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Table 1. Vaccination Program of Chicken Flocks and HI Antibody Titers in Egg Yolks
»Flﬂ(“)(-:-k Strain 5 Age(l(\)dfogth}fke“ 1 Program of Vaccmatlon ‘ Laga\};zcﬁgstrwn }({)If %gg ’glélekrs
A Hanhyub 603 9 343"‘"3'" 50 74.1(10)
C Hubbard 3434 mgm3m 30 102.1(11)
D-1| Hisex p.s. 7 343%3m 7 91.2 (5)
D-2 | Hisex brown p.s. 7 343¥3m 90 69.2 (5)
D-3 | Hybro p.s. 7 343v3m 90 79.4 (5)
R-1| Hisex p.s. 9 541591 mpmqm3m 40 39.8(10)
R-2 | Hisex brown p.s. 9 5¢]5d ] mgmym3m 40 91.2(10)
S Hanhyub 603 16 1v2¥ momgm 90 69. 2(10)
T Hanhyub 816 6 3d3w3m 110 176.3(13)
E Hanhyub 603 1 494vgm 100 28.2(10)
F-1| Nick Chick 5 2v4w3m 30 34.7(10)
F-2| Hanhyub 122 14 2v4w3m 70 29.6(10)
F-3| Hanhyub 325 14 3dgwom3m 60 45.7(10)
F-4 | Hanhyub 603 6 3dgwomgm 30 60.2(10)
G Shaver 15 * 130 26. 3(10)
H | Hanhyub 122 9 ' * 130 24.5(10)
1 Babcock 6 1v2vgm 90 16. 2(10)
J Babcock 7 541543596513™ 60 24.5010)
K Shaver 35 5415¢3596593m 60 20. 0(10)
L Babcock 10 4420dgm3m 120 34.7(10)
M Hisex p.s. 15 1v2womgm 80 34.7(10)
N Babcock 12 393%3m 120 39.8(10)
0 Hanhyub 5 \ 343%3m 60 42.7(10)
P Babcock 4 341593m 70 32.4(10)
Q Hubbard Leghorn 7 3dgw7w3m 30 49.0(10)
* unknown d: day w: week m: month

( ): number of eggs tested
The rest flocks are laying hens.
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Flock A.C.D.R.S and T are breeding stocks.



Table 2. Distribution of HI Anubody Txters in Yolk Fluld I:xtracted by Varmus Methods

‘ HI antlbody Tlter
Method e Nos. of Eggs Tested Average**
|| 5] 10| 20|40 |8 |0]s0
S Lo ] o 3] 71 8, 9| 3| o 41.7
SF 0 0| 4 4| 9]0 2 130* 4.7
C P2 13 9 6 0 0 0 0 7.8
sc | 3| 9w ‘ 3 1 0] 0o 0 J 7.9
* the same egg yolks were used for the antnbody extractlon respectlvely T
**:geometric mean S: normal saline extraction
S F: freezing-thawing extraction C: chloroform extraction

S C: normal saline and chioroform extraction

Table 3. Relationship of HI Antibody Titers of Breeder Hens, Their Eggs and Day Old Progeny

HI Antxbody Txters(Geometrlc Mean)
Age Days after
Flock Breeders ‘ Egg Yolk l Day Old Chicken*
(month) | Last Vaccination N of Noof
------- o §_aﬁples Titer 'S Samples Titer Samples| Titer
D-1 7 7 5 | 91. 2¥*(80~160) 5 91. 2(40~160) 22.9(10~80)
C 6 30 11 102. 1(40~160) 1.1 102. 1(40~320) 10 24. 5(5~160)
A 9 60 11 58.0(20~160) 10 74. 1(40~160) 10 37. 2(10~80)
D-2 7 90 5 45.7 (20~80) 5 69. 2(20~160) 5 20. 2(25~80)
D-3 7 90 5 45.7 (40~80) 5 1 79. 4(40~160) 22.9(10~80)
Average | | | a7 | 684 | 36 | a1 | 3 25.3

* 24-hour-old
**+ Geometric mean
( ): range of HI antibody titers

Table 4. HI Antibody Titers in Egg Yolk and Egg Albumen from Laying Hens

HI Antibody Titer No. of
Sample HI Ab. Titer
G | s | 10| 20 | 4 | s | 160 " | Egg Tested
Yolk 1 1| 20 | 8 | 5 | 25 | 10 32.1 | 160%
Albumen 93 22 30 11 2 2 0 4.5 f

* the same eggs were used for the tests,

SErAeE e o IENEES % AHAX W Table 5. Relationship of HI Antibody Titers in Egg

A EEEE A Mgy RPuEFeEY Yolks(X) and Maternal Sera(Y)
IREPUEC K o \\\ X HI Ab. Titers
B mﬂ FES DAL ES IR A . Total

Y [ota
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gusiglon Hlttere 4.509x Sgapmeme  HIAb (401 17 a1 2 00 | 21
3212 BEARBER D & 7 Faeh(E ). Titers 18:0 ‘é 2 12 12 i ?(2’
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Fig. 1. Correlation between HI antibody titers of egg
yolk, and maternal scra.
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Immune Status of Breeding Hens Against Newcastle Disease

Sang Geon Yeo, D.V.M., M.S. and Won Pil Choi, D.V.M., M.S., Ph.D.
Department of Veterinary Medicine, College of Agriculture, Gyeonobug National University

Abstract

The present study was undertaken to observe the immune status of breeding hens and laying

hens against Newcastle disease (ND). The methods of extraction of hemagglutination inhibition

(H1) antibody from egg yolk, the detection of HI antibody in egg albumen and the correlation bet-

ween HI antibody titers in maternal sera and egg yolks were discussed.

For the purposes of these experiments, 9 flocks of breeding hens and 16 flocks of laying hens

immunized against Newcastle disease virus were investigated. The vaccination program of tested

flocks was 3-3-3 or 4-4-4 in general.

The results obtained are summerized as follows:

Freezing-thawing was the best method for antibody extraction from egg yolk for HI test. The HI

antibody against NDV was found in egg albumen (geometric mean, 4.5), but lower than that found



in egg yolk (82.1).

The geometric mean of HI antibody titers of egg yolks (84.1) was higher than that of maternal
sera (68.4) and day-old chicken sera (25.3).

There was correlation between HI antibody titers of maternal sera (Y) and those of egg yolks

(X). The coefficient correlation was r=0.63, and the line of regression of ¥ on X was ¥ =35.91+
0.35X.



