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Abstract: This research was conducted from November, 2016 to April, 2017 in South Achefer and Mecha
districts to assess the impact and prevalence of leech parasites on livestock productivity in the study area.
A total of 761 respondents were selected by a systematic random sampling method and interviewed. The survey
study indicated that leeches were prevalent by the 67.5% of South Achefer and 20.5% of Mecha districts
respondents. This prevalent parasite causes reduction of milk, emaciation, fatality and respiratory problem of
livestock in the study areas. Statistically, there was significant difference (P<0.05) in prevalence of leeches in
the investigated districts. In the observational study, one thousand one hundred fifty two animals were
selected by a simple random sampling method. Out of the total of 1152 animals studied, 39 cattle were found
infected by leeches and the overall prevalence was 3.4 percent. The difference in the prevalence of leeches
between cattle, equine, caprine and ovine was statistically significant (P<0.05). Finally, results of the current
study revealed that leeches were prevalent and significantly affect the health and productivity of animals in the
area. Hence, appropriate leech control measures need to be implemented to address the setback.
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INTRODUCTION Leeches are segmented worms with suction cups at

Ethiopia is an agrarian country where its economy is their thickness. They are usually dark colored, often
primarily based on agriculture whereby more than 80% of brown, sometimes black or dark green. Some species have
its population is engaged in this sector with livestock no markings, others have spots and stripes. The smallest
production playing a significant role [1]. In this regard, the leeches grow no more than 5 mm, but some big species
country has the largest livestock population in Africa with may get to be more than 25 cm long. Many leech species
an estimated number of about 57.83 million heads of cattle, have one or more pairs of eyes visible on the top of their
28.83 million sheep, 29.7 million goats, 1.23 million camels, front end. They have sharp teeth for sucking blood.
60.5 million chickens, 2.08 million horses, 7.88 million Most leech species are found in shallow, slow-moving
donkeys and 0.41 million mules [2]. freshwater bodies, but some live in the oceans and a

Despite the highest livestock population, the few famous blood-suckers live in moist soils on land.
productivity is low mainly due to feed shortage in terms The species that feed on blood have special chemicals in
of quantity and quality, poor health care and management their saliva that prevents blood-clotting. Many blood-
practices [3, 4]. According to Goshu et al. [5] the livestock feeding leeches attack only fish, a few attack any
sector suffers from different animal diseases and vertebrate (Including man) and a few are specialists on
parasites, because of its geographical location where the another group of animals, like turtles or water birds [6].
climate of the area creates conducive environment for the The intake of leech along with water, the animals
prevalence of many tropical diseases and parasites. infested and the leech is localized in the upper respiratory
Leeches are one of the parasites which reduce livestock system or digestive system. These locations are mostly
productivity [6]. the nose, nasopharynx, oropharynx, epiglottis, larynx and

each end. Their bodies are flattened, much wider than
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upper trachea. Investigations revealed that the animal respectively with the rest 4, 850 ha or 4% of the total area
drinking water from a nearby pond infested with leech being covered by forest, water bodies and used for
showed poor productivity [7]. constructions [10].

The profitability of livestock activities can be reduced
significantly by the effects of this parasite [8]. When Study Population: Mecha district consists of 40 rural
compared to the severity of parasite infestation in farm kebeles with different number of livestock holders and
animals, leech (Limnatis nilotica) was found to be highly livestock population. The total human population of the
infesting parasite [9]. district is about 292, 080 with livestock population being

Moreover, leech infestation has not been assessed all 331, 844 cattle, 172, 717 sheep and goats, 39, 214 equine
over the country and it is usually overlooked and was not and 230, 286 poultry [11]. In this district, the selected
given due attention to be sustainably addressed the Kebeles were Kolela, Enamrt, Enguti, Kudmi,
impact in livestock productivity. Enashenfalen, Ambomesk, Kurtbahir and Bachima with

