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Fig. 1. If mastitis is defined only as clinical mastitis, the picture of the average herd is quite nice.

Philpot, 1978
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Fig. 2. Taking into account subclinical mastitis a more true picture looks like this.

Philpot. 1978
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Table 1. Incidence rate of mastitis(CMT—above weak positive)

ZAPA 7)ol webA, ZAFEC] whebd Aol 7k 1
19lch Table. 18] A48 % 1 3 o o]t} Table. 1

X B Bud Zgeo] 19~93%

5ol

T WFo] 46%, MMA P 33~100% WSl 2L
B[S 77.08% o] c}.

Y T 96%, 2

Herds identification

A B C D E F G H I J K L
No. of dairy cattle on herds 41 72 20 38 30 29 17 22 44 60 34 26
No. of cattle exam. 17 26 10 16 16 18 11 13 21 25 9 11
No. of cattle infected 14 24 7 15 12 15 10 7 18 25 7 10
% 82 92 70 94 75 86 91 54 86 100 78 91
No. of quarter exam. 1) 65 102 40 63 62 70 43 52 78 100 36 44
2y 44 71 55 47 96 40
No. of quarter infected 1) 39 73 13 31 27 19 13 10 29 93 13 25
2) 31 21 10 18 47 7
1) 60 72 33 49 44 27 30 19 37 93 36 57
% 2) 70 30 35 38 49 18
No. of heads with 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 x 2 2 X 3
Clinical mastitis % 6 12 10 13 6 11 9 x 10 8 x 27
No. of heads with quarters 8 2 6 1 3 x 4 7 X 3
% 15 8 2 10 2 4 7 x 5 7 X 7
Herds identification
M N 0 P Q R S T U Total
No. of dairy cattle on herds 27 33 25 60 10 12 50 8 25 683
No. of cattle exam. 13 15 11 30 10 4 30 5 12 323
No. of cattle infected 9 10 4 10 9 4 27 4 8 249
% 69 67 36 33 90 100 90 80 67 77.08
No. of quarter exam. 51 60 44 118 39 16 118 20 47 1,268
59 48 460
No. of quarter infected 18 21 8 29 30 5 81 6 18 601
39 15 188
35 35 18 37 77 31 69 30 38 4746
% 60 31 41
No. of heads with X 2 2 2 2 X 4 X 1 31
Clinical mastitis % X 13 18 7 20 X 13 X 8 9.6
No. of heads with quarters X 3 3 2 3 X X 2 56
% X 5 5 2 8 X X 4 4.4

1) The first test 2) The second test O Mean quarter infection rate 2.19

Sohn. ete. 1987. Inchon
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Table 2. Culling of diseases in the dairy cows(S milk Plant) 1986 Head, %.

. Reproduction Diarrhea. Foot . Displacoment
Mastits . . Peumonia
disorder Enteritis rot abomasum
1-10 1.657 738 693 544 356 243
11-20 2.432 1.268 993 943 434 431
21-30 1.218 714 532 461 216 221
31 1.628 1.053 770 611 624 328
Total 6.925 3.773 2.988 2.559 1.630 1.223
Means 31.9 174 13.8 11.8 7.5 5.6
Milk Skin Incidence
Bloat . Others
fever disease rate
1-10 164 105 137 87 245
11-20 228 222 176 171 22.5
21—-30 151 151 100 24 19.9
31 308 272 209 75 16.1
Total 851 750 622 357 20.2
Means 3.9 35 2.9 1.7 20.2

Table 3. Level of SCC to each country by subclinical and clinical mastitis.

Bulk tank milk SCC 500

Country Subclinical (%) Clintcal(%) ( x 10%ells/ml)
Austria 25.00
Belgium 30.00

about about
Swiss 20.00 15.00 7.9
Czechoslovikia 35.00 8.1
Germany 13.1
Denmark 30.00 13.2
Finland 21.8 42.8(400)
Israel 30.8 1.8
Norway 18.8 18.6(400)
Newzealand 0.8
France 5.8
Sweden 28.0 18.0
U. K. 60.8(400)
Japan 19.0
1982. IDF
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Table 4. Rejection rate of major factors('87~90) 3 Milk Plant

Factor Amount of Rejection Rancidity Gravity (%) T.T.C(%)
Year A B C A C A B C A B C

75,077 42,969 15,803

1987 91.57 64.32 80.59 2.60 1.77 6.71 5.36 33.73 6.80
(0.6184)* (0.2480) (0.0508)
93,389 60,321 31,230

