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ABSTRACT

Fascioliasis is a common hindrance in livestock development in Bangladesh and the present
research experiment was carried out to investigate the prevalence of fascioliasis in cattle at
Dinajpur district of Bangladesh during July to December, 2018 using history, clinical signs,
physical and coprological examinations. A total of 100 cattle (62 male and 38 female) were
recorded as study population. Out of 100 cattle 17 cattle were found positive. All experimented
animals were divided into three age groups such as young (6 month-1year), adult (1-2 years) and
old (2- above years). The overall prevalence of fascioliasiswas 17% among which the highest
prevalence was recorded in older animals (24.14 %) followed by adults (8.7 %) and young (5.26
%), respectively. As per sex-based sectary, higher prevalence of fascioliasis was found in female
(28.95 %) followed by male (9.68 %). The higher prevalence of fascioliasis was recorded in poor
healthy (22.39 %) followed by healthy ones (6.06 %). This study was preliminary one considering
small population of cattle.
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INTRODUCTION

Fascioliasis is recognized as one of the most important helminth diseases of the domesticated
ruminants (Lessaer al.2000). The disease is usually characterized by a chronic, sometimes acute or
subacute inflammation of the liver and bile ducts, accompanied by submandibular oedema,
anaemia, anorexia, general intoxication, and death (Ogunrinade and Ogunrinade 1980). Fasciolosis
also known as fascioliasis, distomatosis and liver Rot is an important disease of cattle caused by
trematodesi.e. Fasciola hepatica and Fasciola gigantica (common liver flukes). This condition of
internal parasitism is one of the major problems that lower the livestock productivity throughout
the world (Vercruysse and Claerebont 2001). Fascioliasis, a serious infectious parasitic disease
infecting domestic ruminants and humans, tops all the zoonotic helminthes worldwide (Haridy et
al. 2002). The disease in predominantly caused by F. hepatica and/or F. gigantica (Soulsby
1965).
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The development of fascioliasis involves the presence of an intermediate host (Lymnaea sp.),
suitable habitats for mollusks and environmental factors such as high humidity, adequate temperature
and rainfall. In livestock, fascioliasis is important for losses caused by either mortal ity in acute
cases or weight loss, infertility and reduced production in chronic cases (Siddiki ef al. 2010).
Therefore the present study was conduct to observe the overall prevalence of fascioliasis in relation
to age, sex and nutritional status

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study Area and Duration

This study was conducted at the SadarUpazila of Dinajpur District during July to December 2018
and the experiment plan was prepared in the Department of Pathology and Parasitology, Hajee
Mohammed Danesh Science and Technology University (HSTU), Dinajpur, Bangladesh.

Selection and grouping of animal

A total of 100 cattle were selected purposefully from Uttar Sadipur, Nandoir, Kornai, and
Vatapara in SadarUpazila of Dinajpur district of Bangladesh. Those animals were considered for
the present study as study population. Study population was divided into three age groups i.e.
young (6 month-1year); adult (1-2 years); old (2- above years) on the basis of owner information
and dental formula. Their sex was divided into (62 Male and 38 Female) and also their nutritional
status was divided into healthy or poor healthy on the basis of body condition score (BCS), under
BCS cachectic, poor and overweight considered as poor healthy, while medium and slightly fatty
considered as healthy ones. Epidemiological data were recorded after history, physical, clinical
and coprological examination.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

Overall prevalence of fascioliasis

A total number of 100 faecal samples were examined and out of 100 samples, 17 samples were
positive. The result of the present study revealed that the overall prevalence of fascioliasis was
17%. (Table 1).

The overall prevalence of fascioliasis was 14.8% (Chakraborty and Prodhan2015); the overall
prevalence of fascioliasis in the Nile Delta region of Egypt was 9.77% (El-Tahawy et al. 2017); the
overall prevalence of fascioliasis in cow was 25% (Haleem et al.2016); the overall prevalence of
fascioliasis in cattle was 51.0% (Yadav et al.2015); the prevalence of fascioliasis in cattle was

44.8% (Abraham ef al2014) and the overall prevalence of fascioliasis was 66.14% (Karim et
al. 2015).
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This findingis nearly supported by Chakraborty and Prodhan (2015), El-Tahawy ez al.(2017) and
Haleem et al.(2016). On the other hand,the findings of Yadav ez al. (2015), Abraham et al. (2014),
and Karim et al.(2015) are in disagreement with the present study results.