Thus, this study was formulated with the general 11191 total livestock householders and 74790 livestock
objective of assessing the impact of leech on livestock [11] (Table 1).
production and productivity with the following specific The total human population of South Achefer district
objectives: was about 148, 974; of which 134, 447 or 90.2% live in rural

To estimate the current prevalence of leeches in the areas and 14, 528 or 9.8% of the population was urban
study area resident [12]. The estimated livestock population of the
To assess the impact of leeches on livestock district was cattle (153, 612), sheep and goats (80, 868),
production and productivity equines (22, 375), bee colonies (16, 721), poultry (74, 689)

MATERIALS AND METHODS The four selected kebeles were Yeboden, Guta,

Descriptions of the Study Area: The survey was 88930 livestock in South Achefer district [10] (Table 1).
conducted from November, 2016 – April, 2017 in Western
Gojam Zone at Mecha and South Achefer districts, in the Study Design: A cross-sectional study in the survey work
Amhara Regional state of Ethiopia (Figure 1). In these in the study was conducted.
districts, leech (L. nilotica) has a serious health problem
for both livestock and human population. The study areas Sample Size Determination: The total livestock holders
were purposively selected. included in this study were determined according to the

South Achefer is the other district from the thirteen formula given by Yamane Taro [14] with 95% confidence
districts found in West Gojjam Administrative Zone. It is level.
located 60 km South-west of Bahir Dar town, the capital of
Amhara National Regional State with its capital called
Durbete. It is bordered with North Achefer to the North,
Awi Zone to the South and Jawi Woreda to the West and where,
Mecha Woreda to the East. It has 18 rural and 2 urban n= Sample size; N= population size, e = the desired level
kebele administrations. The district is located at a of precision
geographical location of 11° 21’ 32’’N and 36°57’42” E From a total of 40 rural kebeles of Mecha District,
latitude and longitude, respectively. The altitude of the using a systematic random sampling method of every 5
district ranges from 1, 500 to 2, 500 meter above sea level unit interval 8 rural kebeles (Kolela, Enamrt, Enguti,
[2]. The district is known for its flat topography (72%), Enashenfalen, Kudmi, Kurtbahir, Ambomesk and
mountains (10%), valleys (6%) and undulating land (12%). Bachima) was selected. The sample size of each kebele
It has agro-climaticaly zones of midland (Woinadega), was determined using systematic random sampling
highland (Dega) and lowland (Kola). The mean annual method for every 29 unit interval of (Kolela = 29,
rain fall of the area ranged from 1, 450 to 1, 594 mm with Enamrt = 36, Enguti = 44, Enashenfalen = 62, Kudmi = 59,
average annual temperature of 26.8 C. The total area of the Kurtbahir = 45, Ambomesk = 48 and Bachima = 63) units0

district is about 118, 228 hectare. The arable and grazing were interviewed samples. As a result, 386 farmers
lands are reported to be 39, 195 and 18, 018 ha, /livestock producers were selected from this district.

and other domestic animals (16, 684) [13].

Ankesha and Chaba with 6098 total householders and

th
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Fig. 1: Locations of the study area

Table 1: Livestock holders and their livestock numbers
Districs Kebeles Livestock Holders Bovine Equine Ovine Caprine
Mecha Kolela 852 5155 536 1250 950

Enamrt 1030 4532 423 1091 257
Enguti 1285 4607 485 2704 115
Kudmi 1720 8595 1252 3165 172
Enashenfalen 1789 15320 703 5570 155
Ambomesk 1386 5654 877 200 245
Kurtbahir 1299 1543 577 235 123
Bachima 1830 4490 459 2150 1200
Total 11, 191 49, 896 5, 312 16, 365 3, 217

South Achefer Yeboden 1434 9973 1846 4725 2564
Guta 1584 15547 1553 4036 692
Ankesha 1686 15919 757 335 6345
Chaba 1394 14679 1534 5052 3373
Total 6, 098 56, 118 5, 690 14, 148 12, 974

