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JOURNAL OF 1VULK J.ECii.NULU\iY 

TABLE 6 
Community State 

(a) Return only that milk 
classified unacceptable 
(cans with unaccept­
able sediment test) to 
the producer . ..... . . 57 24 

(b) Return entire ship­
ment (when one or 
more cans have unac­
ceptable sediment test) 
to the producer. . . . . . 10 5 

(c) Divert. the .milk . to 
operatiOns mvolvmg 
mami factured d a i r y 
products . . . . . . . . . . 6 

(d) Add to the milk one 
of the following when 
it is rejected: steam, 
buttermilk, rennet, 
charcoal, or color. 
(The use of retmet 
and charcoal seems 
more prevalent in 
western states) . . . . . . 23 13 

modified rejected milk to the plant on 
subsequent days. This consists in 
checking weights of the preceding day 
or for the several preceding days. 
Penalties for reshipment of rejected 
milk as determined by weight consisted 
of exclusion from the market for 3 
days, rejection of the entire shipment, 
personal call for inspection, etc. 

TABLE 7 
METHOOS OF REPORTING TO PRODUCERS PRES­

ENCE OF UNACCEPTABLE SEDIMENT TEST 
OF MILK AT PLATFORM 

Community State 
Sa11itarians Sanitarians 

Post card report. . . . 4 
Call by inspector. . . 6 3 
Return of sediment 

disc. . . . . . . . . . . . 8 4 
Letter to producer . . 10 3 
Tagging of can . .. . . 7 4 
Exclusion until ap-

proved. . . . . . . . . 2 2 
Permit revoked . . . . 1 

12. The patient of milk sanitarians 
in tolerating repeated shipments of 
substandard sediment milk is shown by 
the data in Table 8: 

In two markets the milk is excluded 
for a 10 day period. In another the 
following plan is in force : 

First rejection, exclusion for 3 days. 
Second rejection, exclusion for 7 days. 
Third rejection, excluded until approved. 
Fourth rejection, permanent exclusion. 

13. Milk sanitarians in our various 
communities and states are restricted 
in part by the lack of uniformity in 

TABLE 8 

F REQUENCY OF SUBSTANDARD SEIHMENT TESTS PERMISSIBLE BEFORE EXCLUSION OF 
PRODUCER FROM MARKET 

In Commtmities 
producer after 1 substandard test . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 

Itt States 
2 

producer after 2 substandard tests............ . ... . . 14 2 
shipment after 3 substandard tests.. . ............ . . 15 4 

after 4 substandard tests. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 1 
after 5 substandard tests .. . ... . . ... ......... . 1 

.. .. no set rule on acceptability of substandard milk.. ... 18 10 

\i\'hen milk is returned to the 
in an unmodified form, sani­

employ several practices for 
the producer of the rejec­

In the light of the evident effects 
coloring or otherwise treating milk, 

of these methods seem much less 
Some of the methods are 

in Table 7: 

declaring or recognizing the conditions 
permissible for straining of milk as 
shown in Table 9. 

In 9 of the communities and in 3 of 
the states vvhere the ordinances do not 
mention straining, department regula­
tions permit straining only when single 
service discs are used. 
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TABLE 9 
REQUIREMENTS OF ORDI N A NCES ANENT STRAINING OF MILK ON FARMS 

i11 Commu11ities 
Ordinances permitting straining of milk . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 

l11 States 
3 

Ordinances requiring straining . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 H 
Ordinances that do not mention straining . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 10 
Ordinances prohibiting straining . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Ordinances permitting straining only when single service discs 

are used....... . . . ... .. .. . ... .. ..... . ..... . .............. . 46 10 

14. Require111ents of ordinances anent 
use of sediment test. 

There is a significant difference 
among either community or state ordi­
nances as to whether the sediment test 
is designated a recognized procedure in 
assaying milk for its quality. The 
situation is expressed in Table 10. 

\Vhile many community and state 
ordinances or regulations do not spe­
cifically state that the results of the 
sediment test shall be used to qualify 
milk, many sanitarians use the test 
evidently on the basis of the require­
ments stipulated in most ordinances 
that milk shall be free of filth or con­
tamination or adulteration. From this 
point of view nearly all milk ordinances 
indirectly imply approval to use the 
sediment test of milk. 

15. Twenty out of 80 community 
sanitarians ( 25 percent) and 9 of 26 
state sanitarians ( 34 percent) recog­
nize a difference in requirements on 
sediment for milk destined for fluid 
market milk consumption and milk for 
manufactured products. Fifteen of 66 
community ( 20 percent) and 7 of 26 
state (25 percent) sanitarians make 
modifications in their sediment grading 
procedures because of adverse windy or 
winter weather. 