Table 1.Overall prevalence of fascioliasis in cattle

No. of cases recorded Fascioliasp. Fascioliasp. Positive Prevalence
Negative cases cases (%)
100 83 17 17

The variation with the findings of the present study was very high; it might be due to location, use
of anthelmintic, season and duration of the study. Prevalence of fasciolosis in cattle is attributed
by multi-factorial risk factors which comprise host, parasite and environmental effects. High-
rainfall areas favour development and survival of both the intermediate host snail and the
developmental stages of the parasite (Affroze et al. 2013). This variation might be due to the
variation on sample size and sampling, nutritional status, geographical location such as grazing on
low lying areas is an important predisposing cause of Fasciola infestation Khatun et al. (2015);
Tembely et al.(1995).

Prevalence of fascioliasis on the basis of age

Study population of cattle was divided into three age groups i.e. young (6 month-1lyear), adult (1-2
years) and old (2 and above years). It is found that age had significant (P < 0.05) effect on the
prevalence of fascioliasis in cattle. The highest prevalence of fascioliasis was observed in the
cattle group ages among old (24.14%) followed by adults (8.7%) and young (5.26%). In the
present study, the odd ratio of Adult vs. Young (1.5) implied that the adult was 1.5 times more
susceptible than young. Also the odd ratio of Old vs. Young (5.1) implied that the old was 5.1
times more susceptible than young.The odd ratio of Old vs. Adult (3.34) implied that the old was
3.34 times more susceptible than adult.

(Table 2).

The bovine fasciolosis was significantly (p<0.01) higher in old cattle (76.43%) compared to adult
(68.69%) and young (48.62%)(Karimet al.2015). The highest level of infection was found in older
group i.e., above 6 years (62.62%) followed by in age groups of 4-6 years (57.28%), 2-4 years
(42.56%) and up to 2 year (17.87%), (Bhutto et al. 2012). The prevalence of
Fasciolagiganticawas highest in cattle of more than 36 months of age and lowest in the age of less
than12 months. Khandakeret a/.(1993). The prevalence of F. gigantica was 7.2% in adult cattle;
where 3.9% in young (Haleeme? al. 2016). Young (6 to 18 months) are more infected compared to
adult animals (Nather al. 2016) and the highest prevalence was observed in <2 age group
(10.91%), and the lowest was >3 age groups (8.35%), (El-Tahawy et al. 2017).The result of the
present study was nearly similar to the study of Karimer al. (2015), Bhutto et al. (2012),
Khandaker ez al. (1993) and Haleem e al. (2016). All of those agree that the old cattle are higher
prevalence than
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young and adult. But the results of Nath er al. (2016) and El-Tahawy er al. (2017) disagree the
present study.

Table 2: Age wise prevalence of fascioliasis

Age groups OIt\)Is(Zr:)/Z d iﬂ:ﬂiﬂ Prevalence (%) Odd ratio
Young (6 month-1year) 19 1 5.26 Adult vs. Young=1.5
Adult (1-2 years) 23 2 8.7 Old vs. Young =5.1
Old (2 and above years) 58 14 24.14 Old vs. Adult=3.34
Total 100 17 17
Chi-square
Value 8.244
P-value 0.016*

* means significant at 5% of level of significance (P<0.05)

The findings of the present study were varying from previous study findings. In present study old
(2 and above years) cattle was found more susceptible to fascioliasis, this might be due to old are
comparatively more susceptible than the young and adult to be infected with intestinal parasite, it
might because old cattle are frequently graze on the field so they have much more exposure on
circulating circariae and metacercariae.

