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Abstract

The main objective of this study was to compare the economic feasibility of Cosmopolitan (C), Improved Horro (H),
JdImproved Horro*Cosmopolitan? (HC), and 3'Cosmopolitan*Improved HorroQ (CH) in reference to Indigenous (L) and
Koekoek (KK) genotypes. The study employed a completely randomized design, with a total of 180 samples (36/genotype) for
egg sales, 54 samples (9/genotype) for live bird sales, and 36 samples (6/genotype) for meat sales. Each genotype's eggs, live
birds, and meat sales were triplicate. All data were analyzed using the GLM model in SAS Software. At 8—24weeks, KK had
the highest feed intake (AFI8—24) compared to HC, CH, and C; nevertheless, L had the lowest next to H. At 8—52 weeks, KK,
CH, and HC hens had the highest feed intake (AFI8—52), whereas L, H and C hens had the lowest. L had the lowest meat yield
(MYD) next to H, but the KK had the highest between 8 and 24 weeks followed by the HC, CH, and C. Live genotypes and
meats sales showed that KK had the highest costs (TC1) and meat sales (TC2) followed by HC, CH and C, but the lowest for H
and L. KK had the lowest total live sale return (TR1), whereas H had the highest followed by L, CH, HC, and C.L had the
lowest total meat sale return (TR2), while KK had the highest followed by HC, CH, C, and H.L hen had the lowest total egg
sale return (TR3) followed by C, while the highest was achieved by CH hen followed by H, KK and HC.H had the highest live
net return (NR1) followed by L, CH, C, and HC, while KK had the lowest. Meat net return (NR2) was the lowest for L and the
highest for KK followed by HC, CH, C, and H. H had the highest net return of egg sales (NR3) followed by CH, C, KK, and
HC, but L had negatively least. H registered the highest cost-benefit ratio (TR1/TC1vs.TR3/TC3) compared to other genotypes
(live chicken and eggs). KK showed the highest cost-benefit ratio (TR2/TC2) followed by HC, CH, C and H, whereas L had
the lowest for meat. In conclusion, the net return and cost-benefit ratio for live genotypes, meats and eggs were notably
positive and feasible except L had (for egg case) negative net return and cost-benefit ratio.
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1. Introduction

The Ethiopian chickens are reared under different man- The chicken population in Ethiopia is estimated to be 56.99
agement and production systems ranging from family poultry ~ million of which 44.94 million are indigenous, 5.19 million
production to medium and large-scale intensive system [15]. exotic and 6.86 million hybrid and contributing 78.85%, 9.11%
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and 12.03% of the country’s poultry population, respectively
[11].

Reports have shown that the production and profitability
values from sale of live chicken, meat and egg might affect
the system and technology of production and productivity
[10]. Economic assessment of birds for egg or meat produc-
tion is essential [4]. The cost of producing, live bird, meat
and egg affected by genotype, management, diet and appear-
ance [13]. Total cost, gross return, net return and cost benefit
ratio were used for evaluation of chicken breeds reared for
meat and egg [7, 9]. Scholars approved that when the price
per kg of meat, per dozen of eggs and per live bird goes
down; feed costs tend to decrease [1, 5]. Studies designed to
estimate over all return on investment revealed that incidence
of diseases, bio-security measures, efficient management of
resources [13], feed and adoption of more innovation and
growth rate and low productivity affect the cost-benefit ratio
of poultry profitability [3].

The genetically improved Horro genotype of Ethiopia (H)
was reported to increase growth and egg production [26].
Moreover, Cosmopolitan genotype (C) was stated as import-
ed chicken and was considered the symbol of global chicken
diversity [25]. Moreover, Koekoek (KK) dual-purpose chick-
en genotype was imported from South Africa and these were
used as imported references in this study [13]. The indige-
nous chicken (L) was used as a reference following the selec-
tion and breeding description studies reported in [20]. As the
cosmopolitan breed is newly imported to Ethiopia, it is evi-
dent that this genotype also demanded initial research infor-
mation and documentation on economic feasibility of live
birds, meat yield and egg production performances. In addi-
tion, Cosmopolitan (C), and Improved Horro (H) were di-
rectly and reciprocally crossed, Cosmopolitan & * Improved
Horro @ (CH), Improved Horro & * Cosmopolitan @ (HC),
with reasonably hypothesized variations of economic feasi-
bility of live birds, meat and egg production performances of
the genotypes, and these genotypes were compared in refer-
ences to indigenous (L) and Koekoek (KK) genotypes.

General objective

The general objective of this initiated research was to com-
pare the economic feasibility performances live birds, meat
yield and egg production of different chicken genotypes.

