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Summary 
Khomyn N.M. 

Lviv national university of veterinary medicine and biotechnologies named after 
S.Z. Gzhytskyj 

SPECIAL FEATURES OF  PODODERMATITIS PURULENTA COURSE IN 
COWS 

         The article deals with the facts due to the general state of  animals and the 
quality of hoof edge at pododermatitis purulenta in cows. It was set up neurophile 
leucocytosis, the ability of pyo-excitant and worsening of hoof edge quality, on what 
changer are indicated its  biochemical indices. 
         Key words: cows, pododermatitis purulenta, hoof  edge, metabolism. 
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