Prevalence of fascioliasis on the basis of sex

The present study revealed that the prevalence of fascioliasis was significantly (P<0.05) affected
by sex. In the present study the prevalence of fascioliasis of cattle in female was higher (28.95%)
than in males (9.68%). In the present study, the odd ratio of female vs. male (3.80) implied that the
female was 3.8 times more susceptible than male. (Table 3).

This study revealed that the prevalence of fascioliasis of cattle in female was higher (28.95%) than
in males (9.68%). The higher prevalence of fascioliasis in female 52.83% followed by male
33.33% (Howladeret al.2017); The female cattle 41.36% are highly susceptible than male 13.85%
(Affrozeet al.2013);The female cattle 70.3% are highly susceptible than male 55.23% (Karimet al.
2015); The infestation of Fasciolasp. is more in female cattle 52.2% than male 47.8% (Nathet al.
2016); and the male 14% is highly susceptible than females 9.8% (Haleemer al.2016).

The present study is similar to the findings of Howlader et al.(2017); Affroze et al.(2013), Karim et
al.(2015); Nath et al. (2016). All of those agree that the female is higher prevalence than male. But
Haleem et al. (2016) disagree with the present findings. Female cattle were more susceptible to
Fasciola infection than males, the exact cause of this is still beyond questionable, but females are
physically and immunologically weaker than male cattle probably make them more prone to
Fasciola infection Molina et al. (2005) and Chowdhury et al. (1994).



Ali et al. / Prevalence of fascioliasis in cattle

Table 3: Sex wise prevalence of fascioliasis in cattle

No. of No. of
0 .
Sex group observed infected Prevalence (%) Odd Ratio
Male 62 6 9.68
F le vs. Male=3.
Female 38 11 28.95 emale vs. Male=3.80
Total 100 17 17
Chi-square
Value 6.20
P-value 0.013*

* means significant at 5% of level of significance (P<0.05)

Prevalence of fascioliasis on the basis of nutritional status.

Study population of cattle was divided into two nutritional status groups (healthy and poor
healthy). The present study revealed that the prevalence of fascioliasis was significantly (P<0.05)
affected by nutritional status. The prevalence of fascioliasis in poor healthy was higher (22.39%)
than in healthy (6.06%). In the present study, the odd ratio of poor healthyvs. healthy (4.47)
implied that the poor healthy were 4.47 times more susceptible than healthy (Table 4).

Nutritional status was divided into two groups (healthy and poor healthy). The prevalence of
fascioliasis in poor healthy was higher (22.39%) than in healthy (6.06%). The present study
revealed that the prevalence of fascioliasis was significantly (P<0.05) affected by nutritional
status. It was difficult to get enough secondary data related to this parameter, since many
researchers talk to this in many ways, which may be mostly related to humans but not in cattle.
The relationship between fascioliasis and nutritional status in 400 Mexican schoolchildren was
investigated. More than half of the children in the study showed fascioliasis. The prevalence of
fascioliasis infections was significantly (P < 0.05) affected by nutritional status (Quihui-Cota et al.
2004).

Table 4: Nutritional status wise prevalence of fascioliasis in cattle

Nutritional status No. of .No. of Prevalence (%) 0dd Ratio

groups observed infected

Healthy 33 2 6.06 Poor vs

Poor healthy 67 15 22.39 Healthy=4.47
Total 100 17 17
Chi-square
Value 4.177
P-value 0.041%*

* means significant at 5% of level of significance (P<0.05)
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Mostly poor healthy can cause the cattle to become thin, lose muscle and be prone to infection,
and also poor health can lead to many symptoms, including skin rash, depression, hair loss,
tiredness, brittle bones and bleeding gums which makes the poor healthy cattle more susceptible
than healthy.

CONCLUSION

This study confirms that fascioliasis is higher in the Sadar Upazila of Dinajpur district of
Bangladesh. A complete anthelmintic programme should be taken to prevent fascioliasis in this
region which will improve overall cattle health status.The present study results have some
limitation due to small sample size, large study area and low duration of study may lead improper
diagnosis. So, further detail epidemiological study is strongly recommended for proper diagnosis
and control strategy of bovine fascioliasis in that area.
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