Specific objectives

1. To compare the economic feasibility of sale of live

birds of different genotypes

2. To compare the economic feasibility of sale of meats of

different genotypes

3. To compare the economic feasibility of egg production

of different hen genotypes

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Description of the Study Areas

The experiment was conducted at Werer Agricultural Re-

search Centre (WARC), Ethiopia. The Werer Agricultural
Research Center is found at 280km away from Ethiopia‘s
capital, Addis Ababa, and is also located at an altitude of 820
meters above sea level and at 9° 55' N latitude and 40° 40°E
longitude. The annual rainfall and average minimum and
maximum temperatures for Werer Agricultural Research
Center ranges from 400 mm to 600 mm, and 19.3°C and
45°C, respectively.

2.2. Experimental Animals, Managements and
Sampling Procedures

2.2.1. Experimental Chicken Genotypes

The experimental animals were namely, I = Improved
Horro (H), IT = Cosmopolitan (C), III = Koekoek (KK), IV =
Indigenous (L), V = Cosmopolitan & * Improved HorroQ
(CH), and VI = Improved Horro &' * Cosmopolitan® (HC).

2.2.2. Managements and Sampling Procedures

The watering and feeding troughs were cleaned, disinfect-
ed, and sprayed against external parasites before the start of
the experiment. The floor of each pen was bedded with disin-
fected grass hay and was replaced when deemed appropriate.
All chickens (indigenous and imported) used for this trial
were hatched on the same day. Chickens were fed the same
commercial rations following the recommendations (Alema
koudjis; Feed Co., Ltd., Debrezeit, Ethiopia). Chickens were
vaccinated against Newcastle, Gumburo (Infectious Bursal
Disease-IBD) and Fowl Typhoid diseases using appropriate
vaccine according to the manufacturer's recommendation.
Experimental Chickens were subjected to similar manage-
ment under on-station conditions.

Health Stata were monitored during the entire trial. Feed
manufactured by Alema koudjis; Feed Co., Ltd., Debrezeit,
Ethiopia was used during the entire trial period and supple-
ments were given through drinking water. Chickens were
also equipped with all pre-slaughter requirements.

2.3. Animal Welfare and Ethical Procedures

The chickens were managed and kept following the guide-
lines approved by the institutional animal care and use com-
mittee (IACUC) and conducted jointly with the article re-
ported by [18].

2.4. Economic Feasibility of the Sale of Live
Chicken Genotypes

The partial economic feasibility analysis was conducted
by taking into account the following parameters such as
mean feed intake (AFI: kg/genotype), Mean feed cost (AFC:
birr/kg), Total feed cost (TFC: birr/genotype), Vaccination
(VAC), Medication (MED), Bedding straw (BED), Labor
cost (Labor), Maintenance (MAIN), Total cost of sale of live
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chicken genotype (TCl:birr/genotype), Total return of live
genotype (TR1:birr/genotype), and Net return of live chicken
genotype (NR1:birr/genotype). A total of 54 (9/genotype; six
genotypes) samples were used for economic feasibility of the
sale of the six chicken genotypes (Live chicken genotype
sale feasibility). The sale of live birds of each genotype was
replicated three times. Furthermore, the partial economic
feasibility for the rearing of dual-purpose chickens was eval-
uated following the procedure used by [2].

2.5. Economic Feasibility of the Sale of Meat of
Chicken Genotypes

The partial economic feasibility analysis was conducted
by considering the following parameters such as mean feed
intake (AFI: kg/genotype), Mean feed cost (AFC: birr/kg),
Total feed cost (TFC: birr/genotype), Vaccination (VAC),
Medication (MED), Bedding straw (BED), Labor cost (La-
bor), Maintenance (MAIN), meat yield (MYD: kg/genotype),
price of meat (Pm: kg/birr), Total cost of sale of meat of
chicken genotype (TC2:birr/genotype), Total return of sale of
meat of chicken genotype (TR2:birr/genotype), and Net re-
turn of meat of chicken genotype (NR2:birr/genotype). A
total of 36 (6/genotype; six genotypes) samples were used
for economic feasibility of the sale of the six chicken geno-
types (Slaughter meat production feasibility). The sale of
meat of each genotype was replicated three times. Further-
more, the partial economic feasibility for the rearing of dual-
purpose chickens was evaluated following [2].