1988 88.72 64.67 82.26 2.38 2.17 6.08 8.50 33.02 3.44
(0.4282) (0.1957) (0.0565)

1989 31,978 45,066 22,193 61.62 70.84 73.32 10.26 0.33 10.56 28.13 28.44 15.83
(0.1625) (0.1846) (0.0526) ) ) ’ ) ’ ) ) ’

1990 32,895 50,754 12,953

3 70.01 83.02 O

(10month) (0.1743) (0.2646) (0.0535)

0.51 12.35 14.17 29.97 2.70

* Amount of examination VS. rejection rate.
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Table 5. Distribution of 1 degree by bacteria (RRT)

A Apol7h 1987delw zlont, 1984ddl:
FolA L, FEE 86.20%Z FAs At

A A E4E RBV(rolling ball viscometer) &

B\

A A= 1987d 87.30%0 A 1989 92.4

Area 1987 1988 1989 ( X 10%ells/ml)
A 87.20 90.30 91.90 1 degree : < 2,000
B 71.90 82.50 85.30 2 degree : 2,000~
C 90.10 88.50 86.30 4,000
D 86.50 89.90 89.40 3 degree : > 4,000
E 79.70 85.90 86.80
F 78.40 85.20 83.00
G 84.60 84.40 82.80
H 75.70 85.10 83.00
Average 81.50 86.20 86.20
Herd %, S milk Plant
N —Herds/Cows
’87 —6.281/108,090, '88 —6.158/110, 389, '89—6.235/118, 379
Table 6. Distribution of 1 degree by SCC. (RBV)
Area 1987 1988 1989 v @
A 84.70 92.30 95.30 1 degree © < 500
(428) (317) (244) )
B 95.10 96.00 95.10 2 degree : 500~1,250
(260) (248) (250) ) ’
C 90.30 92.50 92.40 3 degree © >1,250
(294) (272) (275) T
D 86.80 92.40 92.30 ( X 10%ells /ml)
(350) (269) (266)
E 87.80 86.50 90.40 N —Herds/cows
(302) (300) (243) '87—6,281/108,090
P 81.60 89.10 87.90 '88—6,158/110,384
(398) (291) (299) '89—6,235/118,379
a 94.30 94.90 95.70
(255) (224) (220)
q 82.30 92.10 91.00
(374) (264) (279)
Average 87.30 91.90 92.40
(335) (273) (262)

Herd %, SCC( x 10%ells/ml), ( ), S milk plant

73—
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Table 6—1. Distribution of quarter by somatic cell counts(x 10°cells/ml}
Quanter RF RH LF LH Total
Cell N No.of % No.of % No.of % No.of % No.of %
ell counts
QTR ° QTR ° QTR ° QTR ° QTR ’
<100 126 49.61 121 47.45 130 51.38 117 46.80 494 48.41
101 —-200 42 16.54 42 16.47 34 13.44 31 24.40 149 14.72
201—300 19 7.48 19 7.45 21 8.30 25 10.00 84 8.30
301—400 12 4.72 9 3.53 13 5.14 10 4.00 44 4.35
401 —-500 9 3.54 6 2.35 5 1.98 12 4.80 32 3.16
<500 208 81.89 197 77.25 203 80.24 195 78.00 803 79.35
501—-600 7 2.75 10 3.92 2 0.80 5 2.00 24 2.37
601—700 4 1.58 2.75 5 1.98 3 1.20 19 1.88
701 —800 1.57 4 1.58 7 2.80 15 1.48
801—-900 0.79 0.78 6 2.37 3 1.20 13 1.28
901—1,000 4 1.58 2 0.78 4 1.58 3 1.20 13 1.28
500—1,000 17 6.69 25 9.80 21 8.30 21 8.40 84 8.30
1,001 —-1,500 4 1,58 2.75 1.98 9 3.60 25 2.47
1,501 —2,000 11 4.33 3.53 2.37 7 2.80 33 3.26
2,001 —3,000 4 1.58 1.57 1.98 1.60 17 1.68
> 3,000 10 3.93 16 6.28 15 5.93 15 6.00 56 5.53
1,001 — >3,000 29 11.42 36 14.12 31 12.25 35 14.00 131 12.94
254 255 253 250 1,012 100

N =16herds, 268cows, 1.012QTR. RF : Right Front, RH : Right Hind.
LF : Left Front, LH : Left Hind, QTR : Quarter. Sohn, 1990



