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Abstract
This study was carried-out during the period extended from year 2007 to year 2009 on (200) random cycles of broiler farms. Different localities were the areas of research which include EL-Kaliobia, EL- Dakahlia, Damietta and EL-Sharkia governorates.

The data were collected from health and production records and also, by using the structured questionnaire method in case of no farm records.
The aim of this study is to determine and highlight on the most important factors affecting the efficiency of such farms and their profitability under Egyptian conditions.
The most important localities and breeds within the localities, ranged from 545.02 to 685.59 LE / 100 broilers in Damietta and EL-Kaliobia provinces; respectively, and ranged from 521.41 to 788.31 LE / 100 broilers for Hubbard and Ross breeds; respectively.

The densities and breeds within the densities, as ranged from 611.11 to 589.54 LE / 100 broilers for medium and high density; respectively, and ranged from 481.33 to 644.23 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Ross breeds; respectively.

Among different infection pattern. The lower net income in infection pattern observed in coccidiosis infected birds (495.23 LE/100) broilers. While, the control birds achieved net income by 658.97 /100 broilers.

Introduction

Poultry industry is a major economic benefit to several areas in the world (Glimour et al., 2004). Intensive broiler production now exceeds 2 X 1010 bird world wide, but it attracts accusations of poor welfare. (Dawkins et al., 2004).
The economic and productive efficiency of broiler farms depend upon selected breed (Zhao et al., 2009), season of rearing (Yassin et al., 2009), housing and hygienic status  of the farm (Nijdam et al., 2004 and Deep et al.,  2010 and Elson,  2010);  size of operation, diseases and mortalities (Yassin et al., 2009), localities, feed and its efficient utilization (Awad et al., 2010 and Mountzouris et al., 2010) and veterinary management (Atallah, 2005). 

Poultry production has the following advantages over the other livestock; as poultry are good converters of feed into useable protein in the form of meat and eggs, the production cost per unit is relatively low to other types of livestock and the return to investment is high, thus farmers need just a small amount of capital to start a poultry project, poultry meat is very tender thus its palatability and acceptability to consumers are very high, it has a short production cycle (pay back period) through which capital is not tied down over a long period  ( Leusink et al., 2010).

Costs of production and returns are the two major concerns in poultry sector. The problems of how much the broiler cost and how much they gain are becoming the most important formula in poultry economics. So, poultry enterprises can be made more profitable if critical standard limits for cost of production are determined and given close attention. (Romero et al., 2010).
Poultry farms have been increasing during recent years which lead to the development of the poultry industry and its requirements (Basuno et al., 2010).
So, the aim of this study is to determine and highlight on the most important factors affecting the efficiency of such farms and their profitability under Egyptian conditions.
Materials and Methods

This study was carried-out during the period extended from year 2007 to year 2009 on 200 random cycles of broiler farms. Different localities were the areas of research which include EL-Kaliobia, EL-Dakahlia, Damietta and EL-Sharkia governorates.

The data were collected from health and production records and also, by using the structured questionnaires

A- Data collected about broilers farms: data were collected for (3) different broiler breeds (Hubbard, Cobb, Ross) according to the methods implied by (Omar, 2003 and Atallah, 2005).
These data were classified into:

A.1. Production traits and resources:  That included, breed type, number of brooded day old chick, year and season of fattening cycles, amount of starter, grower, and finisher rations consumed, mortality percentage and its causes, marketing age, average body weight of bird at marketing and housing system.

A.2. Production costs: Which include both fixed and variable costs
A.3. Production returns:

It included the returns from total live body weight sales and litter sales according to the prices during the years of the study.

 B- Data analysis:

The data were collected, arranged, summarized and then analyzed statistically using the computer program (SPSS.8). The analytical design was multifactorial (nested) design. Analysis of broiler production and the factors affecting it:

All the production parameters affecting broiler production including their costs and returns were calculated on a 100 birds basis at marketing age to overcome the variation in the numbers of broilers of the different farms. Then the analyses were done to determine the effect of the following interactions on the calculated broiler parameters: locality and breed, density and breed and different disease infection pattern and breed. 

D- Economical analysis:

The economical analysis used depend upon the  economical evaluation of locality and breed, density and breed , diseases and breed through the evaluation of returns and costs and net profit of the farms under this study according to the method implied by Atallah, 2005.  
Results and Discussion

1- Effect of different localities and breeds within localities on total feed consumption (Kg) / 100 broilers, and constituents of veterinary management costs (LE) / 100 broilers:

Table (1) indicated that, there was a significant locality effect (P<0.01) on total ration consumed, where it ranged from 296.55 to 380.33 kg / 100 broilers in EL-Sharkia and Damietta provinces; respectively, and ranged from 270 to 400 kg / 100 broilers for Cobb and Hubbard breeds; respectively.

The above mentioned results agreed with those of (Omar, 2003; Atallah, 2005 and Ahmed, 2007). They reported that, the ration consumption in different growing stages and the total feed consumption and feed conversion ratio differed significantly (P<0.01) among the breeds and localities due to the differences in environmental conditions.