2.6. Economic Feasibility of the Sale of Egg
Production of Chicken Genotypes

The partial economic feasibility analysis was conducted
by focusing on the following parameters such as mean feed
intake (AFI: kg/genotype), Mean feed cost (AFC: birr/kg),
Total feed cost (TFC: birr/genotype), Vaccination (VAC),
Medication (MED), Bedding straw (BED), Labor cost (La-
bor), Maintenance (MAIN), Total cost of sale of egg of
chicken genotype (TC3:birr/genotype), Total return of sale of
eggs of chicken genotype (TR2:birr/genotype), Vitamin pre-
mixes (VITA), price of dozen eggs (PE: birr/dozen eggs),
return (revenue) of eggs per hen per year (RE: birr/egg),
price of spent hen (PS: birr/genotype), Total return of sale of
eggs of chicken genotype (TR3:birr/genotype), and Net re-
turn of eggs of chicken genotype (NR3:birr/genotype). A
total of 180 (36/genotype; six genotypes) samples were used
for economic feasibility of the sale of the six chicken geno-
types (Egg production feasibility). The sale of eggs of each
genotype was replicated three times. Furthermore, the partial
economic feasibility for the rearing of dual-purpose chickens
was evaluated following [2]. The mortality was excluded as
the chicken genotypes showed no meaningful differences at

the experimental period (Starting from 8 to 24 weeks of age
for live birds and meat yield; and 8 to 52 weeks for laying
hens, respectively).

All in all, the partial economic feasibility was computed
by using the following formulae:

Netreturn(NR) = (Totalreturn(TR) — (Totalcost(TC))

Cost — benefitratio(CBR) = (M)

Totalcost(TC)

2.7. Statistical Analysis

The data was recorded as per the prepared sheet and was
entered into excel regularly. The data collected was summa-
rized and analyzed by GLM model using SAS software
(SAS, 2004). When the GLM showed significant difference
at P<0.05, the Duncan‘s multiple range tests was used for
mean separation.

The model used for the analysis was:

Yij = p+Giteij

Where,

Yij = the response variables

p = the overall Mean

Gi = the effect of genotype (i=1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6)

3. Result and Discussion

The economic feasibility of selling live (Live-EAD)
chicken genotypes is presented in Table 1. The results indi-
cate that the mean feed intake of live genotype (AFI) was
significantly highest for KK, higher for HC, CH and C, in-
termediate for H, however, lowest for L genotypes. In line
with the present result, [16] shown that genotypes had an
impact on AFI. Furthermore, fast-growing chickens had sig-
nificantly greater AFI than slow-growing chickens [22]. To-
tal feed cost of live genotype (TFC) was found to be signifi-
cantly highest for KK, intermediate for HC, CH, and C, but
lowest for H and L genotypes. Because of its highest AFI,
the KK genotype may have the highest total feed cost of live
genotype (TFC) when compared to the other genotypes. Ac-
cording to [21] the study, variations in AFC maybe the cause
of the disparities in TFC. For the KK, HC, CH, and C geno-
types, the total cost of the live genotype (TC1) was signifi-
cantly greater, whereas the H and L genotypes showed the
least cost. In line with the study, variations in TCI of geno-
types maybe influenced by variances in AFI and TFC [13].
The live genotype (TR1) total return was significantly high-
est for H, higher for L, intermediate for CH, HC, and C, but
lowest for KK genotypes. According to [22], different geno-
types had different effects on the overall return (TR). Study
of [17] found that the Kuroiler breed had the highest total
return (TR) followed by Sasso-R and Horro. The live geno-
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type (NR1) net return was shown to be considerably highest
for H, higher for L, intermediate for CH, C and HC, whereas
lowest for KK genotypes. Kuroiler breeds had the highest net
return (NR), followed by Sasso-R and Horro, according to

[17]. Net return (NR) differences may result from variations
in buyers attitudes toward the breeds, feather color prefer-
ences, bodyweight, and/or genotypes [12, 23].

Table 1. Evaluation of economic feasibility of sale of live (Live-EAD) chicken genotypes (8-24weeks).

Category

KK CH C
Parameters
Live-EAD (8-24weeks)
AFI 11.25° 10.49° 10.31°
AFC 13.51 13.51 13.51
TEC 151.99° 141.72° 139.29°
VAC 3.76 3.76 3.76
MED 1.45 1.45 1.45
BED 0.85 0.85 0.85
Labor 9.73 9.73 9.73
MAIN 3.17 3.17 3.17
TCI1 193.7 184.68° 182.07°
TR1 296.41¢ 337.62° 330.95°
NRI 102.71¢ 152.94° 148.88°

Genotype (G) P-value
HC H L

Mean G
10.68° 9.97° 9.424
13.51 13.51 13.51 Ns
144.28° 134.69° 134.28° **
3.76 3.76 3.76 N
1.45 1.45 1.45 N
0.85 0.85 0.85 N
9.73 9.73 9.73 N
3.17 3.17 3.17 N
187.43" 177.13¢ 176.17¢
334.08° 365.76 351.14°
146.65° 188.63° 174.97°

