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Figure 1: Scaning of fetal eyeball and head of
buffalo.
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Figure 3: Ultrasonography scanning of uterine body of pregnant buffalos with 6 MHz linear probe.
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Table 1: Mean * standard deviation of different variables of pregnancy uterus under four months in the
first four groups

Group Group A Group B Group C Group D
Diameter of the organ{cm) [~ soN | SLG | SON | SLG | SON SLG SON SLG
Cervix 498+ | 3.90+ | 3.90+ | 3.80+ | 3.20% 3.70+ 450+ 4.70+
0.35 0.50 1.30 1.20 1.75 1.40 2.26 2.10
Uterine body 545+ | 6.20% | 4.80+ | 4.85+ | 3.90+ 4.60+ 6.00+ 5.50+
0.19 1.20 1.75 0.30 1.30 1.30 2.33 2.31
Lo . 6.74+ | 8.60* | 6.00% | 6.20+ | 6.20% 5.80+ 7.50+ 6.00+
Internal ut bifurcat
niermatutenne bureation | - 559 | 140 | 165 | 130 | 0.80 1.40 251 265
Proximal portion of the 730+ | 7.06x | 6.40f | 590+ | 4.95% 4,90+ 6.80+ 5.70+
pregnant uterine horn 0.75 0.75 1.91 1.20 1.50 1.50 1.79 2.10
Middle portion of the 10.73+ | 11.26% 7.50% 8.57% 7.90% 7.40% 8.40% 8.50+
pregnant uterine horn 1.20 1.50 1.81 1.30 1.40 1.75 2.30 1.97
Distal portion of the 6.16+ | 5.10+ | 500+ | 7.15+ | 6.10+ 4.70% 5.80+ 5.50+
pregnant uterine horn 0.86 1.70 1.61 1.20 1.50 0.95 1.56 1.24
Proximal portion of the 6.73+ | 590+ | 4.69+ | 570+ | 4.25+ 4.30+ 6.00+ 5.50+
non-pregnant uterine horn 2.20 1.60 1.51 2.10 1.75 1.33 1.95 0.95
Internal uterine bifurcation
of the noﬁ‘]_gﬁegn;ﬂ%teéne 6.90+ | 560+ | 460+ | 490+ | 350+ | 3.70% | 550% | 5.00%
horn 1.25 1.30 1.34 1.08 1.30 1.22 1.32 1.44
Distal portion of the non- 429+ | 230+ | 3.05+ | 272+ | 1.75% 3.00+ 4.00+ 3.00+
pregnant uterine horn 1.75 1.40 1.20 1.50 1.38 0.50 1.24 0.95
260+ | 233+ | 215+ | 2.09+ | 2.05+ 2.40+ 250+ 1.80+
Length of the corpus luteum
9 P 115 | 120 | 050 | 100 | o051 0.90 0.75 0.07
Width of the luteal 2.08+1. | 1.83* | 207+ | 1.95+ | 1.85% 1.09+ 1.80% 1.90+
corpuscle 00 1.30 0.60 0.53 1.10 0.71 0.90 0.30
Largest follicle 1.08+ | 0.86+ | 1.25+ | 1.07+ | 0.80% 1.10+ 1.05+ 1+
0.75 0.75 0.23 0.51 1.20 0.50 0.75 0.30
Fetal eye 160+ | 1.15% | 095+ | 0.77+ | 067% 0.80+ 0.65+ 0.60+
0.12 0.14 0.50 0.75 0.10 0.40 0.12 0.05
Fetal neck 240+ | 2.36% | 219+ | 1.75+ | 155+ 2.00+ 1.45% 1.10%
1.46 1.20 1.10 1.10 1.56 0.75 0.47 0.41
16.05+ 10.60+ | 13.4+
Fetal length - - - - -
etalleng 3.20 2.10 1.10
Fetal head 450+ | 396+ | 3.70+ | 3.50% | 3.35% 3.10+ 2.35+ 2.10+
1.80 1.10 1.20 1.22 1.41 0.35 1.20 0.75
Ovary of the pregnant 2.09+ | 2.60% | 3.00+ | 3.01+ | 3.00+ 3.50+ 2.80+ 2.90+
uterine horne 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.10 1.30 0.35 1.30
Length of the ovary of the 278+ | 250+ | 250% | 255+ | 2.35+ 2.40+ 2.20+ 2.20+
non-pregnant uterine horne 1.20 1.20 0.75 1.10 0.75 1.24 0.90 0.50
Width of the ovary of the | 1.68+ | 1.40%# | 150+ | 177+ | 155% | 200 | 170+ | 1.80%
non-pregnant uterine horne 0.75 1.30 0.40 0.50 0.65 0.50 0.56 0.90
Lateral cotyledon of the 3.08+ | 3.02+ | 235+ | 2.87+ | 3.20+ 3.00+ 2.30+ 3.00+
pregnant uterine horne 0.50 1.10 1.30 1.11 1.10 1.10 1.21 1.10
Dorsal cotyledon of the 3.03% | 2.60% | 206 | 192+ | 200 | 3.10% | 250 | 2.40%
pregnant uterine horne 0.75 0.66 1.10 0.75 0.65 0.99 0.65 0.75
105.70% | 99.94+ | 96.37+ | 9436+ | 92.38+ | 88.87+ | 76.34%* | 69.23+
Age of the fetus by da
g us Ry Gy 320 | 210 | 366 | 225 | 236 3.40 3.40 1.85

