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Abstract. The objective of this study was to establish deohogical diseases etiology in
laboratory animals. Were examined clinically andnuologically a number of 403 rodents of
different ages and sexes, respectively 173 guinga (@avia porcellus), 120 rabbits @Qrytolagus
cuniculus), 80 rats Rattus norvegicus) and 30 mice Nlus musculus). Dermatological diseases
identified in guinea pigs were represented by nfagpsis Gliricola porceli in 111/173 - 64,16%),
listrophorosis Chirodiscoides caviae in 111/173 - 64,16%), demodicosBegmodex caviae in 2/173 -
1,15%) and tricophytosisT{ichophyton mentagrophytes in 3/173 — 1,73%). Rats were infected only
with Notoedres muris (56/80 respectively 70%). In rabbits was diagnd$¥sdroptes cuniculi in 7/120
— 5,83%), listrophorosisL{strophorus gibbus in 2/120 — 1,66%) and cheyletiellosi€hgiletiella
parasitovorax in 2/120 — 1,66% ). In mice have evolved assodidtdestations withMycoptes
musculinus (20/30 - 66,66%),Myobia musculi (12/30 - 40%)and Chirodiscoides caviae (3/30 - 10%).
Chirodiscoides caviae, mite with specific parasitism in guinea pig, hagmésolated from mice with
skin lesions. Were recorded two zoonotic disedsiesphytosis and cheyletiellosis.
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INTRODUCTION

Of laboratory animals, most used for experimentiadlies are rodents. This is due to
prolificity and high adaptability to laboratory aditions, reduced maintenanced costs, to the
easyness through which the guinea pigs can be agprand due to the resemblance with
human reactivity in contracting diseases (Bake®38)9

These animals may be infected or infested withoueriectoparasites or mycetes. The
importance of their knowledge, lies primarily ofoeomic losses due mortality and because
the results of experiments performed on these dgaidepend largely on their health. Further,
some of these ectoparasitosis (sarcoptic mangsgletistiosis, Ornithonyssus bursa mite,
infestations with fleas) and dermatophytosis am@nptic diseases and some ectoparasites are
vectors for different bacteria or viruses (for exéen rats fleaXenopsylla cheopsis, is usually
vector for pest virus in Asia, Africa and both aioan continents, transmiting in the same
time both murine typhus and wildfire).

The objectiv of this study was to establish thevakence of dermatological diseases
with parasitic or mycotic etiology in laboratorydents from biobasis.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The study was conducted on a number of 403 rodeintsfferent ages and sexes,
respectively 173 guinea pigs, 120 rabbits, 30 raiwe 80 rats, belonging to some biobasis.
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Dermatological examination of all rodents was madeording macroscopic skin
lesions and their topography.

Animals without lesions were examined by inspectiand for those who had only
pruritus was used scotch tape technique. From asithat had skin lesions (alopecia, scales,
crusts) were performed deep scrappings with a schlpde. Pathological material collected
by skin scraping was spread onto a slide and @drifvith lactofenol. The etiological
diagnosis was based on the morphological carattsrief the identified parasites, after
Cosoroabh (2000).

Dermatophytosis diagnosis was based on highlightih@rtrospores or hyphaes in
crusts or hairs. To identify the dermatophytes sseimvolved, pathological material (crusts,
scales, hairs) was sown on Sabouraud agar withiaaddif chloramphenicol (0,5g/l). Their
incubation was made at 27°C, for three weeks. ezl colonies were macroscopic and
microscopic assessed.

To determine statistical differences regarding thevglence of diseases depending
on the age and sex recorded data were process#tk ligst Chi-square with the program
Epilnfo.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Dermatological diseases identified in the four ggeof laboratory animals and their
prevalence are presented in Tab. 1. Most diseaggsrted had parasitic etiology, only
exception has been made in guinea pigs where mall sumber established diagnosis was
by mycotic nature. Parasitic etiology is represeierig. 1.

Cavia porcelus (guinea pig)

Of the 173 guinea pigs examined, 69.9% (121/173) dermatological problems,
expressed in skin lesions (28/173- 16.2%) or byijust In guinea pigs pruritus and/or skin
lesions presence indicates most frequently theuéool of dermatophytosis or ectoparasites
infestations (Baker, 1998).

In laboratory examinations performed in guinea pigs identified three species of
ectoparasites Qliricola porcelli, Chirodiscoides caviae, Demodex caviae ) and the
dermatophyte
T. mentagrophytes. The prevalence of these diseases according torabsex is showed in
Tab. 2.

In 111 guinea pigs (64,16%) microscopic examinatbmollected samples revealed
an associated infestation witlsliricola porcelli (Mallophaga: Gyropidae) and with
Chirodiscoides caviae mite(Astigmata: Atopomelidae).