From a total of 18 rural kebeles of the Southern Finally, 375 farmers / producers were selected from this
Achefer district, 4 kebeles were selected using a district.
systematic random sampling method of every 5 unit Data was generated from the selected livestock
interval. The 4 rural kebeles of South Achefer district holders by using questionnaire. The sample size of
were; Yeboden, Guta, Ankesha and Chaba. The selected animals required for the study was determined based on
Kebeles were numbered in order and the name of the total the sample size determination for simple random sampling
livestock holders of those kebeles were listed in a single of the study population [15] as follows:
paper according to their Kebele registration order. The
total sample size of each kebele was determined using
systematic random sampling method for every 16 unit where, n = required sample sizeth

interval of (Yeboden= 87, Guta= 96, Ankesha= 105 and Pexp = expected prevalence
Chaba= 87) livestock owners in South Achefer district. d = desires absolute precision
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Since there is no previous study undertaken in the among the examined animals were carried out parallel
study area, the expected prevalence was considered to be while the owner fills or answers the questionnaire.
50%. With 5% absolute precision at 95% confidence level, Inspection of the animals were made while at rest or in
the number of animals required to determine the motion for any obvious clinical manifestation. During
prevalence was found to be 384. However, to increase sampling, animals’ identification number, sex, age and
precision, 1.5 times the calculated, i.e. 576, were taken from body condition score were recorded.
each district. According to Thrusfield [15] n=384 bovine,
n=41 equine, n=126 ovine and n=25 caprine in Mecha and Data Analysis: The collected data were analyzed using
n=363 bovine, n=37 equine, n=92 ovine and n=84 caprine Statistical Procedures for Social Sciences (SPSS version
in South Achefer districts were sampled. This sampled 22.0). In this case, 95% confidence level and 0.05 absolute
population was clustered by age, sex and agro ecology. precision errors were considered. A p-value 0.05 was

Thus, from each selected individual livestock owners, considered statistically significant [19].
animals were select using a simple random sampling
technique until the required number of animals (576) were RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
fulfill. Finally, their animals which include the sample were
examined carefully for the presence or absence of leeches Socio-Economic Characteristics: A total of 761
on their body parts. respondents (375 from South Achefer and 386 from

The body condition was grouped in to five and Mecha districts) were involved for the household survey
animals score 0-2, 3 and 4-5 are classified as poor, medium in this study. The proportions of male to female
and good conditions, respectively [16]. The age of respondents were, 93.3% for South Achefer and 88.3% for
animals were classified in to two (Young and adult); sheep Mecha districts.
and goats up to 1 year age considered as young and The educational level of the respondents is indicated
sheep with more than 1 year as adult [16]. Equine were that the majority of the respondent (66.7%) in South
considered as young when they are below five years old Achefer and (80.1%) Mecha districts were literate,
[17] and cattle were considered as adult when they are whereas the rest 33.3 % and 19.9 % were illiterate,
above three years old [18]. respectively. Among the literate 62.7%, 3.2% and 0.8% of

Method of Data Collection grade 5-8 in South Achefer and 75.1%, 2.3%, 1.3% and
The Survey Work: Data such as feeding and watering 1.3% of the respondents were able to read and write,
experience, leech existence, area where the leech grade 1-4, grade 5-8 and grade 9-10 in Mecha district,
prevalent, water type in which the leech have been respectively (Table 2). The current result indicated that
prevalent more, situation that livestock have got the above 50% of the respondents were educated in the study
leech, body condition, respiratory difficulties, milk yield areas and agreed with the results reported by Sisay [20]
before and after leech infestation and prevention of the average, 31% of the respondents in the three districts
leech from livestock infestation and treatment of the leech were illiterate, whereas 28% are able to read and write,
after infestation were gathered by assessing the 2.5% have religious education, 21.3% have attended
prevalence and impact of leech on livestock productivity. primary school and 17.2 % completed secondary school
The information was obtained from a total of three in north Gondar Zone, Ethiopia [21] percentage of illiterate
hundred seventy five livestock owners in South Achefer family members (31.5%) reported in Bure district, Ethiopia
and three hundred eighty six livestock owners in [22] which was on average above 50% of the respondents
Mecha districts circulating a structured questionnaire. were literate in the highlands of the Blue Nile Basin,
The questionnaire was pre-tested and translated into Ethiopia; whereas [23] above 89% of the respondents
Amharic language based on their farming experience, to were literate in highlands and central rift valley of
disclose their knowledge. Ethiopia.

