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unqualifieditems and other information were analyzed. Results From January 2016 to September 2019, a total of

42800 batches of dairy products were tested, 142 batches of unqualified samples were detected, with an overall pass

rate of 99.67%. According to the classification of sampling areas, the overall pass rate of northwest China was the

lowest, which was 98.75%. According to the classification of food categories, 75.84% percent of the total dairy

products were sterilizedmilk, fermented milk and preparedmilk, and the pass rates were relatively high with 99.93%,

99.47% and 99.89%, respectively. The main causes of unqualify included excessive levels of microorganisms

(coliform group, yeast and molds), quality indicators (acid values and proteins) and food additives. Conclusion The

main problem in dairy products ismicrobial contamination, substandard quality index and excessive food additivesare

also the main food safety problems in dairy products.

KEY WORDS: dairy products; supervision and sampling inspection; result analysis; microorganism
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Table 1 Sampling inspection of each area
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Table 2 Inspection index change in dairy products among
recent years
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Table 3 Unqualified items of inspection index
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Table 4 Overall situation of supervision and sampling inspection results of dairy products

ANk Jotiinve B S H%  AEmittk NERE%
K H 11993 27.93 8 0.07
KR 11426 26.61 61 0.53
i 2L 9146 21.30 10 0.11
SReFLN . BARFLEY . FBABARTLEY . JHHIFLE 4848 11.29 2 0.04
O IR AR AL 3142 7.32 24 0.76
TEECWIER) . P T 934 2.18 22 2.36
BRIRFL . IR ZL AN R L 440 1.02 3 0.68
Wik A5 420 0.98 3 0.71
Rl . Wi ACoK g5 408 0.95 9 221
JRARFLEENS . AEBRERFLEEN . MR FLIE RO . S BEFLEE AN 181 0.42 0 0.00
it 42938 100.00 142 0.33




1188 R i g Rl R 5512 4
x5 WMEPERTERER
Table 5 Unqualified microorganisms index
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Table 6 Unqualified quality index
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Table 7 Unqualified food additive
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Table 8 Results of risk grade assessment of dairy safety risk factors
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