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Comparative study on rapid detection of somatic cells in raw milk
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ZHI Li-Hui, MENG Qing-Hong, ZHAO Jun-Ni
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ABSTRACT: Objective To establish a rapid detection method(kit method) for the content of somatic cells in raw
milk. Methods In this kit method, proteins in milk samples were dissolved by biological enzymes. The buffer
solution stabilized fat globules and proteins, and changed the permeability of somatic cells. Cell lysate and
fluorescent dyes quickly penetrated into the somatic cells and stained with DNA. During the culture process, the dye
solution entered the double helix structure of DNA. After binding with DNA, the fluorescence quantum yield was
significantly increased. Finally, the fluorescence intensity was captured by fluorescence signal detection system to
determine the number of somatic cells in raw milk. Results Compared with the rapid instrument method, the
correlation coefficient was over 94%, and there was no significant difference between the two methods (P>0.05). The
Log difference for the same sample was less than 0.25 compared with the standard method, and there was no
significant difference between the two methods statistically (P>0.05). When the repeatability of different samples was
tested, the relative standard deviation were less than 15%. Conclusion The rapid detection technology has high
accuracy and precision, and there is no significant difference of the results between the standard method and the rapid

detection method of the market instrument. The detection time is shortened by 50%, and the detection efficiency is

BEEWE: AR RISUE (2017-7%-2)
Fund: Supported by the Hohhot Science and Technology Project (2017-high-2)
EWIES: T, L, TR, FEMR T E LK, E-mail: wangdan3@mengniu.cn

*Corresponding author: WANG Dan, Master, Engineer, Inner Mongolia Mnengniu Dairy(guoup)Co., LTD, Hohhot 011500, China. E-mail:
wangdan3@mengniu.cn



%5 16 3]

£ A AL A PRSI AR X RIS 5743

improved. Because no large-scale testing equipment and matching reagents are needed, it is suitable for rapid

quantitative detection in pastures and enterprise laboratories.
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Table 1 Comparison of advantages and disadvantages of different detection methods
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Table 3 Comparison of results with standard methods
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Table 4 Reproducibility results of somatic cell (Million/mL)
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