Table (1), explained that, the highly significant effect (P<0.01) of the different localities and breeds within localities on the values of drugs, as the drugs values ranged from 29.31 to 132.56 LE / 100 broilers in EL-Sharkia and EL-Kaliobia provinces; respectively. Also, it differed significantly (P<0.01) among different breeds within the localities, as it ranged from 16 to 133.77LE / 100 broilers for Cobb breed, while, the values of vaccines, they differed significantly (P<0.01) among localities, as it ranged from 15 to 44.35 in Damietta and EL-Kaliobia provinces; respectively. Also they differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different breeds within the localities, as they ranged from 13.57 to 45.55Cobb and Ross breeds; respectively. While, the values of disinfectants, as it ranged from 1.26 to 12.44 LE / 100 broilers in EL-Dakahlia and EL-Sharkia provinces; respectively. Also, the disinfectants values differed significantly (P<0.01) among the breeds within the localities, as it ranged from 1.04 to 13.77 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Ross breeds; respectively.
Moreover, the values of veterinary supervision differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different localities, as it ranged from 7.37 to 11.01 LE / 100 broilers in EL-Sharkia and EL-Dakahlia provinces; respectively. Also, the veterinary supervision values differed significantly (P<0.01) among breeds within the localities, as it ranged from 3 to 13.33 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Ross breeds; respectively. 

The values of total veterinary management differed significantly (P<0.01) among different localities, as it ranged from 72.31 to 199.02 LE / 100 broilers in EL-Sharkia and EL-Kaliobia provinces; respectively. Moreover, they differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different broiler breeds within the localities, as they ranged from 41.00 to 205.33 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Ross breeds; respectively.

The previous results showed that, the values of drugs, vaccines, disinfectants, veterinary supervision and total veterinary management differed among different localities; this may be due to the differences in disease prevalence among different localities according to the environmental conditions, breed susceptibility to diseases and the experience of the farmer.

The above results agreed with those of (Omar, 2003; Ahmed, 2007 and Awad et al., 2009 and Aral et al., 2010) in that, the values of veterinary inputs (drugs, vaccines, disinfectants and veterinary supervision) differed significantly (P<0.01) among different broilers breeds and localities. 

2-Effect of different localities and breeds within localities on average marketing age, Total meat production, mortality percent, total variable costs, total costs, total returns and net profit for each 100 marketed broiler.
The results in Table (2) illustrated that, the average marketing age significantly (P<0.01) differed among the different localities, as it ranged from 36.00 to 54.73days in EL-Sharkia and Damietta provinces; respectively. Moreover, it differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different breeds within the localities, as it ranged from 35 to 64 days for Cobb and Hubbard breeds; respectively. These may be due to the differences in bird vitality, kg market price and available feed stuff and its price. This results agreed with those of (Atallah, 1994 and Ahmed, 2007 and Romero et al., 2010) where they observed that, the marketing age differ from breed to another and from locality to another an in Egypt commonly ranged between 45- 55 day according to the price of kilogram broiler marketed and the marginal cost of kilogram broiler sale. 
The total meat production differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different localities and breeds, as it ranged from 125.05 to 163.68 kg / 100 broilers in EL-Sharkia and EL-Kaliobia provinces; respectively, and ranged from 109.30 to 172.67 kg / 100 broilers for Cobb and Ross breeds; respectively. These results may be due to the differences in genetic make up of breeds, variation in feed conversion ratio and weight at marketing and environmental conditions.
Furthermore, the localities and breeds within the localities had a significant (P<0.01) effect on the mortality percent, as it ranged from 4.28 to 10.19 % in EL-Sharkia and EL-Kaliobia provinces; respectively, and ranged from 3.00 to 12.45 % for Hubbard and Cobb breeds; respectively. The higher mortality percent was due to the changes in environmental conditions, disease incidence, immune status of the bird and lower level of veterinary supervision with inexperienced farmers for the prevention and treatment of diseases among the localities.

These results agreed with (Omar, 2003 and Ahmed, 2007), they concluded that, the significant (P<0.01) effect of locality on broiler production was due to the effect of the environmental conditions which affect on the gene expression, mortality percent and marketing age.

Also, (Table, 2) indicated that, the locality and breeds within locality had a significant (P<0.01) effect on the total variable costs (TVC), as they ranged from 1001.44 to 1294.85 LE / 100 broilers in EL-Sharkia and Damietta provinces; respectively, and ranged from 885.00  to 1347.33 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Hubbard breeds; respectively.
Moreover, the total costs (TC) differed significantly (P<0.01) among the localities and breeds, as it ranged from 1021.93 to 1414.52 LE / 100 broilers in EL-Sharkia and Damietta provinces; respectively, and ranged from 897.00 to 1465.30 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Hubbard breeds; respectively.

The total return / 100 broilers differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different localities and breeds within the localities, as it ranged from 1578.05 to 2059.01 LE / 100 broilers in EL-Sharkia and EL-Kaliobia provinces; respectively, and ranged from 1378.33 to 2175.09 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Ross breeds; respectively.

