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Table 1. Distribution of RBV Score in 887 Bulk
Milk Samples Collected from 517 Dairy

Farms

No. of samples RBYV score*
(%) Negative Trace + ++ +++
887 412 414 30 13 18
100 46.4 46.7 3.4 1.5 2.0
* RBV score : Negative;Under 250,000 cells/ml,
Trace;250,000~499,000, + ;500,000~743,000,
++3750,000~999,000, +—++; Overl1,000,000
RBV % CMT/RAEMES| H# v FEal #iFl 2,204
Biel wHal4 RBV % CMTE =-g3le] o KM
£ 243 ZA 3= Table 33 3t
RBV 2 CMTKEES e 22 548 ] 1,549
B 2 1,6778101 a2, kA2 23761 H 1504, +
+ 83f W 1546, H= 6461 F 1636, #= 27161
= 6071
ZH EBiEE AR5 Y3k HER REME
Postle® o] Fozholl whe} AbZ3}ed wladh wp RBV
o 4= 1.08+0.0584 CMToll 49l 1.424+0.24 ¥
o @ 5AE HERG]
RBV ¥ CMTHof 2|8t fRfEMES —HE: F
2,204 7 FFLel HHsked RBV 3 CMTHoll o3k K

Table 2. Percentage of Positive RBV and CMT Reactions by Quarters

Percentage of positive reactions

Tests No.of cows No. of quarters

Cows All quarters RF* RH LF LH.
RBV 565 2204 43.9 19.0 24.2 27.5 23.7 24.6
CMT 565 2204 40.4 17.1 24 .7 27.3 23.9 24.1

% RF ;right fore quarter, LF ;left fore quarter RH;right hind quarter, LH;left hind quarter
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Table 3, Mean Reaction Values of RBV and CMT Applied to 2204 Quarter Milks of 88 Dairy Farms

Showed the More than Trace RBV Reaction

Reaction values

Test - Meant SE*
Negative Trace ++ ++-+

RBV 1,549 237 64 271 1.08+0.05

CMT 1,677 150 163 60 1.42+0.24

* Reaction values were calculated as follows;

Negative=0, Trace=1, +=2, ++=3 and +++ =4 points, respectively.

Table 4. Comparison of RBV and CMT Showing
Agreement Figures at Junctions of

Similar Ratings

CMT

Negative Trace +  ++ +++ Total
RBV
Negative 1,500 49 - - - 1,549
Trace 169 55 13 - - 237
+ 4 22 53 3 1 83
++ 2 11 42 9 - 64
+++ 2 13 46 151 59 271

Total 1,677 150 154 163 60 2,204

MEME S —F L. Table 4004 Vel nfe} zlo] &
el A 89.4% (1,50081), e} oFAd ol 4} 36.7% (5561),
+oll A 34.4% (5361), oA 5.5% (9 6i), HollA
98.3% (59%1) 2.4 2o 2w % 1 676
(76.0%) 7} —# =3

RBV 3! CMTRFEfE W2 RRES S8k
RBV % CMTHolA EitkES Hebd Hpas
B RS 5#Ee 22 Table 5004 2% wlst

g Ve, CMTEMRTAAE 377 S HEH
30061 (79. 6%) ol A EHel JrEE= 2

FEEG R o Eo#Ek> RBV +7}
71.1%, RBV H 78.1% % RBV # 86.3%°|3 1,
CMT +ol A& 72.7%, CMT H#82.2% = CMTH
90.0%c°liet. F whH B5 RpEfEt el A
B w9y, tidld ez RBVEME S HH 7
CMTE R ol 4] otk obzh e Ergies ¥ol
o}, F ub 25 REfEC] AAIgle]l Staphyloco-
ccus spp. 7} 56%2A 7MA =A pEEsld s, BER
Bol Felsl 343575 7l 15.2% (529 %) 7} 2%
T oolAbe) o R RARGES ddew, 1o
_lri.

