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Summary 

Logachova L.O., andidate of veterinary sciences 
Tarasova T. O.., andidate of agricultural sciences 

Khark v State Zooveterinary Academy 
Shaboltas A.V. Kaliniuchenco N.M,., doctores – hygienistes 

of Dergachi sanitary epidemiological station 
HYGENICAL ESTIMATION OF QUALITY OF WATER AND RENEWED 

MILK IS AFTER CONTENT OF NITRATES 
It is studied, that the not observance of sanitary-hygenic requirements to the 

sources of contamination assists the increase of nitrates, especially in well water and 
in the renewed milk . 
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