While, the net return / 100 broilers differed significantly (P<0.01) among the localities and breeds within the localities, as it ranged from 545.02 to 685.59 in Damietta and EL-Kaliobia provinces; respectively, and ranged from 521.41 to 788.31 LE / 100 broilers for Hubbard and Ross breeds; respectively.
These results agreed with (Ahmed, 2007 and El-Kafrawy, 2007 and Elson et al., 2010) where they, reported that, the localities and breeds within the locality affect the total returns and the total costs of broilers.

3- Effect of different densities and breeds within density on total feed consumption and constituents of veterinary management costs / 100 broilers.
From Table (3) we can noticed that, there was a significant effect of the density (P<0.01) on the total ration consumed, where it was higher in high density than medium density (356.41 to 302.63 kg / 100 broilers; respectively), also it ranged from 270 to 376.46 kg / 100 broilers for Cobb and Hubbard breeds; respectively. 
Also, Table (3), explained the highly significant effect (P<0.01) of the different densities and the breeds within the densities on the values of drugs, as the drugs values ranged from 53.78 to 103.61 LE / 100 broilers for medium and high density; respectively. Also they differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different breeds within the densities, as it ranged from 16 to 113LE / 100 broilers for Cobb breed.

Concerning the values of vaccines, they differed significantly (P<0.01) among densities, as it ranged from 28.47 to 20.67 for medium and high density; respectively. Also they differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different breeds within the densities, as they ranged from 16 to 30.37 Cobb breeds
The different densities had a significant (P<0.01) effect on the values of disinfectants, as they ranged from 12.76 to 2.87 LE / 100 broilers for medium and high density; respectively. Also, the disinfectants values differed significantly (P<0.01) among the breeds within the densities, as they ranged from densities 1.28 to 12.94 LE / 100 broilers for Ross breeds.
Moreover, the values of veterinary supervision differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different densities, as they ranged from 8.78 to 10.73 LE / 100 broilers for medium and high density; respectively. Also, the veterinary supervision values differed significantly (P<0.01) among the breeds within the densities, as they ranged from 3 to 11.12 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Ross breeds; respectively. 

The values of total veterinary management differed significantly (P<0.01) among different densities, as they ranged from 103.81 to 137.89 LE / 100 broilers for medium and high density; respectively. Moreover, they differed significantly (P<0.01) among the breeds within the densities, as they ranged from 41.00 to 160.94 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb breeds.
4-Effect of different densities and breeds within densities on average marketing age, total meat production and mortality percent, total variable costs, total costs, total return and net return / 100 broilers:

The results in table (4) illustrated that the average marketing age significantly (P<0.01) differed among the different densities, as it ranged from 36.73 to 46.79 days for medium and high density; respectively. Moreover, it differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different breeds within the densities, as it ranged from 35 to 50.94 days for Cobb and Hubbard breeds; respectively. 

The total meat production differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different densities and breeds, as it ranged from 136.33 to 155.58 kg / 100 broilers for medium and high density; respectively, and ranged from 109.30 to 156.04 kg / 100 broilers for Cobb and Ross breeds; respectively. These results may be due to the differences in genetic make up of breeds, variation in feed conversion ratio, and weight at marketing and environmental conditions. These results agreed with those of (Zhao et al., 2009).
Furthermore, the densities and breeds within the densities had a significant (P<0.01) effect on the mortality percent, as it ranged from 4.26 to 6.59 % for medium and high density; respectively, and ranged from 3.50 to 9.16 % for Cobb breeds. 
Also, the density and breeds within the density had a significant (P<0.01) effect on the total variable costs (TVC), as they ranged from 1052.44 to 1238.05 LE / 100 broilers for medium and high density; respectively, and ranged from 885.00  to 1284.31 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Hubbard breeds; respectively.

Moreover, the total costs (TC) differed significantly (P<0.01) among the densities and breeds, as it ranged from 1108.34 to 1371.41 LE / 100 broilers for medium and high density; respectively, and ranged from 897.00 to 1407.11 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Hubbard breeds; respectively.

The total return / 100 broilers differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different densities and breeds within the densities, as it ranged from 1719.45 to 1960.95 LE / 100 broilers for medium and high density; respectively, and ranged from 1378.33 to 1968.19 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Ross breeds; respectively.

The net return / 100 broilers differed significantly (P<0.01) among the densities and breeds within the densities, as it ranged from 611.11 to 589.54 for medium and high density; respectively, and ranged from 481.33 to 644.23 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb and Ross breeds; respectively.

5- Effect of different diseases and breeds within different affections on total feed consumption and constituents of veterinary management costs / 100 broilers.
From Table (5) we can noticed that there was a significant effect of the diseases infections (P<0.01) on the total ration consumed, where it was high in farms infected with Gumboro (322.14 Kg) and also in control group (322.60 Kg), and the higher total feed consumption observed in farms infected with Coccidiosis (376.89 Kg), also it ranged from 274.33 to 402.57 for Cobb control group and Hubbard infected with Coccidiosis.