Table 7. Level of SCC to each country by Bulk tank milk( % 10%ells/ml}

YEAR

1980 1981 1982
Austria 30.0 28.0 Average
Australia 447 44.4 43.3 ”
Belgium 171 40.6 43.7 ”
Swiss 17.1 16.7 16.4 ”
Germany 27.1 24.3 23.5 ”
Denmark 39.0 35.0 34.0 ”
Finland 20.0 19.3 ”

345
France (1978)
U. K. 37.0 35.0 Average
Norway 23.0 23.7 24.5 ”
Newzealand 48.2 47.3 42.8 Region
Poland 53.6 42.7 »
Sweden 30.4 29.0 28.9 Average
Japan 35.7 North Region

IDF

7 ehEE SCCY dm=W 8(1980~
1982) & Al g Zlo] Table. 70lch. 1470 =%
19823 A o] 164,000614 460,0007tA 2 21
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Tbale 8—1. Total bacterial count payment scheme

19874 R ElE Table. 8-1¢] Bolx AT} o
TBCol 2@ fFUAEAZZ $AHsd Algs
I gt

SCCZ 1637 =AMSH Uj&o} Table. 8-2¢] A
AlH R A 71E Fae 221,0000] Yot
A A9 40%7F Zastud. 2 71 F 1975/
76d ol = inflationo] 20% W Yol Ea %
ZM SCC7F & &7 Wol el tite] H
QohE @b, oeln 1983W@(AAE 1982
10478 Yold) ARse TBCo wtze &
HAEAE o] Avxm ot 2 H AL
Sotd & & 4 Urh

Adjustment to monthly milk price

Band A ber of bacteri 1

an verage number of bacteria/m in pence/litre(approx $ per 100 Ib)

A 20,000 or less + 0.205($0.14)

B 21,000 to 100,000 nil
—2.4(%1.69), —3.6(%$2.53 d —4.8($3.38) f

C More than 100,000 (8 ) ( $_ ) an (3 . ) for
1st, 2nd and 3rd deductions in a 6 month period

Booth. 1988



Table 8—2. Mastitis cell counts in England and Wales

Cell counts(’000/ml)

Year Change from
Annual mean* -

Previous year 1971
1971 573 - -
1972 543 —-30 — 30
1973 570 +27 - 3
1974 586 +16 + 13
1975 508 —78 — 65
1976 467 —41 —106
1977 468 + 1 —105
1978 503 +35 — 70
1979 485 —18 — 88
1980 469 —16 —104
1981 465 -4 —108
1982 456 -9 —117
1983 390 —66 —183
1984 393 + 3 —180
1985 366 —27 —207
1986 352 —14 —221

% Geometric mean(all cell counts by Coulter Counter) (Booth, 1988)

Table 8—3. % herds practising mastitis control measures

Dry cow treatment

Year Teat disinfection Milking machine testing
(all cows)
1972 17 — -
1974 35 45 29(1973)
1977 49 58 47
1983 68 74 66
Booth. 1988

Table 8—4. Average incidence of clinical mastitis

Decade No surveys Cases/100 cows/year
1960s 2 144
1970s 3 68
1980—85 5 50
Booth. 1988
futd quEe F2 89 F HF 45, = dzE2 FolX 1 9t} o= TBCY &
A4S A8, FH47 4AE s FZ/F t FUAEAE7 GEvtA FATYHS #
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Table 9—1. Dates significant in development of the WDC premium program(Wisconsin) Geyer. 1990

June

June

July
March
June
Jan.

June

Aprill

Sep.

Aprill
Aprill

1974
1978

1978
1979
1979
1981
1983

1985

1986

1988
1989

First cryoscope readings are made for added water.

“PricePlus” program introduced : Paid 8¢ (200,000 or less) and 4¢
(301,000 —500,000) per cwt. depending on somatic cell count.

Program initiated to eliminate antibiotics from milk received.

Initiated program to recognize top quality milk.

“PricePlus” pays 10¢ and 5¢ per cwt. depending on somatic cell count.
“PricePlus” pays 12¢ and 6 ¢ per cwt. depending on somatic cell count.
Protein payments are added to “PricePlus”—~10 cents for each 0.1% of
protein above 3.2%

“PricePlus” added third premium bracket : \\150,000@ 24¢, 151,000—
300,000@ 16 ¢ and 301,000—500,000@ 8¢ cwt.

