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Cell counts in mik are de-
signated “somatic cel count” When total cells
are enumenated. The term “leukocyte count”
should be restricted to those instances when
only neutrophils are counted. In subclinical
and chronic mastitis cell numbers are four to
tenfold greater in last milk (strippings) than

in foremilk. The greatest number of cells o-
ccurs 3 to 4 hours after miking. In testing

mammary quarters for evidence of mastitis,

a comparison of foremilk and strippings milk

is indicated.
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Table 1. Oposite Quarter Production Loss by CMT Grade

CMT Milk Loss (%) Lost Fat Content (%) Il;:jt cizltigit_(%)_
e T R
Negative 0 0 0 0 0
Trace 9 2.8 2.1 3.4 0.7
1 19.5 11.4 2.6 6.9 2.8
2 315 25.6 5.4 10.3 6.4
3 43.4 45.5 10.8 13.7 1.3
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Table 2. Productive Capacity Lost to Bovine Mastitis*

Dobbins®? Blosser®® Average Percent of Total
(%) (%) (%) Mastitis costs{%)

Decreased milk production 8.2 7.6 7.9 75
Increased replacement costs 1.3 1.4 1.35 13
Discarded milk 0.3 1.2 0.75 7
Drug costs —0.1 0.4 0.25 2
Veterinary fees 0.25 0.2 0.23 2
Extra labor %‘)0—3 %12 LI)U% T(%_O
Total productive capacity lost
Dollar loss/year $ 199/cow % 215/cow $ 207/cow
(15, 000 pounds milk/cow)
($ 13.00/cwt)

a. Percent of value of Potertial milk Production lost by an average cow in a herd as a result of all foms

of mastitis.

b. Losses in herds with out an effective mastitis control program.

¢. Survey of experts in 33 state.
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Table 3. Scoring California Mastitis Test

Polymorpho-
Evaluation Total cell/ml nucle(ar )cel] Reaction
% - - —— - - -
funct
- Negative 0— 200,000 0 — 95 Mixture rf&rrilams liquid with no evidence of function
of a precipitate.
+ (T) Trace 150,000 500,000 30— 40 A'slight preciptate which tends to dissapear with co-
— ntinued movement of the paddle.
N Weak 400,000 40-60 A distinct precipitate but no tendency towards gel
Positive —1,500,000 formation.
The mixture thickens immediately with some sugesti-
on of gel formation. As the mixture is caused to
T Distinct 800,000 60—70 swirl, it tends to move in toward the center, leaving
Positive—5,000,000 the bottom of the outer edge of the cup exposed.
When the motion is stopped, the mixture levels out
again covering the bottom of the cup.
Strong cell number A distinct gel form which tends to adhere to the
+++ Positive generally over 70-80 bottom of the paddle and, during swirling, a distinct

5,000,000

central peak forms.

Table 4, Recom Mended Methods for Somatic Cell Counting in Milk

Countries Microscopic l Coulter l Fossomatic L Indirect
Austria 0 0

Australia 0 0

Belgium 0 0

Canada 0 0 0 ¢
Switzerland 0 0 W
Czechoslovakia 0 0 CMT
Germany F.R. 0 0 CMT .
Denmark Bulk CMT
Spain 0 0

France 0 0

United

Kingdom 0

Israel 0 ) 0
Ireland 0 0 CMT CMT
Japan 0 WMT etc.
Norway 0 0

Netherlands 0

Newzealand R
Poland CMT
Sweden 0

Finland 0

USSR 0 Mastidin
USA 0 0 0 CMT
South

Africa 0 0 0

% CMT=California Mastitis Test

R=Ruakura rolling ball viscometer

W= Whiteside Test
WMT=Wisconsin Mastitis Test
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Table 5. Relation between Bulk Cell Counts and Mastitis

He rd Bulk Milk Somaiic Cell Count
(Cells/ml X 10*)

250 500 750 1, 000
Daiy milk yield (litres/cow daily) 12.4 11.8 11.2 10.5

Perosrgeg of Sous n sh it SCC s owm 2
Percentage & covs i oo i Lo as A

* Holmes & Gill, 1976
Table 6. Example of LIA Report on Somatic Cell Counts for Individual Cows
Livestock Improvement Association (WGTN/N. B) INC
Individual cow somatic cell count report (x, 000/ml)

HF45 Last six Somatic Cell Tests g;n;(;lo 0:53;53(0)0
Cow No. Feb. 80 [ March 80 I May 80 l July 80 I Sept. 80 f Nov. 80

1 328 350 400 80 110

2 272 200 325 700 100 240

3 285 4320 272 400 300

4 1001 750 1250 1500 1275

5 416 289 432 40 60

6 187 247 358 369 420 520

7 252 275 150 825 350 370

8 250 165 2172 400 247

9 185 322 575 720 838

10 740 723 680 600 567

11 201 242 250 221 110

12 80 182 287 222 202 325

13 80 40 80 472 572

14 177 214 235 267 275

15 202 133

16 250 199 231 123 187 244

17 1700 433 355

Steffert'®
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Table 7. Examples of the Use of “Cell Count Scores®” in Making Management Decisions

Average seamonal ) .
Total Score for the Season Management decision
Cow Cell Count T T 1T ried
(Cells Per ml) ects ects requirie
Below 250,000 0 0 No Treatment
Occasionally . 1-2 *
above 250000 1-3 DC Treatment
250,000 - 500,000 3-5 4 -7 DC Treatment or Cull
above 500,000 6—-9 8 —-12 Cull
Clinical mastitis during season
1 or 2 times DC Treatment
3 or more times Cull
¥ DC=Dry Cow a Somatic cell scoring system
0-250,000 Cells per ml Score 0
251,000 —500,000 Cells per ml 1
501,000 —750,000 Cells per ml 2
751,000 —and above Cells per ml 3
000cells/mle]tt, o] A& HAAAA L LA o}xlt}, Brander%® 9 Rt FHEX BH
&AL T, R A oA Aol 2 E oA @ daTsh vastel §39E B
o7} vbme wb=a 33 olgez WFe Hel @ frel 18844 BSCCrF 160,000cells/ml 2
oF Yotz 7xAch Wobath stk

BSCC7l & A% 7] Bl st o
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