These results attributed to the birds affected with Coccidiosis its feed conversion decreased rapidly and so there losses in amount of feed that introduced to broilers.
Also, Table (5), explained the highly significant effect (P<0.01) of the different diseases and breeds within the diseases infection s on the values of drugs, as the drugs values ranged from 77.09 to 115.98 / 100 Control groups and Gumboro disease infected birds. Also it differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different breeds within the diseases infection, as it ranged from 65.48 to 115.55LE / 100 broilers for Ross control breeds and Cobb infected with Coccidiosis.
Concerning the values of vaccines, they differed significantly (P<0.01) among diseases infection, as it ranged from 19.38 to 25.72 for control birds and CRD infected birds; respectively. Also, it differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different breeds within the diseases infection, as it ranged from 14.74 to 42.14 for Hubbard control group and Cobb birds infected with Gumboro, respectively.
The different diseases infected farms had a significant (P<0.01) effect on the values of disinfectants, as it ranged from 4.41 to 4.87 for Gumboro infected farms and CRD infected farms to Coccidiosis infected farms. Also, the disinfectants values differed significantly (P<0.01) among the breeds within the infection pattern , as it ranged from 0.974 to 8.42 LE / 100 broilers for Ross birds in infected Gumboro farms  and Ross control farms , respectively.
Moreover, the values of veterinary supervision differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different diseases infection pattern, as it ranged from 10.01 to 10.7 LE / 100 broilers for control birds and Gumboro infected farms. 

The values of total veterinary management differed significantly (P<0.01) among different diseases infection and breed with different infection pattern, as it ranged from 111.3 to 160.32 LE / 100 broilers for control group and Gumboro infected birds. Moreover, it differed significantly (P<0.01) among the breeds within the infection pattern, as it ranged from 98.47 to 192.35 for Ross control birds and Cobb bird infected with Gumboro, respectively.
These results agreed with those of (Aral et al., 2010, Atallah, 2005, Basuno et al., 2010 and Romero et al. 2010) where they reported that, the diseases incidence and infection differ from breeds and locality according to the livability and the veterinary management program used to protect the birds against the infection with different diseases.  
6-Effect of different diseases and breeds within the diseases infection on average marketing age, total meat production, mortality percent, total variable costs, total costs, total return and net return / 100 broilers:

The results in table (6) illustrated that the average marketing age significantly (P<0.01) differed among the different infection pattern, as it ranged from 43.32 to 45.48 days for Gumboro infected farms and Control farms. Moreover, it differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different breeds within the infection pattern , as it ranged from 39.71 to 54.85 days for Cobb and Hubbard breeds; respectively. 

The total meat production differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different infection pattern, as it ranged from 148.27 to 159.58 kg / 100 broilers for CRD infected birds and control groups and ranged from 141.52 to 169.67 kg / 100 broilers for Ross control birds and Cobb infected with CRD and this results may be attributed to that the farms that spread in it the CRD take a greater precautions for prevention of the infection with addition of higher amount of feed and veterinary management that achieved higher meat production. These results agreed with those of (Zhao et al., 2009)

The mortality percent showed a higher level (10.67%) in Gumboro infected birds and 4.97 % in control birds. In addition to Cobb infected with Gumboro of higher mortality percent and the Hubbard control broilers of lower mortality percent 4.55 %.This results indicated that the Gumboro of higher losses disease affecting broiler production.
Also, the infection pattern and breeds within the infection pattern had a significant (P<0.01) effect on the total variable costs (TVC), as it ranged from 968.63 to 1363.41 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb control birds and Hubbard breeds infected with Coccidiosis. Meanwhile, the higher total variable costs (1299.12 LE/100 broilers) observed in Coccidiosis infection pattern and the lower total variable costs (1112.17 LE/100 broilers) observed in control birds.

Moreover, the total costs (TC) (total variable + total fixed costs) differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different infection patterns and also among different broiler breeds.  As it ranged from 1210.92 o 1422.13 for control breeds and Coccidiosis infection pattern. Meanwhile, the Hubbard control breeds of lower costs and Coccidiosis infected Hubbard breeds showed the maximum costs.

The total return / 100 broilers differed significantly (P<0.01) among the infection pattern, as it ranged from 2010.37 to 1869.89 LE / 100 broilers; respectively, and ranged from 2133.77 to 1870.26 LE / 100 broilers for Cobb breed infected with CRD and Control Cobb breeds; respectively.

The net return / 100 broilers differed significantly (P<0.01) among the different infection pattern. The lower infection pattern observed in Coccidiosis and CRD infected birds (646.86 LE/100 broilers. While, the control birds achieved net income by 658.97 /100 broilers and Gumboro infected farms achieved 662.07 LE/100 broilers. These results attributed to the farms infected with Gumboro diseases vaccinated and take a greater precaution against diseases and introduce to the birds good ration that achieved a higher body weight and returns.

These results indicated that, the diseases of broiler production farms especially Coccidiosis, Gumboro and CRD causes greater economic loses to broiler farms and it differed from farm to another according to the breed susceptibility and health program of the farm. This results agreed with those of (Williams and Gobbi, 2002; Hinz et al., 2003; Richardison, 2003; Wideman et al., 2003;  Dawkins et al., 2004; Kim and Patterson, 2004 and Yahav et al., 2004), as they reported that the most important economic diseases and problems affecting broiler industry were Gumboro, Salmonellosis, CRD,  and Coccidiosis diseases, respectively.

