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Abstract: Cow mastitis is the disease that causes huge economic losses in dairy farming. Staphylococcus aureus is
one of the main pathogenic bacteria causing cow mastitis infection. S. aureus, which exists in the form of biofilm
community, is more likely to escape the host immune system and reduce drug sensitivity, resulting in repeated
attacks of cow mastitis, and finally form intractable mastitis. Studies have shown that natural antibiofilm
substances have obvious inhibitory and scavenging effects on S. aureus biofilm, and can be used as a new
antibacterial drug in the prevention and treatment of cow mastitis. This paper summarizes the mechanism of
resistance of S. aureus biofilm and the latest research progress of natural anti — S. aureus biofilm substances, in
order to provide reference for the prevention and treatment of cow mastitis caused by S. aureus.
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S (OB EIERE ( Staphylococcus aureus, S. aureus)
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F1 DAREWIRBUIXT S. aureus £ IERIERLE

Tab 1 Mechanism of action of traditional Chinese medicine and plant extracts on S. aureus biofilm
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