Observational Study Family Size and Livestock Production in the Study Area:
Clinical Examination / Manifestations: Personal The overall mean family size of the respondent household
observations during the time of study conducted were was found to be 4.0±0.02 for South Achefer and 3.86±0.04
made to know the prevalence of leeches by doing for Mecha districts. The average family size in the study
physical examination of animals. Existences of the leech area was lower to 6.22 [21] reported for Bure district of

the respondents were able to read and write, grade 1-4 and
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Table 2: Educational background and sex of the respondents
No. Parameters Districts
1 Sex Achefer Mecha

Female 25 (6.7%) 45 (11.7%)
Male 350 (93.3%) 341 (88.3%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

2 Educational Status
Illiterate 125 (33.3%) 77 (19.9%)
Read and Write 235 (62.7%) 290 (75.1 %)
Grade 1-4 12 (3.2%) 9 (2.3%)
Grade 5-8 3 (0.8%) 5 (1.3%)
Grade 9-10 0 (0.0%) 5 (1.3%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

Table 3: Least square mean (±SE) of livestock holding per household and family size
District
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

No. Achefer (mean ±SE) Mecha (mean ±SE) Overall mean P-value
1 Sex Family number/respondent

Male 2.30±0.03 2.24±0.04 2.27±0.02 0.12
Female 1.70±0.03 1.62±0.02 1.66±0.02 0.04
Total 4.00±0.02 3.86±0.04 3.93±0.02 0.001

2 Animal species Number of Animals/respondent
Cattle 5.1±0.10 5.58±0.06 5.35±0.058 0.000
Sheep 2.49±0.182 2.33±0.169 2.41±0.124 0.523
Goats 1.33±0.144 1.57±0.147 1.45±0.103 0.230
Donkey 0.66±0.034 0.85±0.031 0.75±0.023 0.000
Mule 0.64±0.031 0.78±0.023 0.71±0.019 0.000
Horse 0.02±0.007 0.00±0.000 0.01±0.004 0.004

Amhara National Regional State and it was also lower vegetation cover which initiated them to keep diversified
than the two lowland districts (Mandura and Pawe) of livestock species. Like many pastoral and agro-pastoral
Metekel Zone of Benshangul-Gumz region ranging 6.04 to communities in other pastoral areas of Ethiopia and east
6.94 [24]. The number of male and female household Africa. Households keep more than one species of
members in South Achefer was 2.3±0.02 and 1.70±0.03, animals to secure their livelihood [25, 26]. In this regard,
respectively. The average male household members of the different livestock species serve different roles [27] with
respondents in Mecha district were 2.24±0.04, whereas a sale of livestock and livestock products providing the
number of female members of the household being main source of income [26] (Table 3).
1.62±0.02. The overall mean family sizes of the two
districts were 3.93±0.02 persons. The number of male Feeding and Watering Systems of Livestock: According
household members were not significantly different to the respondents, the system of feeding in the area was
(p-value>0.05) between the two districts, but there was zero grazing, free grazing and the combination of the two.
significant difference (p-value<0.05) in the number of They also reported that the major sources of water for
female in the two districts. their livestock were rivers, wells and stream (Table 4).