This study concluded that , the main factors affecting broiler production under Egyptian conditions were Locality, breeds , intensity of the broilers in the house, diseases incidence and prevalance, feed , veterinary management, marketing age, total meat production, total costs , total returns and net profit. 
Table (1): Means ± SE of total feed consumption (Kg) / 100 broilers and the values of drugs, vaccines, disinfectants, veterinary supervision              and total veterinary management (LE) / 100 broilers of different  broiler breeds among different localities.

	Locality
	Breed 
	N
	Total feed
	Drugs
	vaccines
	disinfectants
	veterinary supervision
	Total veterinary management

	
	
	
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E

	EL-Kaliobia

	Hubbard
	1
	400.00a±139.90
	98.66b±12.37
	16.00e±4.03
	1.20d±1.67
	10.00b±1 .46
	125.86c±13.15

	
	Cobb
	27
	319.07e±26.92
	133.77a±2.38
	45.00a±0.77
	10.85b±0.32
	10.00b±0.28
	199.62b±2.53

	
	Ross
	9
	322.22e±46.63
	132.66a±4.12
	45.55b±1.34
	13.77a±0.55
	13.33a±0.48
	205.33a±4.38

	
	Total
	37
	322.02A±3.13
	132.56A±2.25
	44.35A±1.00
	11.30A±0.60
	10.81A±0.30
	199.02A±2.79

	EL-Dakahlia

	Hubbard
	42
	359.88c±21.58
	99.38b±1.90
	15.09d±0.62
	1.29d±0.25
	10.78b±0.22
	126.55c±2.03

	
	Cobb
	20
	363.00c±31.28
	93.49c±2.76
	16.50d±0.90
	1.27d±0.374
	11.30b±0.32
	122.56c±2.94

	
	Ross
	27
	342.03d±26.92
	97.30b±2.38
	17.74d±0.77
	1.22d±0.32
	11.14b±0.28
	127.42c±2.53

	
	Total
	89
	355.16A±20.03
	97.43B±1.26
	16.21C±0.25
	1.26C±0.05
	11.01A±0.08
	125.92B±1.28

	Damietta


	Hubbard
	32
	397.50a±24.73
	98.73b±2.18
	15.18d±0.71
	1.30d±0.29
	10.43ab±0.25
	125.66c±2.32

	
	Cobb
	7
	320.71f±52.88
	95.44bc±4.67
	13.57d±1.52
	1.04d±0.63
	11.28b±0.55
	121.35c±4.97

	
	Ross
	6
	358.33c±57.11
	96.13bc±5.05
	15.66d±1.64
	1.53d±0.68
	11.00b±0.59
	124.33c±5.37

	
	Total
	45
	380.33A±17.01
	97.87B±2.28
	15.00C±0.42
	1.29C±0.101
	10.64A±0.10
	124.81B±2.31

	EL-Sharkia
	Cobb
	1
	270.00b±139.90
	16.00e±12.37
	16.00d±4.03
	6.00c±1.67
	3.00d±1.46
	41.00e±13.15

	
	Ross
	28
	297.50g±26.44
	29.78d±2.33
	23.42c±0.76
	12.67a±0.31
	7.53c±0.27
	73.42d±2.48

	
	Total
	29
	296.55B±4.91
	29.31C±1.21
	23.17B±1.51
	12.44B±0.49
	7.37B±0.61
	72.31C±2.69


For breeds small letters: Means within the same column carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).
For localities capital letters: Means carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).
Table (2): Means ± SE of average marketing age,  total meat production(Kg),  mortality%, total variable costs, total  costs, total return and net                   return of different breeds among different localities.
	Locality
	Breed 
	N
	Average marketing age
	Total meat production(Kg)
	mortality %
	Total variable costs
	Total costs
	Total return
	Net return

	
	
	
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E

	EL-Kaliobia

	Hubbard
	1
	64.00a±5.78
	171.06a±16.14
	3.00e±2.25
	1351.53a±422.61
	1461.53a±421.69
	2155.28b±201.84
	693.74b±425.90

	
	Cobb
	27
	37.25f±1.11
	160.41b±3.10
	12.45a±0.43
	1195.77d±81.33
	1365.70d±81.15
	2016.76c±38.84
	651.05ab±81.96

	
	Ross
	9
	39.11c±1.92
	172.67a±5.38
	4.22d±0.75
	1216.71d±140.87
	1386.77b±140.56
	2175.09a±67.28
	788.31a±141.96

	
	Total
	37
	38.43C±0.948
	163.68A±2.32
	10.19A±0.92
	1205.04A±9.35
	1373.41B±8.77
	2059.01A±29.23
	685.59A±31.11

	EL-Dakahlia

	Hubbard
	42
	45.95e±0.89
	153.24c±2.49
	5.30c±0.34
	1234.69c±65.21
	1361.47d±65.06
	1932.37e±31.14
	570.89d±65.71

	
	Cobb
	20
	46.25d±1.29
	152.04c±3.61
	5.62c±0.50
	1241.32b±94.49
	1370.57c±94.29
	1918.21f±45.13
	547.64d±95.23

	
	Ross
	27
	44.18e±1.11
	156.67c±3.10
	6.55b±0.43
	1184.32b±81.33
	1318.02f±81.15
	1976.41d±38.84
	658.39ab±81.96