On inspection, these animals showed anxiety, purdnd lack of appetite. On
dermatological examination were easily identifiedigwish-white lice and and we observed
the presence of large areas of alopecia, crustemsibns located in dorso-lumbar region.
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Tab. 1
Etiology and prevalence of skin diseases in stuldibdratory animals

No. of
Species Identified parasite No. examined | No. positive (%) anllme;llosnvgnth
n (%)
Cavia porcellus Gliricola porcelli*** 111 (64,16%)
(Guinea pig) Chirodiscoides caviae*** 173 111 (64,16%) 28 (16,2%)
Demodex caviae 2 (1,15%)
Trichophyton mentagrophytes 3 (1,73%)
Rattus norvegicus . o o
(White rat) Notoedres muris 80 56 (70%) 56 (70%)
%f ytstl;’?\gus cuniculus Psoroptes cuniculi*+* 7 (5,83%) 7 (5,83%)
(Rabbit Listrophor us gibbus 120 2 (1.66%) 2 (1,66%)
Cheiletiella parasitovorax 2 (1,66%) 2 (1,66%)
Mus musculus Myobia musculi 12 (40%) 0
(White mouse) Myocoptes musculinus*** 30 20 (66,66%) 22 (73,33%)
Chirodiscoides caviae 3 (10%)

Legend: ~ p<0,0001

Tab. 2
The prevalence of skin diseases in guinea [iigsié porcellus) according to age and sex
Agegroup
Identified etiological agent Adults
Youth (n=67)
F n=49 M (n=57) Total adults (n=106)
Gliricola porcelli n (%) 60 (89.6)*** 39 (79.6) 12 (21.1) 51 (48.1)
Chirodiscoides caviae n (%) 60 (89.6)*** 39 (79.6) 12 (21.1) 51 (48.1)
Demaodex caviae n (%) 2 (3) 0 0 0
T. mentagrophytes n (%) 0 0 3 (5.3) 3 (2.8)
Total '”feﬁt(eoz)gu'”ea PigS | 6 (92,5 39 (79.6) 15 (26.3) 54 (50.9)

Legend: n-number of guinea pigd/-males;F- females:  p<0,0001

Gliricola porcelli and Gyropus ovalis are lice frequently isolated from guinea pigs.
These ectoparasites tend to settle preferentialithe dorsal region and behind the ears. In
close inspection can be identified lice as welthesr eggs attached to hairs or may appeal to
microscopic examination of crusts and hairs (HarvE395). Most frequently infestations
with lice in guinea pigs evolve asymptomatic onal signs are not relevant, but pruritus is
always present (Harvey, 1995; Fremont and Bowm@o3Q

Chirodiscoides caviae mite is considered to have reduced pathogenity for gumgs,
being located in the superficial layers of skin amdthe hairs, mostly on their free part
(Harvey, 1995).Mild infestations may develop asymptomatic but heavfestations are
always accompanied by pruritus, alopecia, erythecnasts and itch followed by deep
pyodermitis (Saleh and Ho, 1989; Fiskeal., 2007).

Demodicosis is rare in guinea pigs (Saatal., 2001). In our study infestation with
Demodex caviae was reported in two young animals. Lesions weatied in the dorsal
region and consisted in diffuse alopecia, erythgpagules and crusts. Pruritus was present,
however with moderate intensity and probably dugetmondary bacterial infections..
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These three species of ectoparasites are not ianddr public health (Saleh and Ho,
1989).

Tricophytosis was diagnosed in 3 guinea pigs, alesy In these guinea pigs at
dermatological examination were identified non-ficir circular, erythematous and scaly
lesions, accompanied by broken hairs, located ardbha eyes, mouth and ears. Based on
recorded results at direct and cultural examina@mmatophyte identified species was
Trichophyton mentagrophytes.

Among the species with high sensitivity to infentwith dermatophytes there are
guinea pigs too. In this species skin mycosis aresed byl. mentagrophytes and rarely by
Microsporum canis (Van Custem and Rochette, 1992). In guinga miaintained in large
groups infection withT. mentagrophytes usually evolves chronically affecting 20-30% of
effective (Mircean, 2002).

T. mentagrophytesis a zoophilic dermatophyte with zoonotic character

Ratus norvegicus (white rat)

In rats was diagnosed only one ectoparasitosisecisgly notoedric mange. The
prevalence of infestation witNotedres muris (Astigmata: Sarcoptidae) according to age and
sex is shown in Tab. 3.

