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LIMITATATION OF MATERNAL ANTIBODIES AGAINST
IBD (GOUMBORO) DISEASE IN POULTRY FLOCK

COUNTRY BY ELISA TEST
M. H. Hussain M. H. Salman S. A. Abd Al-Wahab
ABSTRACT

the result of this study indicate that there is a great discrepancyp in
the level of maternal antibodies against Gumboro disease by using the
ELISA test for a (4957) samples, the percentage of sample with high level
of immunity (45.001%) while the percentage of the sample with low level
of immunity (32.459%) and (21.989%) the percentage of sample with zero
level of immunity, this indicate that the different program of vaccination
which is followed in parent stock cause this discrepancy in the level of
immunity , which transferred from the parent to chicken and play a
negative role in the vaccination programs against the disease.
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