	
	Total
	89
	45.48B±0.512
	154.01B±1.41
	5.75B±.18
	1220.90A±60.33
	1350.34B±60.20
	1942.55B±17.75
	592.21B±56.70

	Damietta


	Hubbard
	32
	57.09b±1.02
	157.63bc±2.85
	4.40d±0.39
	1347.33a±74.70
	1465.30a±74.54
	1986.71d±35.68
	521.41d±75.29

	
	Cobb
	7
	50.42c±2.18
	147.49d±6.10
	6.57b±0.85
	1112.81e±159.73
	1237.10g±159.38
	1859.64f±76.29
	622.54c±160.97

	
	Ross
	6
	47.16d±2.36
	153.18c±6.59
	4.91d±0.91
	1227.33c±172.53
	1350.34f±172.15
	1931.17e±82.40
	580.50d±173.87

	
	Total
	45
	54.73A±1.50
	155.46B±2.11
	4.81C±0.22
	1294.85A±52.07
	1414.52A±51.72
	1959.54B±26.52
	545.02B±52.85

	EL-Sharkia
	Cobb
	1
	35.00g±5.78
	109.30f±16.14
	3.50e±2.25
	885.00g±422.61
	897.00i±421.69
	1378.33h±201.84
	481.33e±425.90

	
	Ross
	28
	36.03e±1.09
	125.61e±3.05
	4.31d±0.42
	1005.60f±79.86
	1026.39h±79.69
	1585.18g±38.14
	558.79d±80.48

	
	Total
	29
	36.00D±0.164
	125.05C±4.91
	4.28C±0.15
	1001.44B±15.68
	1021.93C±16.18
	1578.05C±61.44
	556.12B±57.26


 For breeds small letters: Means within the same column carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).

 For localities capital letters: Means carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).

Table (3): Means ± SE of total feed consumption (Kg) / 100 broilers and the values of drugs, vaccines, disinfectants, veterinary supervision               and total veterinary management (LE) / 100 broilers of different broiler breeds among different among different breeds with in different densities.

	Density
	Breed 
	N
	Total feed
	Drugs
	vaccines 
	Disinfectants
	veterinary supervision
	total veterinary management

	
	
	
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E

	Medium

(10-14 b/m2)
	Cobb
	1
	270.00e±138.77
	16.00d±25.05
	16.00b±9.61
	6.00c±3.03
	3.00c±1.83
	41.00d±34.50

	
	Ross
	37
	303.51d±22.81
	54.81c±4.11
	28.81a±1.58
	12.94a±0.498
	8.94b±.302
	105.51c±5.67

	
	Total
	38
	302.63B±4.61
	53.78B±7.34
	28.47B±1.96
	12.76A±0.401
	8.78B±.653
	103.81B±9.61

	High

(>15 b/m2)
	Hubbard
	75
	376.46a±16.02
	99.09b±2.96
	16.14b±1.11
	1.29b±0.350
	10.62a±.212
	126.16b±3.98

	
	Cobb
	54
	335.55c±18.88
	113.88a±3.41
	30.37a±1.30
	6.03b±0.413
	10.64a±.250
	160.94a±4.69

	
	Ross
	33
	345.00b±24.15
	97.09b±4.36
	17.36b±1.67
	1.28d±0.528
	11.12a±.320
	126.86b±6.00

	
	Total
	162
	356.41A±12.04
	103.61A±1.47
	20.67A±.886
	2.87B±0.304
	10.73A±0.06
	137.89A±2.39


For breeds small letters: Means within the same column carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).

For densities capital letters: Means carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).

Table (4): ): Means ± SE of average marketing age,  total meat production(Kg),  mortality%, total variable costs, total  costs, total return and net return of different breeds among different densities.

	Density
	Breed 
	N
	Average marketing age
	Total meat production(Kg)
	Mortality %
	Total variable costs
	Total costs
	Total return
	Net return

	
	
	
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E

	Medium

(10-14 b/m2)
	Cobb
	1
	35.00d±7.27
	109.30c±18.44
	3.50e±2.84
	885.00e±419.95
	897.00c±422.46
	1378.33c±32.55
	481.33d±422.82

	
	Ross
	37
	36.78d±1.19
	137.06b±3.03
	4.28d±0.46
	1056.97d±69.04
	1114.11d±69.45
	1728.67a±37.90
	614.62a±69.51

	
	Total
	38
	36.73B±0.33
	136.33B±5.01
	4.26B±0.12
	1052.44B±20.49
	1108.34B±29.20
	1719.45B±62.80
	611.11A±47.10

	High

(>15 b/m2)
	Hubbard
	75
	50.94a±0.84
	155.35a±2.13
	4.89c±0.32
	1284.31a±48.49
	1407.11a±48.78
	1958.53a±26.62
	551.42b±48.82

	
	Cobb
	54
	42.29c±0.99
	155.64a±2.51
	9.16a±0.38
	1201.85b±57.14
	1350.83b±57.49
	1959.89a±31.37
	609.05c±57.53

	
	Ross
	33
	44.72c±1.26
	156.04a±3.21
	6.25b±0.49
	1192.14c±73.10
	1323.96c±73.54
	1968.19a±40.13
	644.23a±73.60

	
	Total
	162
	46.79A±0.69
	155.58A±1.10
	6.59A±0.28
	1238.05A±36.17
	1371.41A±36.02
	1960.95A±13.76
	589.54B±35.02


For breeds small letters: Means within the same column carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).