Tab. 3
The prevalence of infestation wiltotedres muris in (Rattus norvegicus) according to age and sex
Agegroup
ifi i Adults
Identified parasite Youth (n=40)
F (n=30) M (n =10) Total adults (n=40)
Notoedres muris n (%) 16 (40) 30 (100) 10 (100) 40 (100)***

Legend: n-number of ratsiM -males;F- females;” p<0,0001

In 40 adult rats, (representing the entire lot) an@l6/40, from category of youth was
noted pruritus and itching. Skin lesions observéddarmatological examination were
represented by erythema, erosions and thick ctastded on the free margins of the pinna
and on the back side of the nose. In youth lesiegre extended in the dorsal region having
the appearance of areas with broken hairs anceatathpresented multiple small ulcerations.
In a few rats lesions from the back side of theena®re represented by cutaneus horns.
Youth mortality was 100% and in adults 20% dusdoondary complications.

Notoedres muris is a common ectoparasite in some rats populatimm Europe,
Australia, South Africa, New Zeeland and U.S. anavas isolated from other species of
murine and microtid rodents from Europe and SoufhicA and from marsupials from
Australia. (Klopen and Nachman, 1990).

Suteu and Dulceanu (2001) believes that prolifeeat®sions, so-called ,cutaneous
horns” represent one of the most frequent compiinateported in rats with notoedric
mange..

Orytolagus cuniculus (rabbit)

In rabbits was diagnosed auricular manBsofoptes cuniculi - 5,83%), listrophorosis
(Listrophorus gibbus — 1,66%) and cheyletiellosi€Kelletiella parasitovorax — 1,66%). The
prevalence of these infections according to agegander is presented in Tab. 4.
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Tab. 4
The prevalence of skin diseses in rabl@sy{olagus cuniculus) according to age and sex

Identified parasite Age group Sex
Youth (n=85) Adults (n=35) F (n=27) M (n=8)
Psoroptes cuniculi n (%) 0 7 (20)*** 0 7 (87.5)***
Listrophorus gibbus n (%) 0 2 (5.7) 2 (7.4) 0
Cheiletiella parasitovorax n (%) 0 2 (5.7) 1(3.7) 1(12.5)
Total infected rabbita (%) 0 11 (31.4)*** 3(11.1) 8 (100)***

|

Legend: n-number of ratsiM -males;F- females:;” p<0,0001

The 7 rabbits (males) diagnosed with psoroptic regmgsented at the level of the
external auditory canals (unilaterally) reduced mii@s of brown crusts adherent to the
epidermis. The given clinical diagnosis was extecnasted otitis..

The ear miteéPsoroptes cuniculi is a common parasite in rabbits worldwidabbits
manifest this disease in a usual form of externadted otitis, more rarely than medium otitis
with nervous signs. Lesions may extend even to rtbek and front limbs, to ventral
abdominal region and at the basis of the tail (ldgr1995; Fisheet al., 2007).

Listrophorosis and cheyletiellosis were registeredhe case of two adult animals
however the lesional aspects and the topographgnkeswere identical These animals
presented pruritus, diffuse alopecia, erythemaausts in the dorsal area and on the ventral
part of the abdomen.

From the ectoparasites registered in rabbits, chiyletiellosis presents a zoonotic
character.

Mus musculus (white mouse)

In mice evolved associated infestations witiicoptes musculinus (20/30 - 66,66%),
Myobia musculi (12/30 - 40%)and Chirodiscoides caviae (3/30 - 10%). All mice from the
studied group were adults and were not identifembeding to sex.

At the dermatological exams, performed at 22 frédhmBce there were observed areas
of alopecia, erythema, scales with favorite logaiio the dorso-lumbar region. Lesions were
also visible at chest and abdominal region as albn limbs and head, (around ocular and
oral regions). Pruritus and anxiety were obviogasipresented by the entire group.

Myocoptes musculinus is the most frequently identified ectoparasiteniice. Mix
infestations withMyobia musculi currently evolve, the identification of the twoesjes being
very easy to make. In mix infestations, the adptipulate with predilection the skin around
the neck, inguinal and ventro-abdominal areas amsdadl regions as well (Luyon and Salibay
2007). Frequently these infestations evolve asymatit, only occasionally can be observed
the appearance of irregular areas of alopecia edvernth scales and rarely with crusts,
erythema, grazes (Harvey, 1995; Beck, 2007).

Chirodiscoides caviae is an ectoparasite described by literature asabeav only in
guinea pigs. No source of the studied made argraete to the parasitism of this mite in
mice. Due to this fact we consider that the diagno$ listrophorosisn mice constitutes a
fact as curious as interesting and deserves terhembered for future studies of ectoparasites
in mice.
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Fig.1. The species of ectoparasites identified in lalmoyahnimals:A. Gliricolla porcelli, B. Chirodiscoides
caviae, C. Demodex caviae, D. Notoedres muris, E. Psoroptes cuniculi, F. Listrophorus gibbus, G. Cheiletiella
parasitivorax, H. Myobia musculi, |. Mycoptesc musculinus
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