The livestock species reared by the respondents in Comparably, reported by Belete [28] in Fogera district
the study areas were cattle, sheep, goats, donkeys, mules 48.75% use water for their cattle from ground wells, 47.2%
and horses. The mean livestock possession per from rivers, 3% near Lake Tana, 2.29% from ponds.
household was being (5.1±0.10) cattle, (2.49±0.18) sheep, There were variations in both methods of feeding and
(1.33±0.14) goats, (0.66±0.03) donkeys, (0.64±0.03) mules watering systems practiced by the respondents between
and (0.02±0.01) horses for South Achefer respondents. the two districts (p-value< 0.05) (Table 6). Similar results
Whereas, respondents in Mecha district found to have were reported by Demeke [29] in South Acherfer district
were (5.1±0.10) Cattle, (2.33±0.17) sheep, (1.57±0.16) goats, as the feeding system in the study watersheds was
(0.85±0.03) donkey, (0.78±0.02) mule and (0.00±0.00) horse. dominantly homestead (34.17%) followed by all grazing
This significant livestock possession difference in those system (home feeding, homestead and in grazing land)
districts may arise from the nature of the environment or (27.5%).
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Table 4: Livestock water source and feeding system in the districts
No Parameters District P-value
1 Water source Achefer Mecha

River 357 (95.2%) 90 (23.3%) <0.001
Wells 18 (4.8%) 292 (75.6%)
Stream 0 (0.0%) 4 (1.0%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

2 Method of feeding Achefer Mecha <0.001
Free grazing 323 (86.1%) 20 (5.2%)
Zero grazing 45 (12%) 366 (94.8%)
Free and zero grazing 7 (1.9%) 0 (0.0%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

Table 5: Different characteristics of leeches
No Parameters Achefer Mecha P-value
1 Leeches Prevalence

Yes 253 (67.5%) 79 (20.5%) <0.001
No 122 (32.5%) 307 (79.5%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

2 Source of Leeches Achefer Mecha
River 253 (67.5%) 79 (20.5%) <0.001
No 122 (32.5%) 307 (79.5%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

3 Infect Animals and Humans Achefer Mecha
Yes 253 (67.5%) 79 (20.5%) <0.001
No 122 (32.5%) 307 (79.5%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

4 Source of Infection Achefer Mecha
Water 253 (67.5%) 79 (20.5%) <0.001
No 122 (32.5%) 307 (79.5%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

The existence of leeches were also stated as to be Interviewees from South Achefer district reported
prevalent by the 67.5% of South Achefer and 20.5% of that the leech has negative impact on animal performance
Mecha districts respondents with explaining running river with a cause of reduction of milk yield (0.3%), emaciation
was as a source of leech. They also elaborated that leech (1.3%), fatality (1.1%) and respiratory problem (20.8%).
was infected animals and human being when they drunk Similar report was also replied by respondents from
it with water. Statistically, being of infected was Mecha districts that the parasite causes similar effects to
significant (p-value<0.05) between the study areas what has been reported by South Achefer district
(Table 5). 67.5% of the interviewees from South Achefer respondents.
and 20.5% from Mecha district reported that cattle With regard to the preventive measures, interviewees
were the most frequently affected animals by leeches. reported that animals are restricted from direct access to
This result was agreed with a study conducted in Libya to the leech infested water bodies and water lodged grazing
investigate the severity of parasite infestation using areas. They also reported that they provide water to their
4408 farm animals, leech (L. nilotica) was found to be animals by fetching and using water trough (Fig. 2).
highly infesting parasite [9]. With regard to the place of Interviewees also reported that the infestation is high
infection, they indicated that animals get the parasite in the dry season (January to May) with the reason being
during drinking of water from leech infested water bodies similar to Andreotti et al. [8] who reported that total
and at the time of grazing on leeches infested water population (Particularly the immature) ones increased
logged areas. They also mentioned that leeches are more during summer season where water temperature increased.
prevalent and make them difficult to get leech free water According to this author, the high temperatures during
for their animals and even to themselves in the winter summer months favor the prevalence and intensity of
season especially from January to May. infestation of farm animals by leeches.
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a) donkeys during drinking of water b) cattle during drinking of water

Fig. 2: Watering systems of livestock in the leech infested area

Table 6: Impacts of leeches and means of prevention
Districts
------------------------------------------------------------

No Parameters Achefer Mecha P-Value
1 Frequently affected spp.