For densities capital letters: Means carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).

Table (5): Means ± SE of total feed consumption (Kg) / 100 broilers and the values of drugs, vaccines, disinfectants, veterinary supervision and total veterinary management (LE) / 100 broilers of different  broiler breeds among different breeds with in different diseases.
	Disease
	Breed 
	N
	Total feed (Kg)
	Drugs
	Vaccines 
	Disinfectants
	Veterinary supervision
	Total veterinary management

	
	
	
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E

	Control
	Hubbard
	27
	359.25d±26.71
	98.67d±4.91
	14.74f±1.72
	1.33b±.822
	10.44b±0.385
	125.19e±6.06

	
	Cobb
	15
	274.33l±35.84
	83.65e±6.59
	17.86ef±2.31
	2.35b±1.10
	10.80b±0.517
	114.58g±8.14

	
	Ross
	33
	314.54i±24.16
	65.48f±4.44
	23.87d±1.56
	8.81a±.744
	9.30c±0.348
	98.47h±5.48

	
	Total
	75
	322.60A±14.92
	77.09D±3.97
	19.38C±.959
	4.82A±.623
	10.01A±0.259
	111.31D±3.81

	Coccidiosis
	Hubbard
	33
	402.57a±24.16
	99.26d±4.44
	15.42e±1.56
	1.26b±.744
	10.78b±0.348
	126.74e±5.48

	
	Cobb
	18
	388.88b±32.71
	115.55c±6.01
	27.22c±2.11
	6.79a±1.00
	10.66b±0.472
	160.24c±7.43

	
	Ross
	28
	338.92f±26.23
	88.89e±4.82
	24.85cd±1.69
	7.90a±.808
	10.25b±0.378
	131.90d±5.95

	
	Total
	79
	376.89A±17.80
	99.29C±3.17
	21.45B±1.26
	4.87A±.652
	10.56A±0.255
	136.20C±4.24

	Gumboro
	Hubbard
	7
	331.42g±52.46
	99.18d±9.64
	14.85e±3.38
	1.42b±1.61
	10.71b±0.756
	126.18e±11.91

	
	Cobb
	14
	325.35h±37.09
	132.44a±6.82
	42.14a±2.39
	7.62a±1.14
	10.14b±0.535
	192.35b±8.42

	
	Ross
	7
	306.42i±52.46
	99.86d±9.64
	17.85e±3.38
	0.974b±1.61
	11.71a±0.756
	130.41d±11.91

	
	Total
	28
	322.14A±22.79
	115.98A±4.07
	29.25A±2.93
	4.41A±.771
	10.67A±0.163
	160.32A±7.27

	CRD
	Hubbard
	8
	366.25c±49.07
	99.74d±9.02
	15.62b±3.16
	1.20b±1.51
	10.50b±0.708
	127.07f±11.14

	
	Cobb
	8
	340.00e±49.07
	122.29b±9.02
	38.50b±3.16
	8.42a±1.51
	10.25b±.708
	179.46a±11.14

	
	Ross
	2
	300.00k±98.15
	90.00e±18.04
	15.00e±6.33
	1.18b±3.02
	11.00b±1.41
	117.18g±22.29

	
	Total
	18
	347.22A±30.85
	108.68B±4.24
	25.72B±3.65
	4.41A±1.17
	10.44A±0.120
	149.26B±8.43


For breeds small letters: Means within the same column carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).
For diseases capital letters: Means carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).
CRD (Chronic Respiratory Disease).
Table (6): Means ± SE of of average marketing age,  total meat production(Kg),  mortality%, total variable costs, total  costs, total return and net return of different breeds among different diseases.

	Disease
	Breed 
	N
	Average marketing age
	Total meat production(Kg)
	Mortality %
	Total variable costs
	Total costs
	Total return
	Net return

	
	
	
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E
	X- ±S.E

	Control
	Hubbard
	27
	54.85a±1.43
	156.51b±3.69
	4.55d±0.422
	1231.57c±80.54
	1351.01e±81.37
	1972.76d±46.28
	621.74g±80.10

	
	Cobb
	15
	43.00b±1.92
	148.26bc±4.96
	5.98d±0.566
	968.63h±108.05
	1096.77k±109.18
	1870.26h±62.09
	773.49d±107.47

	
	Ross
	33
	38.93c±1.29
	141.52c±3.34
	4.84d±0.382
	1079.73g±72.85
	1148.18j±73.61
	1785.56i±41.86
	637.37f±72.45

	
	Total
	75
	45.48A±1.14
	148.27B±2.59
	4.97AB±0.160
	1112.17D±43.66
	1210.92AB±44.72
	1869.89AB±32.49
	658.97B±46.21

	Coccidioces
	Hubbard
	33
	49.09ab±1.29
	153.22b±3.34
	5.19d±0.382
	1363.41a±72.85
	1487.65b±73.61
	1931.83f±41.86
	444.18j±72.45

