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Abstract

To investigate epidemological sitution of bovine viral diarrhea infection, serological sur-
vey in cattle being raised in Young Dong province were conducted. Bovine sera collected
ramdomly from August 1990 to December 1990 were tested for bovine viral diarrhea virus
serum neutralizing antibody titers.

The results were as follows

1. BVDV SN antibody levels were considerably varies and positive rate was 58(108 heads
out of 186)

2. BVDV SN antibodies to breeds of cattle was various and positive rates showed that
diary cattle, beef, native cattle(Korean) were 67.52%, 59.38%, 27.00% respectively fol-
lowed in that order.

3. In the regional prevalence of BVD SN antibodies in cattle, Alpine(92%) was the
highest, Ybung Dong south(59%), middle(44%), and North 38% followed in that order.

4. In the age relatated prevalence of BVD SN antibodies, the younger than 6 month old
group was the highest 65,7%, and older than 25 month old group was also at 62.2%. Then,
7 to 12 moth old group and 13 to 24 month old group showed to 58.5%, 52.1% respectively.

5. The geometric mean titer(logz) of 108 cattle serum samples showing positive BVD SN
ant:bodies was 4.3.

6. In the geometric mean titer(logz) according to age, younger than 6 month old group
{5.2) was the highest, then 7 to 12 month old group 2.8(SD=1.94 standard deviation) was

lowliest.

Kev word : Bovine viral diarrhea, Bovine viral diarrhea virus, BVDV SN antibody titer.
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Table 1. Prevalence of BVDV antibody in Cattle
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Native 37 10 27.03% 27 72.97%
Dairy 117 79 67.52% 38 32.48%
Beef 32 19 59.38% 13 10.62%
Total 186 108 58% 78 12%
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Table 2. Regional distribution of BVDV antibody positive cattle in each area

No. of Result
Areas
seratested  Positive(heads) % Negative (heads) %

Youngdong

Middle 55 24 44% 31 66%
Youngdong

South 56 33 59% 23 41%
Youngdong

North 34 13 38% 21 62%

Alpine 41 38 92% 3 8%

Table 3. The relationship between age and presence of antibody to BVDV

No. of Result
Ages(month)
sera tested  Positive(heads) % Negative(heads) %
<b 35 23 65.7% 12 34.3%
7—12 41 24 58.5% 17 41.5%
13—24 73 38 52.1% 35 47.9%
25< 37 23 62.2% 14 37.8%
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