Age of the fetus (day); Grop A: 99-105, Grop B: 94-96, Grop C: 88-92 and Grop D: 69-76.
SON: Ultasonography
SLG: Slide Gauge
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Table 2: Mean * standard deviation of different variables of pregnancy uterus under four months in the
second four groups

Group
Diameter Group E Group F Group G Group H
of the organ (cm) SON | SLG | SON | SLG | SON SLG SON SLG
Cervix 330+ | 3.00+ | 3.20% | 3.30+ | 3.62% 345+ 2.85% 2.15+
1.40 1.70 1.40 1.10 1.20 1.41 1.30 1.50
Uterine body 3.80+ | 4.00+ | 3.80+ | 6.00+ | 3.75% 3.75% 2.50% 3.30+
1.75 1.25 1.89 1.40 1.41 1.34 0.75 1.10
Internal uterine 490+ | 5.00+ | 516+ | 4.70% | 4.45+ 4.75% 4.10% 3.70+
bifurcation 2.10 2.30 1.34 2.10 1.32 2.10 1.25 2.20
Proximal portion of the 450+ | 3.30% | 500+ | 450+ | 4.14% 3.80% 5.00% 4.10%
pregnant uterine horn 1.70 1.40 2.10 0.95 1.46 1.75 1.60 1.50
Middle portion of the 6.10+ | 540+ | 4.70= | 410+ | 4.45% 3.95+ 5.30+ 4.30+
pregnant uterine horn 2.31 2.10 1.95 1.20 0.75 1.91 2.10 1.70
Distal portion of the 400+ | 3.60+ | 3.72+ | 2.30% | 3.15+ 3.15+% 4.30% 3.50+
pregnant uterine horn 1.91 1.44 1.33 0.65 0.91 0.75 1.33 1.10
Proximal portion of the 480+ | 3.30% | 2.09% 2.50 3.10+ 3.05+ 3.10+ 2.20+
non-pregnant uterine horn 1.86 1.35 0.75 +1.30 0.79 1.10 0.95 1.40
_ Internal uterine 465+ | 310+ | 244+ | 230+ | 285+ | 255+ | 290+ | 2.60+
bifurcation of the non- 134 | 156 | 110 | 085 | 1.10 1.40 1.40 1.30
pregnant uterine horn : : : ' : : ' '
Distal portion of thenon- | 4,10+ | 250+ | 2.00+ | 1.50% | 1.52+ 1.30+ 1.60+ 1.41+
pregnant uterine horn 2.10 0.75 0.51 0.50 0.79 0.30 0.65 0.05
Length of the corpus 205+ | 1.90+ | 2.75% | 2.10+ | 2.18% 2.10% 2.15% 2.90+
luteum 0.50 0.50 1.65 0.31 1.10 1.05 1.20 1.10
Width of the corpus 150+ | 1.70% | 2.10+ | 2.00+ | 1.80% 1.75+ 1.80+ 1.90+
luteum 0.75 0.70 0.09 0.22 0.75 0.79 0.95 1.03
Largest follicle 045+ | 033+ | 1.20% | 1.00+ | 097+ 0.75% 0.31% 0.25+
0.10 0.050 0.41 0.32 0.41 0.20 0.10 0.05
Fetal eye 046+ | 040+ | 0.50% | 0.45+ | 055+ 0.50% 0.15% 0.20+
0.05 0.11 0.20 0.10 0.30 0.10 0.06 0.01
Fetal neck 1.12+ | 1.00% | 1.00+ | 090+ | 2.05% 1.00+ 0.50% 0.40+
0.07 0.25 0.50 0.50 0.20 0.50 0.30 0.10
Fetal length 578+ | 6.20+ | 3.50% | 3.45+ | 3.60% 3.90% 1.10+ 1.40+
2.10 1.34 0.75 1.20 1.10 1.50 0.06 0.21
Fetal head 1.80+ | 1.70+ | 1.60%+ | 1.40+ | 1.25% 1.15+ 0.85+ 0.70+
0.75 0.65 0.40 0.51 0.50 0.21 0.20 0.30
Ovary of the pregnant 2.00+ | 230+ | 220+ | 250+ | 2.25% 2.22+ 2.00+ 2.10+
uterine horne 0.50 1.10 1.20 0.34 1.10 1.40 0.50 0.40
Length of the ovary of the
non-pregnant uterine 200+ | 240+ | 2.00% | 2.10+ | 2.87% 2.85+% 1.68+ 1.90+
horne 0.55 1.20 1.10 0.50 0.30 1.30 1.20 0.50
Width of th f th
r'\%tn oftheovary ofthe | cot | 140+ | 160 | 140+ | 142+ | 165+ | 110+ | 070+
-pregnant uterine
horne 1.30 0.95 0.50 0.70 0.50 0.74 0.50 0.20
Lateral cotyledon of the 1.30+ | 1.30+ | 0.70+ | 1.30+ | 1.50% 1.60+ 1.05+ 1.10+
pregnant uterine horne 0.50 0.23 0.31 0.40 1.33 1.20 0.04 0.60
Dorsal cotyledon of the | 1,00+ | 1.00+ | 0.60+ | 050+ | 1.00+ | 1.90+ | 140+ | 1.00%
pregnant uterine horne 0.23 0.50 0.22 0.33 1.10 1.31 0.30 0.30
64.28+ | 6115 | 5895+ | 5204+ | 47.79+ | 44.02+ | 29.09+ | 275+
Age of the fetus by da
g usbyday | o143 | 4217 | 231 | 195 | 341 2.55 1.02 0.90