	
	Cobb
	18
	42.83b±1.75
	155.12b±4.52
	7.13d±0.517
	1360.03a±98.64
	1505.03a±99.66
	1953.54e±56.68
	448.51j±98.10

	
	Ross
	28
	41.42b±1.40
	148.87bc±3.36
	4.77d±0.414
	1184.19d±79.09
	1291.62f±79.91
	1877.05h±45.44
	585.43h±78.66

	
	Total
	79
	44.94A±.955
	152.11A±2.14
	5.48AB±.221
	1299.12A±53.42
	1422.13A±54.16
	1917.36B±26.85
	495.23D±50.46

	Gumboro
	Hubbard
	7
	50.42a±2.81
	167.21a±7.26
	4.42d±0.829
	1148.75b±158.17
	1270.89g±159.82
	2106.91b±90.89
	836.01a±157.32

	
	Cobb
	14
	39.71c±1.99
	152.87c±5.13
	14.82a±0.586
	1206.83e±111.85
	1370.04d±113.01
	1923.19g±64.27
	553.14h±111.24

	
	Ross
	7
	43.42bc±2.81
	152.20c±7.26
	8.64b±0.829
	1080.46f±158.17
	1214.03h±159.82
	1920.01g±90.89
	705.98e±157.32

	
	Total
	28
	43.32A±1.31
	156.29A±2.86
	10.67A±1.16
	1160.72C±69.20
	1306.25B±69.83
	1968.32B±35.91
	662.07A±69.15

	CRD
	Hubbard
	8
	45.87b±2.63
	149.82bc±6.79
	5.15d±0.775
	1254.59b±147.96
	1383.34cd±149.50
	1890.78c±85.02
	507.44i±147.16

	
	Cobb
	8
	43.37bc±2.63
	169.67a±6.79
	9.07b±0.775
	1234.92c±147.96
	1389.92c±149.50
	2133.77a±85.02
	743.85c±147.16

	
	Ross
	2
	44.00b±5.26
	158.25b±b13.58
	5.50d±1.55
	1048.51f±295.92
	1178.51i±299.00
	1995.53c±170.05
	816.60d±294.32

	
	Total
	18
	44.55A±2.35
	159.58A±3.60
	6.93B±0.656
	1222.95B±91.90
	1363.51B±91.25
	2010.37A±44.53
	646.86C±93.80


For breeds small letters: Means within the same column carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).
For diseases capital letters: Means carrying different letters are significantly different at (P<0.01).

CRD (Chronic Respiratory Disease).
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بعض العوامل المؤثره على الكفاءة الاقتصادية والانتاجية لمزارع انتاج بدارى التسمين
ايمان رمضان كامل* حاتم حسين بكرى** سند طلعت عطا الله***

*قسم تنمية الثروة الحيوانية ،كلية الطب البيطرى ،جامعة بنها

**قسم الطب الشرعى والسموم ،كلية الطب البيطرى ،جامعة بنها

                        ***قسم رعاية الحيوان وتنمية الثروة الحيوانية ،كلية الطب البيطرى ،جامعة الاسكندرية
الملخص
        أجري البحث خلال الفترة من 2007-2009 على البيانات التي تم جمعها ( 200 ) دورة لبدارى التسمين من مزارع مختلفة لإنتاج دواجن والتي تقع في محافظات القليوبية والدقهلية ودمياط والشرقية ، لسلالات مختلفة هي الهبرد والروس والكوب ، وتم تجميع البيانات من خلال السجلات المتاحة في بعض المزارع ومن خلال طريقة الاستبيان لبعض المربيين ، وكان الهدف من البحث      هو  دراسة العوامل المؤثرة على الكفاءة الاقتصادية والإنتاجية  لمزارع بدارى التسمين ، وقياس أربحيتها تحت الظروف المصرية.
تم تحليل النتائج إحصائيا واقتصاديا باستخدام برنامج التحليل الإحصائي  (SPSS.8)، وقد أظهرت النتائج عند عمل علاقة بين الأماكن والسلالات ، وجد أن أفضل الأماكن من حيث العوائد والأرباح / 100 طائر هي على الترتيب  دمياط – القليوبية  ، حيت كان صافى الربح 545.02 ، 685.59 جنيه علي التوالي وكانت أفضل السلالات الهبرد والروس حيث حققت 521.41 ،788.31 جنيه علي التوالي، وعند عمل علاقة بين الكثافات والسلالات ، وجد أن أفضل الكثافات من حيث العوائد والأرباح / 100 طائر هي على الترتيب المتوسطة – العالية ، حيت كان صافى الربح 611.11 ، 589.54 جنيه علي التوالي ، وكانت أفضل السلالات الكوب والروس حيث حققت 481.33 ،644.23 جنيه علي التوالي  ، وبالنسبة لمعدل الأصابات بالأمراض ، كان أقل صافى ربح/ 100 طائر فى حالة الأصابة بمرض الكوكسيديا  495.23 جنيه علي التوالي  ، أما فى الحالات الغير مصابة كان صافى ربح/ 100 طائر658.97 جنيه علي التوالي  . 
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