Cattle 253 (67.5%) 79 (20.5%) <0.001
No 122 (32.5%) 307 (79.5%)
Total 375(100.0%) 386 100.0%)

2 Infection route to animals
Drinking 76 (20.3%) 57 (14.8%) <0.001
Drinking and grazing 177 (47.2%) 22 (5.7%)
DK 122 (32.5%) 307 (79.5%)
Total 375(100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

3 Impact of leech on animals
Reduction of milk 1 (0.3%) 1 (0.3%) <0.001
Emaciation 5 (1.3%) 2 (0.5%)
Fatality 4 (1.1%) 2 (0.5%)
Respiratory problem 78 (20.8%) 37 (9.6%)
RmEFR 165 (44.0%) 37 (9.6%)
DK 122 (32.5%) 307 (79.5%)
Total 375 100.0%) 386(100.0%)

4 Infestation season
Winter (January to may) 253 (67.5%) 79 (20.5%) <0.001
DK 122 (32.5%) 307 (79.5%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

5 Livestock prevention from leech <0.001
Both distance and trough 196 (52.3%) 36 (9.3%)
Using water Trough 56 (14.9%) 38 (9.8%)
Distance 1 (0.3%) 5 (1.3%)
DK 122 (32.5%) 307 (79.5%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

DMT= D: delay frequency of drinking, M: mechanical removal, T: taking to vet clinic; DK= people who do not know about leeches;
RmEFR=Rm: reduction of milk, E: emaciation, F: fatality, R: respiratory problem; Distance: preventing entry of animals from the leech infested area

According to respondents from South Achefer, the mechanically removal of the leeches (25.3%); taking the
measures they took after the animals become infested animals to veterinary clinic for leech treatment (1.1%)
by the leeches were restricting the frequency of and all measures (restriction frequency of drinking,
providing drinking water for their animals below their mechanical removal and taking to vet clinic) (23.2%) were
optimal daily requirement for 2-3 days (17.9%); practiced (Table 7).
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Table 7: Treatments and method of application experienced by respondents
District
------------------------------------------------------------

No. Respondents experience to treat their anmals Achefer Mecha P-value
1 Treatment of animals <0.001

Delay the frequency 67 (17.9%) 41 (10.6%)
mechanically removal 95 (25.3%) 36 (9.3%)
taking to vet clinic 4 (1.1%) 2 (0.5%)
DMT 87 (23.2%) 0 (0.00%)
DK 122 (32.5%) 307 (79.5%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

2 Plant treatments
MG 3 (0.8%) 0 (0.00%) <0.001
M. ferruginea 70 (18.7%) 0 (0.00%)
G. abyssinica 14 (3.7%) 0 (0.00%)
DK 288 (76.8%) 386 (100.0%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

3 Parts used
MG 3 (0.8%) 0 (0.00%) <0.001
M. ferruginea powder 70 (18.7%) 0 (0.00%)
G. abyssinicastraw 14 (3.7%) 0 (0.00%)
DK 288 (76.8%) 386 (100.0%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

4 Treatment for humans
Hand removal 253 (67.5%) 79 (20.5%) <0.001
DK 122 (32.5%) 307 (79.5%)
Total 375 (100.0%) 386 (100.0%)

DMT= D: delay frequency of drinking, M: mechanical removal; T: taking to veterinary clinic
DK= people who do not know about leeches; MG= M. ferruginea powder and G=G. abyssinica straw

Table 8: Prevalence of leeches based on species during observational study
No Species of animals Not Prevalent Prevalent P-Value
1 Bovine 708 (94.8%) 39 (5.2%) <0.001
2 Equine 78 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%)
3 Ovine 218 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%)
4 Caprine 109 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%)

