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Abstract

Samples of bulk herd milk, foremilk, last milk(stripping) and individual cow sample were
collected and their somatic cell number were counted with Fossomatic counter (FCC), Coulter
counter(CC), direct microscopic somatic cell count(DMSCC) and Califormia mastitis test
(CMT). The results were compared and summarized as fallows :

1. Mean somatic cell counts of 120 bulk herd milk samples obtained by DMSCC, FCC and

CC were 433,203, 481,213 and 676,245 respectively.

2. Mean somatic cell counts of 116 foremilk samples obtained by DMSCC, FCC and CC

were 515,035, 611,845 and 725,051 respectively.

3. Mean somatic cell counts of 87 last milk samples obtained by DMSCC, FCC and CC were

718,506, 839,874 and 1,041,160respectively.

4. Mean somatic cell counts of 57 individual cow samples obtained by DMSCC, FCC and CC

were 449,258, 491,018 and 621,315 respectively.

5. Mean somatic cell counts of all samples increased with the increasing CMT score, and

the cell counts were higher by CC than by FCC,

6. The correlation coefficients between the somatic cell counts by CMT and CC were 0.926

in bulk herd milk, 0.707 in foremilk 0.688 in last milk and 0.675 in individual cow sample,

respectively.



7. The correlation coefficients between the somatic cell conuts by CMT and FCC were 0.

945 in bulk herd milk, 0.705 in foremilk 0.694 in last milk and 0.727 in individual cow

sample, respectively.
8. The correlation coefficients between the somatic cell conuts by CC and FCC were 0.978

in bulk herd milk, 0.997 in foremilk 0.983 in last milk and 0.986 in individual cow sample,

respectively,
Key Word : Fossomatic counter, Coulter counter, direct microscopic somatic cell count,

California mastitis test.
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Table 1. Arithmetic mean of the somatic cell count

3 ##E CC, FCC, DMSCCHIH o
@ FEHmangs X 140 YA

on bulk herd milk samples obtained by
Coulter Counter, Fossomatic and direct
microscopic somatic cell count{ DMSCC)

Method
Counter mate PMSCC
No. of samples 120 120 120
Mean 676,245 481,213 433,203
SE 102,303 36,570 28,454

18] & Bulk herd milk, §ifl, #%#27L, s
#3014 FCC+ DMSCCHiEol 213 iy g8

1 #ZRE zb7b 48,010, 96,810, 121,369,
41.7602. 2 etk en, CCe FCC HikellA 9l
= 7bzh 195,032, 113,206, 201,286, 130,297
2 FCCs DMSCCHigel o #iurt o A
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Table 2. Arithmetic mean of the somatic cell count
on foremilk samples obtained by Coulter
Counter, Fossomatic and direct micro-
scopic somatic cell count{DMSCC)

Method
G B ovsce
No. of samples 116 116 116
Mean 725,051 611,845 515,035
SE 143,873 125,100 99,677

Table 3. Arithmetic mean of the somatic cell count
on last milk samples obtained by Coulter
CoMsomatic and direct micro-
scopic somatic cell count(DMSCC)

Method
Coulter Foss.o— DMSCC

Counter matic
No. of samples 87 87 87
Mean 1,041,160 839,874 718,506
SE 156,039 122,109 101,776

Table 4. Arithmetic mean of the somatic cell count
on individual cow sample obtained by
Coulter Counter, Fossonvatic and direct
microscopic somatic cell count(DMSCC)

Method
Coulter Foss.o- DMSCC
Counter matic
No. of samples 57 57 57
Mean 621,315 491,018 449,258
SE 156,290 118,949 108,336
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Table 5. Arithmetic mean of the cell count( X 103/ m¢ ) on buik herd milk obtained by Coulter Counter
(CC) and Fossomatic Cell Counter( FCC) by California Mastitis Test(CMT) score

Number of CC FCC
CMT Score
samples Mean SD Mean SD

- 42 232.02 104.12 177.95 30.33

+ 39 406.85 130.60 375.31 80.05

-+ 18 756.39 96.92 617.78 113.74

++ 11 1,103.91 264.96 916.18 109.47
+++ 10 1,766.50 266.94 1,501.60 169.51

Table 6. Arithmetic mean of the cell count( X 103/ ml ) on foremilk obtained by Coulter Counter(CC)
and Fossomatic Cell Counter( FCC) by California Mastitis Test(CMT) score

Number of cC FCC
CMT Score
samples Mean SD Mean SD

- 62 106.26 76.36 80.97 66.66

+ 20 311.45 98.34 247.90 89.25

+ 9 452.67 50.73 382.44 30.49

++ 13 1,083.15 493.14 890.23 355.33
+++ 12 4,426.00 2,976.52 3,845.92 2,327.41

Table 7. Arithmetic mean of the cell count( X 10°/ m¢) on last milk obtained by Coulter Counter(CC)
andFossomatic Cell Counter( FCC) by California Mastitis Test(CMT) score

Number of CC FCC
CMT Score
samples Mean SD Mean SD

- 25 102.08 93.28 103.56 74.11

+ 12 302.00 124.19 255.00 94.75

+ 13 519.85 95.16 447.69 63.51
++ 16 823.12 139.78 722.06 . 110.67
+++ 21 3,026.86 1.834.16 2,383.19 1.435.13




Table 8. Arithmetic mean of the cell count( X 10°/ m¢) on individual cow sample obtained by Coulter
Counter(CC) and Fossomatic Cell Counter( FCC) by California Mastitis Test(CMT) score

Number of CcC FCC
CMT Score samples Mean SD Mean SD
- 28 202.75 152.16 132.75 57.06
+ 11 339.36 130.56 327.91 69.47
+ 12 589.25 182.04 528.42 176.85
++ 4 1,432.00 408.35 1,130.75 209.07
+-++ 2 6,450.50 491.44 4,898.50 402.34

CC, FCC, CMT %22 Bix =l saimingke| 4
RRRE L8

zZ+ frell disted CMT, CC, FCCHEL R
vhebt sadm Mgk o) AHRARE S B 9o ViERd vt
9} #t}. Bulk herd milk 2| 4241 jigs DMSCC
FEo 2 mAsty 1 $aE 255 0|3}, 251k

A 50k, 50kl A 755, 75%kel A 125%, 1257
oo PEF F CMTEHA —, =+ +,
4, F4+2 BB AMEEE T,
Bulk herd milkell A fHBIH#E 0.9 ol o2
%3 CCoF FCCol M= 0.9 ol 4 o2 &
gtor] el 4He FRAT folde A

o} (P<0.01)

e

Table 9. Correlations among cell counting results obtained by Coulter Counter(CC), Fossomatic Cell
Counter(FCC) and California Mastitis Test(CMT)

Correlationcoefficent*

Methods Compared Bulkherdmilk Foremilk Last milk Individual cow
(n=120) (n=116) (n=87) sample(n=>57)
CC, FCC 0.978 0.997 0.983 0.986
CMT, CcC 0.926 0.707 0.683 0.695
CMT, FCC 0.945 0.705 0.694 0.727

*P <0.01 : n, number of samples
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