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Abstract

In this study two stage investigation was used for seroprevalence of MNeospora
caninum in cattle between January, 2005 and November, 2007; first stage was to
examine positiveness of the farms selected randomly, second was to test all
individual cow in positive farms. A total of 850 sera were collected from 170 farms
for the first stage, and positive rate of farm and head were 23.5% (40/170farms) and
7.5% (64/850heads), respectively. Seroprevalence of Holstein cattle was much higher
than that of Hanwoo. In second stage positive rate of cow was 18.9% (246/1,303
head), but seroprevalence of farm was very variable(1-90.5%). It was supposed that
3 farms with high positive rate had some risk factors to be infected; raising dogs in
the same farm, location of hilil~side where is easy to contact with wild animals.
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Table 1. Seropositive rate of Neospora
caninum in cattle by ELISA

No of

Positive/Test %

Farms
Beef cattle” 5/6 83.3
HanWoo 35/ 164 21.3
Sub-total 40/170 235

Heads
Beef cattle 9/30 30.0
HanWoo 55/ 820 6.7
Sub-total 64 / 850 75

* Holstein-beef cattle
424 3
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Fig 1. The colored regions and number of
farms showed infection of Neospora
caninum in Namwon, Sunchang and Iimsil.
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Table 2. Results of antibody detection by ELISA to N caninum and RBT to Brucella in the
HanWoo
ELISA RBT
Area Farms Sample
tested + - + -
gc 102 1 101 - 102
gg 14 1 13 - 14
dg1 12 1 11 - 12
dg 2 22 7 15 - 22
ds1 21 2 19 - 21
ds 3 10 1 9 - 10
sd1 47 3 44 47
Namwon sd 2 56 1 55 56
sgl 26 2 24 - 26
sg 3 37 32 5 - 37
s] 25 3 22 - 25
oy 22 5 17 - 22
ub 1 211 2 209 - 211
ub 2 34 7 27 - 34
oW 51 21 30 - 51
subtotal 15 690 29 601 690
gll 14 3 11 - 14
gi2 60 4 56 - 60
Sunchang g3 3 35 16 19 - 35
og 50 14 36 - 50
pd 22 6 16 - 22
subtotal 5 181 43 138 181
gch 1 16 3 13 - 16
gch 2 26 8 18 - 26
dc 19 6 13 - 19
sge 1 20 4 16 - 20
sge 2 28 8 20 - 28
sge 3 17 5 12 - 17
Imsit ssu 1l 19 1 18 - 19
ohs 1 10 2 8 - 10
ohs 2 27 8 19 - 27
osu 1 43 5 38 43
osu 2 17 2 15 - 17
gsal 33 6 27 - 33
gsa?2 17 5 12 - 17
subtotal 13 292 63 229 292
mm 1 16 3 13 - 16
Others mm 2 10 2 8 - 10
Total 35 1,189 200 989 1,189

_82_



HSRUHM Neospora caninum 28 AEf T AL

Table 2. Results of antibody detection by ELISA to N caninum and RBT to Brucella in the

Holstein-beef cattle

Area Farms Sample ELISA RBT
tested + - + -
dg % 25 3 22 - %?
sd 21 19 2 -
Namwon ub 3 % 13 13 - %
jc - 16 4 12 - 16
Imsil ssu 2 26 7 19 - 26
Total 5 114 46 68 114

A

Fig 2. Positive rate of Neospora caninum on farms in Namwon, Sunchang and limsil
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