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- 7.03% blood Antibody IFAT 1,308 Sheep Cross sectional Brazil deMoura 2014
study
- 26.11% blood Antibody IFAT 406 Goat Cross sectional Brazil Braz 2018
study
- 15.87% blood Antibody ELISA; 378 Cattle Cross sectional Turkey Yildiz 2009
IFAT study
- 12.60% blood Antigen ELISA 2838 Cattle Cross sectional Tanzania Semango 2019
study
- 28.89% blood Antigen ELISA 540 Cattle Cross sectional Egypt Selim 2023
study
- 44.44% blood Antibody ELISA 351 Cattle Cross sectional Iran Razmi 2006
study
- - Antibody ELISA; 3298 Cattle Cross sectional Australia Moloney 2017
IFAT study
- 18.10% blood Antibody IFAT 1891 Cattle Cross sectional Brazil Maia 2023
study
- 14.28% blood Antibody IFAT 210 Cattle Case control study Japan Koiwai 2005
- 20.61% blood Antibody ELISA 325 Cattle Cross sectional Colombia ldarraga-Bedoya 2020
study
- 4.20% blood ELISA; 780 Cattle Cross sectional Switzerlan Gliga 2022
Other: study d
- 19.64% blood Antibody IFAT 799 Cattle Cross sectional Algeria Ghalmi 2012
study
- 24% Antibody ELISA 633 Cattle Case control study the UK Davison 1999
- 14.70% blood Antibody IFAT 3428 Cattle Cross sectional Brazil Chiebao 2015
study
- 12.11% blood Antibody ELISA 388 Goat Cross sectional Ecuador Celi 2022
study
- 21.60% blood Antibody IFAT 1204 Cattle Cross sectional Brazil Bruhn 2013
study
- 7.20% blood Antibody ELISA 460 Cattle Cohort study the UK Brickell 2010
- 10.62% blood Antibody IFAT 621 Cattle Cross sectional Brazil Boas 2015
study
- 23.80% blood Antigen ELISA 107 Cattle Case control study ~ Netherland Bartels 2006
herd
- 17.20% blood Antibody ELISA 402 Cattle Case control study Ethiopia Asmare 2013
63% 2% Serum, Antibody; PCR; ELISA 641 Goat; Cohort study Jordan Abo-Shehada 2010
Brain Antigen Sheep
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Proportions

Random-Effects Model (k = 20)

s BLERERY) M‘)Jff' JM)MJ"YQMUG"

Estimate P Cl Lower Bound Cl Upper Bound

Intercept 0 7m 793 < .00 0128 0213

Note. Tau® Estimator: Restricted Maximum-Likelihood

[E3]
Heterogeneity Statistics

Tau Tou? H? R? df Q P

0.095 00089 (SE=0003) 98B.75% 79739 19.000 1018.053 < 00
Forest Plot
deMoura 2014 - 0.07 {0.06, 0.08
Braz 2018 B 0.26 [0.22, 0.30
Yildiz 2009 - 0.18 {0.12, 0.20
Soma%o 2019 @ 0.1310.11, 0.14
Selim 2023 R — 0.29 {0.25, 0.33
Razmi 2008 . 0.44 [0.39, 0.50
Maia 2023 - 0.18 {0.18, 0.20
Koiwai 2005 L. 0.14 {0.10, 0.19
Idarraga-Bedaoya 2020 - - 0.21[0.18, 0.25
Glga 2022 3 0.04 [0.03, 0.06
Ghalmi 2012 - 0.20 {0.17, 0.22
Davison 1999 - 0.24 {0.21, 0.27
Chiebaoc 2015 - 0.15{0.14, 0.16
Cell 2022 - 0.12 {0.09, 0.15
Bruhn 2013 - 0.2210.19, 024
Brickell 2010 - 0.07 {0.05, 0.10
Boas 2015 - 0.11 {0.08, 0.13;
Bastels 2006 — 0.24 {0,186, 0.32
Asmare 2013 - 0.17 {0.14, 0.21
Abo-Shehada 2010 0.02 {0.01, 0.03
RE Moded S 0.17 [0.13, 0.21)
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Proportions

Random-Effects Model (k = 15)