Age of the fetus (day); Grop E: 61-64, Grop F: 52-58, Grop G: 44-47 and Grop H: 27-29.
SON: Ultasonography
SLG: Slide Gauge
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Table 3: Mean + standard deviation of different variables of pregnancy uterus under four months at
different ages
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Abstract

This study aimed to evaluate the sizes and dimensions of fetuses and uteruses in under-four-month pregnant
river buffalos through ultrasonography by determining their standard values. For the ultrasonographic evaluation
of uteruses in under-four-month gravid cows, 24 uteruses of eight age groups were collected from a slaughterhouse
and then transported to a laboratory. Each uterus was placed inside a 40-liter water bowl (water bath) and then
examined with probes of 6.5 and 8 MHz. The fetal eyeball diameter, skull diameter, lateral and dorsal cotyledon
diameters were reported 0.55+£0.30 cm, 1.25+0.50 cm, 1.50+£1.33 cm, and 1.00+1.10 cm, respectively, in a
47.79+3.41-day-old fetus. The fetal eyeball diameter, skull diameter, lateral and dorsal cotyledon diameters were
reported 0.65+0.12 cm, 2.35+1.20 cm, 2.30+£1.21 cm, and 2.50+0.65 cm, respectively, in a 76.34+3.4-day-old
fetus. The fetal eyeball diameter, skull diameter, lateral and dorsal cotyledon diameters were reported 1.60+£0.12
cm, 4.50£1.80 cm, 3.08+£0.50 cm, and 3.03+0.75 cm, respectively, in a 105.7+3.2-day-old fetus. In general, the
research results indicated the critical role of ultrasonography as an early diagnostic method for determining the
sizes and dimensions of fetuses and uteruses in under-four-month pregnant river buffalos and obtaining their
standard values.
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