dairy cows with mastitis have found values betwePx1000 NCS/ml milk
(F12)405x000 NCS/ml (F20)-Minimum and maximum: 2B080 NCS/ml milk (F11)-
493x1000 NCS/ml milk (F8), averaging between: 29613x1000/ml milk and 368+0.006

x1000/ml milk.
Tab. 3
Determination of the degree of correlation betweeimnitional components of milk: protein,
fat, lactose and somatic cell counts
mamitic milk (NSC mamitic milk (NSC .
. . . normal milk
Correlation minimum) maximum)
(r) () P (r) () P (r) () P
NSC-protein -0.30 0.093 0.14 -0.32 0.104 0.12 -0.35 0.12 | 0.08
NSC-fat -0.31 0.096/| 0.13] -0.2¢7 0.098 0.18 -0.27  7000.19
NSC-lactose -0.12 0.01%5 056 -0.24 0.060 0.24 -0.010.00 | 0.96

The results obtained in the main components of :mpkotein, fat, lactose
correlated with NSC/ml milk it is noted that betwethis parameters is exercise a negative

correlation.

Correlations between NSC-protein show that the telmracters cannot be
determined with certainty about their level (Tab.3)
Correlation coefficients r=-0.35 for normal milkz-0.32 (maximum of NCS-
protein milk for mastitis), r=-0.30 (minimum numbef NCS-protein milk for mastitis)

are medium.

Regarding the relationship between the NSC andpéreentage of milk fat is
found between the two parameters r=-0.27 corratatioefficient (normal milk), r=-0.27
(maximum number of NSC and % fat milk for mastitig)hich indicating a weak link
between the parameters studied.

A medium correlation encountered in the minimumnmber of NSC milk and %
fat milk for mastitis r=-0.31. Among the parameters-0.12 NSC-lactose (milk with
minimum number of NSC and lactose milk for mas}jtis-0.10 (normal milk), the values
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obtained indicate weak connection between corrdlatrameters. A weak correlation is
remarkable and if the maximum number of NSC milkl amlk lactose in the case r=-0.24
mastitis.

CONCLUSIONS

From the evolution of nutritional parameters ofmal milk and mastitis the following
conclusions:
milk fat has averaged between: 3.94+0.31% (F12)4a08+0.18% (F3). If mastitis milk
is observed a decline at this parameter: 3.54£0.136+0.13%.
protein in milk from animals with healthy udder hadues between: 3.09+0.10 (F13) -
3.29+0.06 (F10) and mastitis milk, up to 3.18+0ad@ 3.07+0.06 minimum.
parameter variation for lactose from normally mgksituated between 4.80+0.16 (F1)
and 5.14+0.02 (F7). A decline of values encountamadastitis milk lactose content which is
between: 4.5+£0.14 and 4.62+0.11.
Technological quality of milk expressed in the N&®l the results, especially results
indicate deficiencies in the level of hygiene inirgdgarms, milking hygiene and milking
technigue approached, the situation of the firmtegcliose to the current situation in Romania.
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