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Table 8. Mastitis Cell Counts in England and

Wales (1971~79)

)
ey

Annual average cell count As
e % of 1971 (X10”* Cells/ml)
1971 571 100
1972 545 95. 4
1973 546 95.6
1974 576 100.9
1976 496 82.1
1977 468 82.0
1978 503 88.1
1979 485 84.9

1Table 9. Distribution of Herds by Cell Count

(1977)
Cell C;)(ulrz)t_3 Herds
Cotboim) [ No. %
belowl100 13 0.03
100 - 199 1,184 2.4
200-299 6, 443 13.2
300~ 399 10, 010 52.9%{20.6 65.9%
400—-499 8,924 18.3
500 - 599 6, 718 13.8
600 — 699 4,718 9.7
700-799 3,289 6.8
800-899 2, 267 4.7
900-999 1,515 3.1
1000 - 1099 1,022 2.1
1100- 1199 694 1.4
1200 - 1299 520 1.1
1300 - 1399 334 0.7
1400 - 1499 250 0.5
1500 ~ 1599 562 1.2
2000 —2999 183 0.4
3000 & over 14 0.03
48, 660 100
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Table 10. Mastitis Cell Counts by Region(1979)

Mo 1

. Cell Count (GM) {%diffrence from
Region )

(X107* Cells/ml}national average
North Western A 400 —17.5
Northern 434 —10.5
East Midland 449 — 7.4
West Midland 463 — 4.5
North Western B 476 — 1.9
Southern 478 — 1.4
Eastern 494 + 19
Mid Western 496 + 2.3
North Wales 508 + 4.7
Far Western 518 + 6.8
South Wales 530 + 9.3
England and Wales 570 +17.5

485 -

4, Somatic Cell2] Mechanism
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A General Review of Relation between Bovine Mastitis and
Somatic Cell Count in Milk
Sohn Bong Whan, DVM. MS. Ph. D.

Incho’n Veterinary Health Laboratory

Abstract

It was carried out to a general review of relation between bovine mastitis and soma-

tic cell count in milk.

The results were summarized as follows;
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The term “Somatic” means derived from body. Since both leukocytes and epithelial
cell are body cell, total cell counts may be designated “Somatic Cell Counts.”

Data of somatic cell count were available to milk hygiene, milk production and eco-
nomic losses.

Somatic cell count data were used to dignosis of bovine mastitis.

The bulk milk cell count for each herd and individual cow cell count were used to
mastitis control program of herd and individual cow.

Data of somatic cell count ou years, regions and distribution of herd by cell counts
were used to dairy herds and milk hygiene control.

Mechanism of somatic cell in mastitis were similar to general mechanism.

The somatic cell count in milk is likely to be increased for cows which are “on oes-
trus”, for cows which are in early or very late lactation, for cow, which had pre-
viously been infected, which have been “stressed.” (eg. chased by a dog)

Methods ‘for somatic cell counting in milk should be recommended by standard from.
Aseptic technique in sample collection is essential to avoid, contamination by micro
organisms from outside the mammary gland, and proper handling of milk samples is

necessary thereafter.