16. Types of sedi1nent standards -used 
for grading sediment tests of 
milk. 

There is significant difference in the 
standards used by milk sanitarians for 
the grading of sediment discs obtained 
from milk. The following tabulation 
illustrates the frequency of use of 
different types of standards in 66 
communities. 
Connecticut Official Milk Sediment 

Standards . .. .................... . 
New Jersey Health Officers Association 

Standards . . .. . . . . .... . ... ...... . . 
Kendal Co. Tester Standard ... .. ..... . 
State of Wisconsin Department of 

Agriculture Standard ...... . . ...... . 
Sediment Testing Supply Co. Standard 
Sanitarians own Standards ... ... . . . . . . 
No standards .. .... 00 .. .. 00 .... 00 00 .. 

Unnamed standards . , ... ... . ... . .... . 
U. S. Public Health Service Standard .. 
International Association Milk Dealers' 

Manual Standard . .. .. . ..... . ..... . 
California State Dept. of Agriculture & 

Markets Standard . ... . . . ... . . , .... . 

Many of the state milk inspectiom 
agencies , as in Minnesota, Illinois, 
Oregon, Iowa. Kentucky, California, 
Connecticut. Missouri, and Montana 
use their own standards, either o · 
printed, photostat, or photographic ma­
terial. In other states, the standar 
known as the New Jersey Health 0 
cers Association, the Connecticut, anti 

TABLE 10 

(a) Ordinances specifically designating that sediment test 

Com munify 
Ordinances 

be used . . .. . .. . .. . .. .. . . .. . . .. . . .. . . .. . . . .. .. .. .. .. . . 27 (26%) 
(b) Department regulations designating that sediment test be 

used even though it is not required in ordinance . . . . . . . . . 23 ( 40%) 
(c) Frequency of use of sediment test to qualify milk 

even though it is not mentioned in regulation or ordinance 35 (70%) 
(d) Occurrence of distinction in grading results of sediment 

tests when milk is used for fluid (bottled milk) and 
manufactured products . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 (25%) 

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://m

eridian.allenpress.com
/jfp/article-pdf/6/3/146/2393265/0022-2747-6_3_146.pdf by guest on 17 August 2022



the Evaporated Milk Association Sedi­
ment Test Standards were mentioned 
as being used. Obviously, there is a 
manifest difference in the appearance of 
the standards from the communities 
and states, emphasized in part by de­
penden~e upon the method. emplored 
in makmg the test for sediment, -t.e .. 
mixed. or off-the-bottom sample. A 
critical examination of representative 
sediment tests of the "grades" of milk 
(good. fair, poor) submitted by the 
sanitarians in cities and states shows 
that there is great lack of uniformity 
in "·hat constitutes an acceptable milk, 
even when the sediment test discs are 
appraised on the basis of similar meth­
ods of testing. A milk producer mov­
ing from one community to another 
would in many instances be hard put to 
it to understand that what was reject­
able in one area would be acceptable 
in a second. There is evidence too 
that sanitarians are not wholly satisfied 
with photographic or reproduced-on­
paper standards. Many for example 
do not use any standard except their 
personal "spot" judgment. In other 
instances, as in Detroit, a set of actual 
milk test discs are selected and mounted 
for use of the sanitarians. 

OBSERVATIONS 

The results of this survey bring to 
light several points. There is lack of 
uniformity in the use of the sediment 
test for the grading of milk. some using 
it on the milk delivered by the pro­
ducer at the intake, others only on the 

1.!1 

bottled product. Interestingly some 
sanitarians have taken the trouble to 
look askance at the sanitary or unsani­
tary merit of the testers and their use. 
There are two preponderant groups 
using off-the-bottom and transfer-the­
milk type of sediment testers, but 
among each of these exists marked 
non-uniformity in the specific utensils 
used for the test, the method of using 
the equipment, or the interpretation 
of the results. There are significant 
differences in appraisal of the merit of 
the sediment test in inducing produc­
tion of milk of the quality desired in 
the various communities. Finally, the 
grading standards now available are 
non-uniform in type and character, and 
their deficiencies have made for dis­
satisfaction with them on the part of 
the sanitarians. 

There is growing feeling on the part 
of many sanitarians that what is called 
"acceptable milk" should be amply and 
clearly defined. Certainly the milk 
described acceptable in one region can­
not , or may not be classified acceptable 
in another. on the basis of the results of 
this survey. If the sediment test is 
held to be of value in grading the 
quality of milk, the sanitarians are in 
great need of the opportunity to re­
appraise the merit of their instruments, 
and methods, and to standardize their 
procedures on the basis of better 
known values.* 

• The author wishes to thank those many sani­
tarians who kindly answered the questionnaire, 
provided materials, and submitted letters discussing­
problems on the testing of milk for sediment. 
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