“PricePlus” introduces a debit as well as reward procedure for somatic
cell count and protein. Number of SCC premium brackets in increased to 5
ranging from 7¢ to 35¢

Value of premium brackets changed to range from 8¢ to 40¢

PricePlus protein premium increased to 11 cents, value of premium brack-

ets changed to range from 8¢ to 52¢. Premium program based on milk

volume tied to quality introduced.

Table 9—2. Average annual somatic cell counts.

Year SCC( x 10%ells/ml)
1978 573
1979 533
1980 500
1981 453
1982 453
1983 407
1984 373
1985 373
1986 380
1987 347
1988 333
1989 293—280

Geyer, 1990
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Table 10—1. Farms sampled and monthly average SCC in Ontario.
Month Farms Sampled SCC Average Farms Sampled SCC Average
January 9332 399 9541 372
February 9668 381 9490 335
March 9633 348 9467 308
April 9686 326 9444 326
May 9519 340 9386 311
June 8176 354 9346 318
July 9455 372 9364 348
August 9419 411 9373 366
September 9669 362 9361 352
October 9187 373 9297 345
November 7129 371 9256 355
December 5388 393 — -
Average 369 340
SD 25 22
(SCC x1000) Anderson, 1990
Table 10—2. Percent violations—simulated penalty program.
Percent Violations(Onterio)
Month 1988 1989
March 3.1 1.9
April 2.6 2.2
May 2.4 1.7
June 1.6 14
July 2.2 1.6
5 month average 24 1.8

Anderson, 1990
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Table 11—1. Effect of subclinical mastitis on milk composition and processing quality
1. Lactose(Good) Decreased 5—20%
2. Total Protein(Good) Decreased Slightly
3. Casein(Good) Decreased 6—18%
4. Immunoglobulins(Bad) Increased
5. Solids not fat(Good) Decreased up to 8%
6. Total solids(Good) Decreased 3—12%
7. Fat(Good) Decreased 5—12%
8. Lipase(Bad) Increased Rancidity
9. Sodium(Bad) Increased
10. Chloride(Bad) Increased
11. Calcium(Good) Decreased
12. Phosphorus(Good) Decreased
13. Potassium(Good) Decreased
14. Trace minerals(Bad) Slightly increase curd strength fat
15. Cheese(Good) Moisture, protein and yield decreased

16. Whey components(Bad)
17. Heat stability(Good)

coagulation time increased
Protein increased 1.4%
Reduced

Philpot. W. N. 1987

Table 11—2. Effect of subclinical M. on milk composition and lost milk production.

Scores Production Fat SNF Lactose Protein TS
£ - 87 — 0.1 —0.40 - 0.24 -0.02 —-0.31
+ —19.1 — 1.60 —2.17 — 4.07 1.32 —2.00
++ -30.7 — 445 —3.75 — 8.94 1.96 —3.96

+++ —45.3 —11.09 —6.10 —16.72 4.65 —17.56
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Table 11—3. Comparison to milk production and fat by bulk tank SCC.

Bulk tank( x 10%ells/m1)SCC Loss of milk Loss of fat
per/cow/day(kg) per/cow/day(kg)
200 22.9 0.85
500 21.4(6.5) 0.80(5.8)
1,000 18.8(17.7) 0.72(15.9)
1,500 16.3(28.7) 0.63(25.4)

Bulk tank 200,000/ml. Eberhart, 1982

SCC. 100,000 —mastitis free, 1,000,000 —Severely mastits
Every 100,000 Bulk tank. Incresed : 3.2% Increased(Quarter)

1,000,000SCC. —7% Loss of production
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Public health hazards related to bovine mastitis due to bacterial udder infections.

Potentially mastitogenic microorganisms

Diseases caused in man

1. B. anthracis
2. Burcella spp.

3. E. coli entheropathogenic

4. Escherichia spp.
Pseudomonas spp.
Citrobacter spp.
Klebsiella spp.
Proteus spp.

C. diphatheria
Leptospira spp.

L. monocylogenes
Salmonella spp.

Sta. spp.

Str. spp.
Mycrobacterium spp.

Anthrax, Brucellosis

Infantile gastro—enteritis

unspecific gastro—intestinal illness
Diphtheria, Leptospirosis

Listeriosis

Salmonellosis

Enterotozic gastro—enteritis
Pyogenic nasal and dermal infection
Sore throat, Scarlet fever, encephalitis
Anthritis, endocarditis

Urogenital infection, abortions and
puerperal fever at panturition
Sepsis and menigitis of infants.