Total 1113 (96.6%) 39 (3.4%)

Table 9: Leech infestation based on body condition of the animals
Parameters Not prevalent Prevalent P-Value
BCS Medium 444 (39.9%) 12 (30.8%) 0.261

Poor 246 (22.1%) 22 (56.4%)
Good 423 (38.0%) 5 (12.8%)
Total 1113 (100.0%) 39 (100.0%)

BCS= body condition score

Table 10: Leeches predilection site in the body of animals in percentage
Parameter District
-------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------

No Predilection site South Achefer (%) Mecha (%) P-Value
1 Mouth 28 (4.9%) 1 (0.2%)
2 Nostril 10 (1.7%) 0 (0.0%) 0.016
3 Normal 538 (93.4%) 575 (99.8%)

Total 576 (100.0%) 576 (100.0%)
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Table 11: Prevalence of leeches based on age and sex of cattle
Livestock Not prevalent Prevalent P-Value
Age Adult 875 (96.7%) 30 (3.3%) 0.80

Young 238 (96.4%) 9 (3.6%)
Total 1113 (96.6%) 39(3.4%

Sex Female 457 (97.6%) 11 (2.4%)
Male 656 (95.9%) 28 (4.1%) 0.11
Total 1113 (96.6%) 39(3.4%)

The interviewees from South Achefer district animals having good body condition. However, the
reported that, Millettia ferruginea seed powder is added difference in the prevalence of leeches was not
directly to the river to kill leeches and treat the water from statistically significant (P>0.05) (Table 9).
leeches. They also reported that Guizotia abyssinica From the total examined animals, 4.9% of the leeches
locally called ‘Nug’ straw is put to the upper parts of the were found from the mouth and 1.7% from the nostrils of
stream to be used as a mechanical barrier for leeches not cattle. Statistically significant (p <0.05) value was
to go beyond the straw. This helps animals taking water observed on site preference of leeches in the animal body
below the barrier not to be infected by the leech and parts (Table 10). In this regard, Al-Shareefi and Al-Ani
makes the animals free from leech attack. [30] found eight L. nilotica attached to nasal cavity of

According to respondents from Mecha districts, the one camel in Iraq [31] reported 19 leeches (4 leeches
measures they took after the animals become infested by removed from the nostrils, 15 at necropsy) as a cause of
the leeches were restricting the frequency of providing fatal hirudiniasis for cattle in Iran. Similarly, Bahmani et al.
drinking water for their animals below their optimal daily [32] isolated 6-7 leeches from sheep oesophagus and
requirement for 2-3 days (10.6%); mechanically removal of Satyawati, Singhal, S. and Dass [33] reported the presence
the leeches (9.3%) and taking the animals to veterinary of three of blood sucking leeches from nose in a single
clinic for leech treatment (0.5%) (Table 7). patient as a cause of epistaxis.

Prevalence of Leeches: The experiment was conducted each district, a numerically higher prevalence value was
from November, 2016 to April, 2017 in Mecha and South observed in males than females. However, statistically
Achefer districts to examine the influence of species on significant (P>0.05) leech prevalence difference was not
leech prevalence. During this time, 1152 animals were observed between sexes. This might be that if both sexes
examined carefully for the presence or absence of leeches are exposed to the parasite, they would have equal chance
on their body parts by directly observing on the live of being infected.
animal. Out of the total number of animals studied; the The study conducted to see the existence of leeches
overall prevalence was found to be 39 (3.4%) revealing based on the age of animals revealed that there was
higher infectivity in cattle when compared with other higher prevalence in adults and lower prevalence in
species of animals. This might be due to the consumption animals of younger age group. The difference in the
of larger quantity of water by these animals that may prevalence of leeches between the two age group was not
expose them for greater probabilities of leech infestation. statistically significant (P>0.05). This might be that
The result obtained from the current study agreed with animals found in any age group could be infected
the results reported by Mohsen et al. [9] who examine whenever they have drunk leech infested water (Table 11).
larger leech burden on cattle 503 (11.41%) from 4408 total There was also a variation in leech prevalence among
animals examined in the Green Mountain area compared kebeles and between districts. The prevalence was
with other species of animals studied. The animal that highest (10.7%) in Ankesha kebele of South Achefer
seems free from infestation when observed superficially district and lowest (5.3%) in Kurt bahir kebele of Mecha
may have hidden leeches in the trachea, larynx and/or district among the leech infested kebeles. Among the
esophagus. Here, the prevalence of leeches among visited four kebeles of South Achefer district, three of
species was found to be statistically significant (P<0.05) them were Ankesha, Yeboden, Chaba and Guta having
(Table 8). values 10.7%, 10.3%, 5.6% and 0.0% respectively. But,

