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Introducción
El conjunto de pezoneras utilizada en la ordeña es conocido por ser una fuente de transmisión de una vaca a otra de los agentes patógenos 
que producen mastitis. La investigación científica anterior ha demostrado que una vez que se ha ordeñado una vaca infectada, las próximas 6 a 
8 vacas ordeñadas con el mismo conjunto de pezoneras tiene el riesgo de contaminarse, siendo el riesgo de contaminación considerablemente 
mayor para la vaca siguiente o las 2 siguientes en ser ordeñadas.

La sanitización del conjunto de pezoneras entre la ordeña de cada vaca es un método eficaz para reducir este riesgo puesto que se eliminan 
los agentes patógenos presentes en el conjunto de pezoneras antes de que sea colocado en la vaca siguiente. Se ha encontrado que el ácido 
peracético (también llamado comúnmente ácido peroxiacético) es un medio eficaz para la sanitización del conjunto de pezoneras.

Los métodos de sanitización varían en cuanto a la intensidad del capital necesario y el nivel de automatización, el cual va desde el sum-
ergimiento o dipping manual del conjunto de pezoneras, pasando por la pulverización semiautomática del conjunto de pezoneras, hasta el 
enjuague retrógrado automatizado del conjunto de pezoneras.  

Método de evaluación
Se midió el nivel de contaminación bacteriana en las superficies internas de revestimientos de pezoneras, antes y después de pulverizarlas con 
una solución de ácido peracético (250 ppm) diluida al 0,5% usando el sistema semiautomático PeraSpray de Ambic. Se tomaron muestras para 
cultivo con una tórula de algodón de los revestimientos de pezoneras utilizados en 30 vacas después de terminar la ordeña y retirar el conjunto 
de pezoneras a la vaca. Después de la toma de la muestra, el revestimiento de la pezonera fue pulverizado durante 3 segundos con una solu-
ción desinfectante y se dejó estilar durante otros 10 segundos antes de tomar la segunda muestra.

Resultados
Los resultados  del recuento bacteriano de las muestras tomadas con la tórula de algodón antes y después de tratamiento desinfectante con el 
sistema PeraSpray se presentan en los Cuadros 1 y 2 siguientes. 

Parámetro pre-desinfección post-desinfección % de cambio

Recuento total de viables - RTV (ufc) 30562 268 99,1%

Estafilococo spp. (ufc) 996 22 97,8%
Estreptococo spp. (ufc) 4709 46 99,0%
Recuento de coliformes (ufc) 6 1 83,3%

Cuadro 1  Resumen de los hallazgos de los recuentos de las tórulas de algodón antes y después dela  
desinfección – valores medios  

Parámetro pre-desinfección post-desinfección % de cambio

Recuento total de viables - RTV (ufc) 12425 95 99.2%

Estafilococo spp. (ufc) 10 0 100.0%
Estreptococo spp. (ufc) 455 0 100.0%
Recuento de coliformes (ufc) 0 0 -

Cuadro 2 Resumen de los hallazgos de los recuentos de las tórulas de algodón antes y después de la  
desinfección – valores medios

Los resultados también se ilustran en las Figuras 1 y 2 y se pueden resumir como se indica a continuación: 

• Los Recuentos Totales Viables (RSV) se redujeron significativamente
• Los recuentos de estreptococos se redujeron significativamente 
• Los recuentos de estafilococos se redujeron significativamente 
• Se identificaron insuficientes coliformes para permitir un análisis significativo
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Conclusion 
The PeraSpray system significantly reduced the bacterial count of liners following its use. 
 
While the reduction in bacterial loading may not be as great as seen with fully automated systems, there is a significant cost advantage to be offset 
against a slight reduction in performance compared with automated systems. 

Introduction 
The milking cluster is a well known source of transmission of mastitis pathogens from cow to cow. Prior scientific 
research has demonstrated that once an infected cow has been milked, the next 6 to 8 cows milked through that 
same cluster are at risk of contamination, the first 1 or 2 cows being exposed to a particularly high level of risk. 
 
Sanitisation of the cluster between cows is one effective method of reducing this risk by killing any pathogens 
present in the cluster before it is re-attached to the next cow. Peracetic acid (PAA) (also commonly referred to as 
peroxyacetic acid) has been found to be a particularly effective means of cluster sanitisation. 
 

Evaluation Method 
An evaluation was undertaken to assess the level of bacterial soiling on the internal surfaces of a liner before 
and after spraying it with a 0.5% dilute solution  of peracetic acid (250 ppm) using a semi-automated Ambic 
PeraSpray system.  Selected liners from 30 cows were swabbed after the cluster was removed from the cow. 
After swabbing, the liner was subjected to a 3 second spray of disinfectant solution and left to drain for a further 
10 seconds before a second swab was collected. 
 