Pleuritis

Tuberculosis

Giesecke 1979, WHO—-"62, '70



Table 12—2. Incidence of foodborne pathogenes in raw mik
Number of samples
Agent Country Reference
Percent
Tested .
positive
B. cereus United States(1982) 100 9.0 Ahmed et al (1983)
C. jejuni Netherlands(1981) 200 0 Qosterom et al(1982)
England (1984 —87) 1138 6.0 Humphrey & Hart(1988)
E. coli 0157 : H7 Canada(1986) 1012 2.0 Clarke et al(1987)
United States(1986) 24 4.2 Wells et al(1987)
L. monocytogenes Canada(1986) 445 1.3 Farber et al(1988)
Spain(1982—83) 95 45.0 Dominguez et al(1985)
Salmonella spp. England(1984 —87) 1138 0.2 Humphrey & Hart(1988)
United States(1985) 678 4.7 McManus & Lanier(1987)
Y. enterocolitica Northren Ireland(1985) 150 11.3 Walker & Gilmour(1986)
France(1980) 56 83.9 Vidon & Delmas(1981)
D’Aoust, 1989
Table 12—3. Economics of foodborne disease outbreaks®
Etiological Number Cost( x10%)®
Food Country Cost/case
agent 1 Death Direct Indirect
Raw milk Scotland(1981) S. typhimurium 654 2 $152 $1,226 $2,108
United States L
. typhimurium 16,284 7 ? ? ?
(1985)
Cheese
Cheddar/ United States
. aureus’ 42 0 $490 — $11,676
monterey  (1965)
Emmental Canada(1977) S. aureus® 15 0 $653 - $43,000
United States )
Cheddar S. heidelberg 234 0 $251¢ — $1,073
(1976)
Canada-U.S.A.
Chocolate . eastbourne =200 0 $62,063 - $ 30,317
(1973—-74)
Corned beef Scotland(1964) S. iyphi 507 3 $163,485 $871 $324,174
Canned salmon Belgium(1982) C. botulinum 2 1 $148,246 $1,585 $ 74,915,000

a0 o

. Adapted from Todd(1985) J. Food Prot. 48 : 621 —633.
. Cost estimates expressed in 1983 $ US dollars.
. Contamination of starter cultures

. Excludes cost to the manufacturer.

(D’Aoust, 1989)



Table 12—4. Large outbreaks associated with milk and milk products(D’'Aoust, 1989)

Number
Country Agent m Reference
RAW MILK
United States(1974) S. dublin 74 16 Kamei et al(1974)
Canada(1975) Y. enterocolitica 138 0 deGrace et al(1976)
Australia(1976) S. tyhimurium >500 O Seglenieks & Dixon(1977)
Scotland(1976) S. dublin >190 O Small & Sharp(1979)
Scotland(1981) S. typhimurium 654 2 Cohen et al(1983)
Switzerland(1981) C. jejuni >500 O Stalder et al(1983)
England & Wales(1984) 8. zooepidimicus 12 8 Edwards et al(1984)
Canada(1986) E. ¢coli 0157 : H7 30 0 Duncan et al(1987)
PASTEURIZED MILK
United States(1976) Y. enterocolitica 0 : 8 222 0 Black et al(1978)
United Kingdom(1979) C. jejuni 324 O Jones et al(1981)
United States(1982) Y. enterocolitica 0 : 13 173 o Aulisioetal(1982)
Tacket et al(1984)
England & Wales(1982) C. jejuni 400 0 Anon(1984)
United States(1983)
United States(1983) L. monocytogenes 49 14 Fleming et al(1985)
United States(1985) S. typhimurium 16284 7  Lecos(1986)
Ryan et al(1987)
Sweden(1985) S. saintpaul 153 0 Anderson et al(1985)
United States(1985) S. aureus >860 O Lecos(1985)
POWDERED MILK
United States(1965—66) S. newbrunswick 29 0 Bryan(1983)
Trinidad(1976) S. derby 3,000 O Weissmar et al(1977)
United States(1981) Y. enterocolitica 239 0 Shayegani et al(1983)
United Kingdom(1980) C. perfringens 77 0 Anon(1982)
United Kingdom(1985) S. ealing 48 1 Rowe et al(1987)
WHIPPED BUTTER
United States(1977) S. aureus 100 Anon(1977)
CHEESE
CHEDDAR
United States(1976) S. heidelberg 339 0 Fontaine et al(1980)
Canada(1984) S. typhimurium PT10 >1500 0 D’Aocust et al(1985)
EMMENTAL
Canada(1977) S. aureus(SEB) 15 0 Todd et al(1979)
MOZZARELLA
Italy(1981) S. typhimurium 100 0 Felip & Toti(1984)