I

o| Staphylococcus spp. 2} Sireptococcus spp.
ct,

RBV = CMTHtE s olell A )l e o
TTHHRE S Table 60419} Zho] Z 3958k 5 S-
taphylococcus aureus7} 40, 0% (1588%) 24 7} vk
15.7%

o4
e

oF 1, tf-2o] Staphylococcus epidermidis

Table 5. Percentage of Quarters from which Individual Organisms Isolated from Each Positive RBV and

CMT Reaction

RBV reaction

CMT reaction

Microorganisms + ++ +++ Total -+ + -+ +-++ Total
(83) (64) (271 (418) (154) (163) (60) (377)
Staphylococcus spp. 51.8 54.7 58.3 56.5 53.2 57.7 58.3 56.0
Streptococcus spp. 9.6 6.3 12.5 11.0 9.7 11.0 13.3 10.9
Coliforms 2.4 6.1 3.7 3.8 1.3 4.9 8.3 4.0
Corynebacterium spp. 2.4 1.6 2.2 2.1 1.9 3.1 1.7 2.4
Fungus 1.2 4.7 0.4 1.2 1.9 0 1.7 1.1
Others 3.6 4.7 9.2 7.4 4.5 5.5 6.7 5.3
Total 71.1 78.1 86.3 82.1 72.7 82.2 90.0 79.6
() : Numbers of quarter examined.
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Table 6. Microorganisms Isolated from 418
Quarter Milk Samples '

Microorganisms No- of %
isolates
Staphylococcus aureus 158 40.0
Staphylococcus epidermidis 62 15.7
Micrococcus spp. 50 12.7
Streptococcus agalactiae 6 1.5
Streptococcus dysgalactiae 24 6.1
Streptococcus uberis 12 3.0
Enterococci 6 1.5
Escherichia coli 16 4.1
Corynebacterium pyogenes 9 2.3
Bacillus subtilis 5 1.3
Bacillus cereus 9 2.3
Pseudomonas aeruginosa 2 0.5
Fungus 5 1.3
Others Gram negative pathogens 31 7.8
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Fungus 1.3% % Pseudomonas aeruginosa 0, 5%7}
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Comparisons of the Rolling Ball Viscometer Test and California
MastitisTest for the Subclinical Mastitis Screening Test of Dairy Cow
Dong-su Park, Yung-ju Ha, Ju- hong Lee and Hee-taek Cho

Gyeongnam Animal Health Laboratory
Ho-jo Kang

Department of Veterinary Medicine, Gyeongsang National University

Abstract

In order to compare the diagnosis values the Rolling Ball Viscometer (RBV) and the
California Mastitis Test (CMT) for detection of bovine subclinical mastitis, A total of
2204 quarter milk samples from 565 heads of Holstein in Gyeongnam area were examined
during the period from March 1986 to February 1987. The diangostic effects were com-
pared to investigate the relationship between reaction value and isolation rates from
which positively reacted quarter milk samples.

The results obtained were summarized as follows;

1. The distribution ratio of RBV score among 877 bulk milk samples was 46.4%, 46.9%,
34%,15% and 2.0% for RBV score of negative, trace, +, ++, and +++, respectively.

2. of the 565 cows examined, infected ratio of subclinical mastitis by both screening
test was 43.9% in RBV and 40.0% in CMT.and the ratio RBV and CMT positive reaction
among 2204 quarters was 19.0% and 17.1%, respectively.

3. There was a slight higher incidence of subclinical mastitis in the hind quarter than
fore quarter, and in the right half than left half, However, there was no significant diffe-
rence in the incidence of suclinical mastitis among the quarters.

4. In the comparision of reaction value of the both screening test, many of the sam-
ples reacted with strong positive in RBV while small number of samples reacted with
strong positive in CMT.

The mean reaction value was 1.42+0.24 in CMT and 1.08+0.05 in RBV, and the CMT
showed slightly higher prediction value than the RBV.

5. The coincident ratio of RBV and CMT value was 89.4% in negative, 36.7% in trace,
34.4% in+,55% in ++ and 98.3% in +++.

6. The ratio of quarters from which individual organisms isolated from each RBV and
CMT positive reaction was 71.7% in+ 78.1% in ++ and 86.3% in +++ on RBV score,
and 72.2% in + 82.2% in ++ and 90.0% in +++ on CMT score.

7. The organims were isolated in order of Staphylococcus aureus(40.2%), Staphyloc-
occus epidermidis(15.7%) , Micrococcus spp. (12.7%), Streptococcus spp.(12.1%), Escherichia
coli (4.1%), Bacillus spp. (3.6%), Corynebacierium pyogenes (2.3%), mold (1.3%)and Pse-

udomonas aeruginosa(0.5%).
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