With regard to the body condition of the animals, during physical examination of animals Kurtbahir in kebele
numerically higher prevalence was recorded in those of Mecha district, only 5.3% of the cattle were found to be
animals with poor body condition scores compared with infected by leeches. Hence, the prevalence of the parasite

Out of the total physically examined animals from
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Table 12: Prevalence of leeches in Kebeles of South Achefer and Mecha Districts
Districts Kebeles Prevalent Not Prevalent P-Value
South Achefer Yeboden 13 (10.3%) 110 (89.4%)

Ankesha 16 (10.7%) 134 (89.3%)
Guta 0 (0.0%) 141 (100.0) <0.001
Chaba 9 (5.6%) 153 (94.4%)
Total 38 (6.6%) 538 (93.4%)

Mecha Kolela 0 (0.0%) 61 (100.0%)
Enamrt 0 (0.0%) 47 (100.0%)
Enguti 0 (0.0%) 60 (100.0%)
Kudmi 0 (0.0%) 102 (100.0%)
Enashenfalen 0 (0.0%) 167(100.0%) <0.001
Ambomesk 0 (0.0%) 55 (100.0%)
Kurtbahir 1 (5.3%) 18 (94.7%)
Bachima 0 (0.0%) 65 (100.0%)
Total 1 (0.2%) 575 (99.8%)

was found to be 6.6% in South Achefer and 0.2% in 4. Belay, D., K. Yisehak and G.P.J. Janssens, 2011.
Mecha districts. Generally, the prevalence of leeches Analysis of constraints facing urban dairy farmers
among kebeles and between districts were found to be and gender responsibility in animal management in
statistically significant (P<0.05) (Table 12). Jimma town.African Journal of Basic and Applied

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 5. Goshu, M., F.G.W. Teketle, D. Zeleke and A. Addis,

Results of the current study revealed that leeches and Prospects. In: 3 National Livestock
were prevalent and significantly affect the animals’ Improvement Conference (NLIC). Institute of
production and reproductive performance in reduction of Agricultural Research. 24-26 May, 1989. Addis
milk yield, emaciation, respiratory problem and fatality in Ababa, Ethiopia.
the study area. Therefore, based on the present result the 6. BioKIDS, 2016. Animal Diversity Web.Accessed
following recommendations were forwarded; November 28, 2016 at http://www.biokids.umich.edu/

Leeches had a negative impact on the health and accounts// University of Michigan School of
productivity of animals and thus appropriate control Education, University of Michigan Museum of
measures need to be implemented to address the Zoology and the Detroit Public Schools.
setback. 7. Bahmani, M. and Z. Eftekhari, 2012. Leech
This parasite should be given an emphasis by (Limnatis nilotica) causing respiratory distress in a
researchers and the concerned body until it brings a pregnant cow in Ilam province in Iran, 501-503.
negative impact on livestock production and http://doi.org/10.1007/s00580-011-1236-1.
productivity. 8. Andreotti, R., P. Henrique, D. Cançado, A. Angel and
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