Results 
The results of the swab counts before and after treatment with the PeraSpray system are shown in the Tables 1 
and 2 below: 

Parameter  Pre-Flush  Post-Flush  % change  

Total Viable Count (cfu)       30562            268        99.1% 

Staphylococcus spp Count (cfu)           996              22        97.8% 

Streptococcus spp Count (cfu)         4709              46        99.0% 

Coliform Count (cfu)               6                1        83.3% 

Table 1  Summary of findings of Pre- and Post disinfection 
     swab counts - mean values 

Table 2  Summary of findings of Pre- and Post disinfection 
      swab counts - median values 

The results are also illustrated in Figures 1 and 2 and can be summarized as follows: 

Figure 1  Illustration of the efficacy of the PeraSpray 
      process as measured by a threshold of <10cfu 
      defining clusters as being 'clean' 

Figure 2  Illustration of the efficacy of the PeraSpray 
      process as measured by a threshold of <100  
      cfu defining clusters as being 'clean' before   
      disinfection and <50cfu defining clusters as   
      being 'clean; after disinfection 

Parameter  Pre-Flush  Post-Flush  % change  

Total Viable Count (cfu)       12425              95        99.2% 

Staphylococcus spp Count (cfu)             10                0      100.0% 

Streptococcus spp Count (cfu)           455                0      100.0% 

Coliform Count (cfu)               0                0 - 

Total Viable Counts were significantly reduced 
Streptococcal  (Strep) counts were significantly reduced 
Staphylococcal (Staph) counts were significantly reduced 
Insufficient coliforms were identified to allow meaningful analysis 

 

 

 

 

Proporción de revestimientos definidos como “limpios”

RTV Estafilococos Estreptococos Coliformes
 Pre-desinfección Post-desinfección

Figure 1 IIlustración de la eficacia del proceso utilizando el PeraSpray medido por un umbral de <10ufc que definía el conjunto 
de pezoneras como “limpio”
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Conclusion 
The PeraSpray system significantly reduced the bacterial count of liners following its use. 
 
While the reduction in bacterial loading may not be as great as seen with fully automated systems, there is a significant cost advantage to be offset 
against a slight reduction in performance compared with automated systems. 

Introduction 
The milking cluster is a well known source of transmission of mastitis pathogens from cow to cow. Prior scientific 
research has demonstrated that once an infected cow has been milked, the next 6 to 8 cows milked through that 
same cluster are at risk of contamination, the first 1 or 2 cows being exposed to a particularly high level of risk. 
 
Sanitisation of the cluster between cows is one effective method of reducing this risk by killing any pathogens 
present in the cluster before it is re-attached to the next cow. Peracetic acid (PAA) (also commonly referred to as 
peroxyacetic acid) has been found to be a particularly effective means of cluster sanitisation. 
 

Evaluation Method 
An evaluation was undertaken to assess the level of bacterial soiling on the internal surfaces of a liner before 
and after spraying it with a 0.5% dilute solution  of peracetic acid (250 ppm) using a semi-automated Ambic 
PeraSpray system.  Selected liners from 30 cows were swabbed after the cluster was removed from the cow. 
After swabbing, the liner was subjected to a 3 second spray of disinfectant solution and left to drain for a further 
10 seconds before a second swab was collected. 
 
Results 
The results of the swab counts before and after treatment with the PeraSpray system are shown in the Tables 1 
and 2 below: 

Parameter  Pre-Flush  Post-Flush  % change  

Total Viable Count (cfu)       30562            268        99.1% 

Staphylococcus spp Count (cfu)           996              22        97.8% 

Streptococcus spp Count (cfu)         4709              46        99.0% 

Coliform Count (cfu)               6                1        83.3% 

Table 1  Summary of findings of Pre- and Post disinfection 
     swab counts - mean values 

Table 2  Summary of findings of Pre- and Post disinfection 
      swab counts - median values 

The results are also illustrated in Figures 1 and 2 and can be summarized as follows: 

Figure 1  Illustration of the efficacy of the PeraSpray 
      process as measured by a threshold of <10cfu 
      defining clusters as being 'clean' 

Figure 2  Illustration of the efficacy of the PeraSpray 
      process as measured by a threshold of <100  
      cfu defining clusters as being 'clean' before   
      disinfection and <50cfu defining clusters as   
      being 'clean; after disinfection 

Parameter  Pre-Flush  Post-Flush  % change  

Total Viable Count (cfu)       12425              95        99.2% 

Staphylococcus spp Count (cfu)             10                0      100.0% 

Streptococcus spp Count (cfu)           455                0      100.0% 

Coliform Count (cfu)               0                0 - 

Total Viable Counts were significantly reduced 
Streptococcal  (Strep) counts were significantly reduced 
Staphylococcal (Staph) counts were significantly reduced 
Insufficient coliforms were identified to allow meaningful analysis 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 IIlustración de la eficacia del proceso utilizando el PeraSpray medido por un umbral de <100ufc que definía el conjunto 
de pezoneras como “limpio” antes de la desinfección y <50ufc que definía el conjunto de pezoneras como “limpio después de la 
desinfección.

Conclusión
El sistema PeraSpray redujo significativamente el recuento bacteriano de los revestimientos de las pezoneras después de su uso.
 
Aun cuando es posible que la reducción de la carga bacteriana no sea tan considerable como lo que se ha observado con sistemas 
completamente automáticos, hay una ventaja de costos importante la cual compensa el desempeño un poco más bajo comparado 
con los sistemas automáticos. 
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