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Introduction

® Drug residues in milk may cause public health and Specificity
technological problems
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® Statistical significant differences:
< Specificity: (Negative results/ Total samples) x 100
= Analysis of frequency: y? test

<+ Sensitivity MRL: (Positive results/Total samples) x 100
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® Detection percentages through a combination of two
methods (microbiological and specific)
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Conclusions

® Screening methods can not detect gentamycin, There is no screening method available to detect all
estreptomycin, kanamycin, lincomycin and colistin, used in antimicrobials used for mastitis treatment in Spain.
21.27% in mastitis treatment in Spain ‘ Therefore, the detection pattern of existing methods
® The combination of two methods (microbiological and and/or development of new tests making a more
specific) enables the detection of approximately 75% of the precise and efficient analytical strategy possible
antibiotics used becomes imperative
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