Count. Agent Number Ref
r en _ eference
ountry 8 Cases Deaths

QUESO BLANCO

(HOMEMADE)

United States(1983) S. zooepidemicus 16 2 Espinosa et al(1983)
FRENCH BRIE/
CAMEMBERT

United States(1971) E. coli 0 : 124(EIEC) 387 O Marier et al(1973)

Scandinavia(1982) S. sonnei >50 0 Sharp(1987)

United States(1983) E. coli 0 : 27(ETEC/ST) 165 O MacDonald et al(1985)
MEXICAN STYLE
(SOFT)

United States(1985) L. monocytogenes 4B 181 65 James et al(1985)
VACHERIN(RAW MILK/
SOFT)

Switzerland(1985) S. typhimurium >22 0 Sadik et al(1986)
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Table 13—1. Estimated annual losses caused by mastitis.

Source of loss Loss per cow( $ ) Percent of total( %)

Reduced Production 116.10 64
Discarded milk 24.44 14
Early cow replacement cost 13.60 8
Reduced cow sale value 9.94 5
Drugs 9.68 5
Veterinary services 4.84 3
Extra labor 2.42 1

181.02 100

Added : Loss of genetic potential : Sohn
Poor milk quality
Mental stress
%*38% Cows infected, 1.5 quarters, milk loss 1.600 1 bs per infected quarter. Milk Price $12. 73/
CWT

Eberhart ete. 1987
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Table 13—2. Economic loss incurred by bovine mastitis.

Milk producer Milk processor

Milk consumer

1. Decreased production 1. Faulty production runs
O Butter fat
o SNF 2. Generally inflated of
o Milk processing
2. Cost of treatment 3. Inferior quality of dairy
O Remedies
O Discarded milk
O Veterinarian
3. Wastage of
O Heifers
o Cows
© Labor
O Food
O Genetic
O Material
O Efforts made

products

products

O During breeding and

rearing of mastitic cow

incidental to manufacture

4. Difficult marketing >f such

1. Expensets for products
manufactured from milk of
O Inferior nutrional quality
O Inferior or repulsive
aesthetic quality
O Potentially dangerous
quality
2. Generally increased expenses
due to rising costs of
O Production
O Processing and
O Marketing

Giesecko, 1979

Table 13—3. Safety market

An added consideration is that the quality of the milk ultimately reaching the consuming public will be
improved and the dairy farmer will, in effect, be helping to protect his market.

Philpot. 1978
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Table 14—1. 5 Point mastitis control plan in Vermont(U.S.A.)
. . . C. Between
1. Hygiene A. Before milking B. After milking .
milkings
2. Milking A. Procedures B. Equipment
3. Therapy A. Dry Cow B. Clinical Cow
. B. Risk of
4. Cull Cows A. Economics
spread
) B. Somatic cell C. Bacterial .
5. Records A. Production D. Clinical cases

counts

counts

Pankey. 1990

Table 14—2. 5 Point national mastitis control 5 scheme(Faull etc. Uk "1987)

1. PMTD(Post milking teat dipping)

2. DCT(Dry cow therapy)

3. Prompt treatment of clinical cases

4. Cull chronics

5. Maintain and use milking machine properly

Very good for the control of Staphylococcus, Streptococcus agalactiae and dysgalactige infections ; so

much so, that if a problem persists on a farm it usually means that some or all of the 5 points are

not being practised properly.

For E. coli and Streptococcus uberis, in addition to the above, particular attention must be paid to the

cleaniliness of cow’s udders and teats via | —

. Dry housing

. Clean and dry passages

. Pre~milking udder washing and drying
. Tail-clipping

. Fly control

N O W N =

. Feeding roughage

. Clean, dry and acceptable cubicles, straw yards and calving sites




Table 15—1.

Cost vs. return on investment.(DHI-SCC)

50cows 15,000 1bs/cow/year : 12DHI Tests year
Cost of DHI SCC : 15/cow/month

Total SCC costs . $90/year

Potential Benefits :

A) Reduced or Prevent 1 infection— $ 200 — 300 or 220—230 return

B) Increase premium by minimum amount(0.05/cwt)

150cwt X 50cows X 0.05/cwt= $ 375

C) A and B combined— $ 650 or 700% return on investment.

Timms. 1988(NMC)
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