
PRACTICAL TOOL TO ASSESS THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 
FARM SANITARY BARRIER

MAIN KEY POINTS
• Serological monitoring (ELISA panel) as a useful tool for Advisors for the 

evaluation of the farm sanitary barrier 
• Chicken serological response as an indicator of the spreading pathogens on 

a farm with a negative impact on the production

A basic indicator of effective biosecurity is the absence of diseases and high

production parameters. However even in flocks without clinical symptoms,

activation of the immune system consumes not less than 3% of the metabolic

energy that could be used to improve production performance*

Serological monitoring with the use of commercial ELISA kits for poultry is a
very effective tool for the evaluation of the effectiveness of a farm sanitary
barrier before the appearance of health problems.
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How to use the serological
monitoring in practice:

Step 1: field collecting blood samples
(optimally 23 samples) from clinically
healthy birds at the end of
production

Step 2: sending the samples to the
dedicated laboratory for tests (ELISA
panel)

Step 3: analyzing the results and
based on the degree of
seroprevalence the recommendation
of the appropriate biosecurity
procedures - e.g. targeted
disinfection, improving the
vaccination program, etc.
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Serological monitoring can be a useful indicator of the 

effectiveness of biosecurity programs in chicken flocks.

The lower the percentage of positive samples and the lower the serological

response confirm lesser spread of a given pathogen, which has a lower impact on

the production results.

PATHOGEN % POS
FLOCKS

AVERAGE 
EPEF

% OF NEG
FLOCKS

AVERAGE 
EPEF

ARV 100 328,28 0 -

ORT 55,56 321,72 44,44 336,24

CAV 30,56 318,57 69,44 331,65

REV 16,67 297,2 83,33 334,25

Panel of serological tests (ELISA)
ARV (Avian Reovirus)
CIAV (Chicken Infectious Anemia Virus)
REV (Reticuloendotheliosis Virus)
ORT (Ornithobacterium rhinotracheale)

Comparison of EPEF for positive and negative flocks in the different pathogens
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