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CASE HISTORY Cligical Signs and Gross Lesions

Physically the birds showed ruffled feathers
In Rijiyar zaki village of Ungogo Local and on closer observation, the faces were
Government Area of Kanc state, a goose was swollen and there was cyanosis of the comb
bought from Sharada market also in Kano on the and wattles. There were also nasal and ocular
3™ December 2006. The bird died two wecks later discharges. The legs showed red discoloration
with clinical signs suspicious of Al. A week later, and were swollen. Nervous signs (torticollis
an outbreak was reported in the resi of the flock and in coordination) were observed and sudden
with the death of 18 chickens, 7 turkeys and 3 death described. Three chicken carcasses were
geese. The total flock size was 364, comprising collected and transported in ice packs to the
350 chickens with average age of 25 weeks, 8 National Veterinary Research Institute Vom,
turkeys and 6 geese. The chickens were vaceinated Plateau Statc for laboratory investigation.
against Newcastle disease. Necropsy findings included, bluish combs,

wattles and hemoirhagic skin. There was
congestion of the entire length of the trachea.
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Liver and spleen were friable and the kidneys
were slightly hemorrhagic. Intestine showed a
high degree of enteritis at different portions and
petechial hemorrhages on the proventriculus.

Yirology

Rapid antigen detection from fecal material in
the intestinal lumen by
immunochromatography (WHO, 2005), using
Antigen rapid test kit, showed a positive
reaction for Influenza A virus. Virus isolation
was carried out by egg inoculation as described
in the WHO manual of animal influenza
diagnosis (2002). Haemagglutinating agent in
allantoic fluid of eggs was harvested
aseptically. The Chorio-allantoic membrane of
the eggs were harvested and processed for Agar
gel Immunodiffusion test, using Influenza type
A group antigen. The allantoic fluid was
inhibited by H5 monospecific antisera in alpha
haemagglutination inhibition (aHI) test (Kendal
etal., 1982).

DISCUSSION

The case being reported involved a goose,
which was probably incubating the virus at the
time it was introduced to the farm, and
subsequently shed the wvirus into the
environmens. This brings to fore the inherent
risk mixed species farming practice poses in the
interspecies propagation and re-assortment of
AIV. This case shows the need for exclusive bio
security in farms especially movement control.
Pathogens would be spread from farm to farm if
bio security precautions were not taken. An
even greater risk comes from live bird markets
and the dealers who pick up birds from
backyard flocks or culls from some commercial
flocks without adequate flock history and
precautions.

The persistence of avian influenza virus in the
environment is aided by the existence of a wide
variety of reservoir host that support the
multiplication of the virus without showing
clinical signs while shedding the virus,
contaminating farm premises. The nature of the
poultry industry especially, movement of birds,
eggs, feed; service crews, visitors, and farm
workers, makes it vulnerable to the spread of
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diseases from farm to farm and from one area to
the other. The poor husbandry practices in some
farms where continuous stocking of mixed
species; multi-age birds, poor bio security
standard, unrestricted movement of people,
materials and birds (Adene et al., 2006) results in
the transmission and spread of Al. When an
outbreak of HPAI initially occurs, immediate
response includes stamping out and
decontamination of the premises. This becomes
even more successful when it is combined with
movement controls, enhanced bio security and
proper surveillance. Surveillance and
monitoring are important strategy for the
prevention and control of HPAI. Attention must
be focused on the role of feral birds, waterfowls,
ducks and geese that are not as susceptible as
chickens in the transmission of HPAI virus. All
individuals or groups who directly or indirectly
deal with poultry have the potential to spread
disease by their actions or inactions and should
therefore be constanily reminded of the
importance of bio security in the global effort to
control avian influenza.
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