Estimate se 4 P Cl Lower Bound ClI Upper Bound

Intercept 0383 00647 597 <.000 0.257 0.508

Note. Tau® Estimator: Restricted Maximum-Likelihood

B3]

Heterogeneity Statistics

Tau Tau? ¢ H? R? df Q [

0247 00612(SE=00233) 9971% 339919 . 14.000 6256247 <001

Forest Plot

deMoura 2014 - 0.29 [0.27, 0.32]
Braz 2018 | - 0.25[0.21, 0.29]
Yildiz 2009 ‘ .- 0.25{0.20, 0.29}
Semango 2019 i | 0.25 [0.23, 0.26)
Selim 2023 . 0.26 {0.22, 0.30]
Razmi 2006 ——i 0.45 [0.40, 0.50]
Idarraga-Bedoya 2020 [ 0.68 [0.63, 0.73)
Ghalmi 2012 . 0.08 (0.08, 0.09)
Davison 1999 o 0,18 [0.15, 0.21}
Chiebao 2015 ; = 0.67 [0.66, 0.69]
Celi 2022 - 0.93 [0.80, 0.95]
Brickell 2010 - 0.04 (0.02, 0.08]
Boas 2015 - 0.57 [0.63, 0.61)
Asmare 2013 i -t 0.33 {0.29, 0.38]
Abo-Shehada 2010 - 0.52[0.48, 0.56)
RE Model —— 0.38 {0.26, 0.51)
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Dichotomous Models

Random-Effects Model (k = 8)

Estimate se z P Cl Lower Bound Cl Upper Bound

Intercept 0355 0208 171 0088 -0.053

Note. Tau? Estimator: Restricted Maximum-Likelihood
[31

Heterogeneity Statistics

Tau Tau? 2 H2 R df Q
0466 02173 (SE=01793) 73.07% 3713 . 7000 24730
deMoura 2014 l—-I—-—i -0.29 [-1.05, 0.47]
Semango 2019 ..... 0.04 [-0.21, 0.28]
Selim 2023 . 0.80 [ 0.38, 1.23]
Maia 2023 »—.—. 0.01 [-0.55, 0.56]
Gliga 2022 »—¢— -0.00 [-1.10, 1.09]
Ghalmi 2012 . 0.96 [ 0.40, 1.58]
Chiebao 2015 ' -0.48 [-2.00, 1.05]
Abo-Shehada 2010 —— 1.26 [ 0.42, 2.10]
RE Model - 0.36 [-0.05, 0.76]
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A Meta analyze study on the prevalence of Neospora cninum in cows and
their effective risk factors
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Extended Abstract
Introduction: Even though, there are many kinds of infectious and non-infectious agents and/or
pathogen to induce abortion in ruminant, Neospoar caninum is still the most prevalent agent
to induce abortion in them. Thus, the identification of this pathogen are very important.
Therefore, we designed this systematic review and meta-analysis to explore the global
prevalence of N. caninum infection in ruminants that had an abortion and its relationship with
different risk factors. Materials and Methods: Conducting this study is in accordance with the
method mentioned in PRISMA (preferred reporting items for Systemic review and Meta-
analysis). After removing duplicates, the initial search results entered the screening phase
based on the title/abstract. In the next step, the full text of the remaining studies was reviewed.
After selection, from 21 final studies a questionnaire was designed to extract information from
each article. Then the results were entered into Excel. Jamovi software with random effect
model was used for statistical evaluation. Results: In the meta-analysis, the prevalence of
Neospora caninum was estimated at 17% with a 95% confidence interval between 13 and 21%.
Also, the prevalence of abortion was estimated at 38% with a 95% confidence interval between
26 and 51%. In the meta-analysis conducted, the relationship between neospora and abortion
was significant and the logarithm of the odds ratio was calculated as 0.42. The 95% confidence
interval was between 0.01 and 0.84. In the investigation, no significant relationship was found
between the presence of a dog and Neospora caninum. Conclusion: It is concluded that the
prevalence of Neospora canium was 17%, and there was a relationship between this pathogen
and abortion. However, there was not any correlation between N.caninum and the presence of
dog in the herd.
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