AFI = feed intake (kg/genotype), TFC = Total feed cost (birr/genotype), TC1 = Total cost of live genotype (birr/genotype), TR1 = Total re-
turn of live genotype (birr/genotype), NR1 = net return of live genotype (birr/genotype), Live-EAD = live genotype economic feasibility

Table 2 shows the economic viability of selling meat
(Meat-EAD) of chicken genotypes. For meat, the mean feed
intake of live genotype (AFI) was found to be significantly
highest for the KK, higher for the HC, CH, and C, intermedi-
ate for the H, and lowest for the L. Finding of [14] shown
that AFI differed between genotypes. Inline, the difference in
body size among the chicken genotypes could affect the vari-
ation in AFI [17]. Total feed cost of live genotype (TFC) for
meat was shown to be significantly highest for the KK, in-
termediate for the HC, CH, and C, and lowest for the H and
L. The variation in TFC may be attributed to the difference
in AFI among chicken genotypes [24]. While the lowest
meat yield (MYD) was reported for the L, the highest meat
yield was for the KK, higher for HC, high for CH, low for C,
and H. Result of [17] indicated that genotypes of chickens

with larger bodyweights may be associated with higher meat
yield compared to genotypes with smaller bodyweights. The
genotypes with the highest total cost of live (TC2) for meats
were KK followed by HC, CH, and C, and the genotypes
with the lowest TC2 were H and L. Differences in AFI and
TFC between genotypes of chickens may have an impact on
genotype variations in TC2 [8, 13]. Meats of genotypes with
the highest total return (TR2) were KK followed by HC, CH,
C and H, whereas L had the lowest TR2. Differences in body
weight and meat yield among chicken genotypes may attrib-
ute to variations in TR2 [8, 17]. KK had the largest net return
of meat (NR2) followed by HC, CH, C, and H, while the L
had the lowest NR2. The variations in body weight and/or
genotypes may contribute to the variation in Net return
(NR2) of meat of genotypes [17, 24].
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Table 2. Evaluation of economic feasibility of chicken breeds per bird reared for meat (Meat-EAD) production values 8-24weeks.

Category

KK CH C
Parameters
Meat-EAD (8-24)
AFI 11.25° 10.49° 10.31°
AFC 13.51 13.51 13.51
TEC 151.99 141.72° 139.29°
VAC 3.76 3.76 3.76
MED 1.45 1.45 1.45
BED 0.85 0.85 0.85
Labor 9.73 9.73 9.73
MAIN 3.17 3.17 3.17
MYD 1.66° 1.32° 1.13¢4
Pm 350.49 350.49 350.49
TC2 193.7° 184.68" 182.07¢
TR2 581.81° 462.65° 390.40¢
NR2 388.11° 277.97° 208.33¢

Genotype (G) P-value
HC H L

Mean G
10.68° 9.97° 9.424
13.51 13.51 13.51 N
144.28° 134.69¢ 134.28¢
3.76 3.76 3.76 N
1.45 1.45 1.45 Ns
0.85 0.85 0.85 N
9.73 9.73 9.73 N
3.17 3.17 3.17 N
1.41° 1.07¢ 0.89°
350.49 350.49 350.49 N
187.43° 177.13¢ 176.17¢
494.19° 375.02¢ 311.94°
306.76° 197.89¢ 135.77° ”

AFI = feed intake (kg/genotype), TFC = Total feed cost (birr/genotype), TC2 = Total cost of meat (birr/genotype), MYD = meat yield
(kg/genotype), Pm = price of meat (kg/birr), TR2 = Total return of meat (birr/genotype), NR2 = net return of meat (birr/genotype), Meat-

EAD = Meat economic feasibility

Table 3 displays the economic feasibility of egg produc-
tion (Egg-EAD) of hen genotypes. The average feed intake
(AFI) of hens used for egg production was shown to be sig-
nificantly highest for KK, higher for CH, high for HC, mod-
erate for C, and low for H, while L hens had the lowest AFI.
According to [19], variations in hens' body weights and egg
production capacity may have an effect on the variances in
AFI. The variations in average feed intake among different
hen genotypes might apparently be attributed due to genetic
improvement interventions [8, 10]. The results indicate that
the hen genotype with the greatest total feed cost (TFC) for
egg production was KK followed by CH, CH, C, and H,
while the lowest TFC for egg production was observed in L.
Variations in AFI and genetic interventions may be responsi-
ble for the variation in TFC of hens [6]. The hen genotypes
with the highest total cost (TC3) for egg production were
KK, followed by CH, CH, C, and H, while the hen genotype
with the lowest TC3 was L. The differences in AFI and TFC
across different hens may be the cause of the variation in
TC3 of hens [8, 13, 17]. A dozen eggs (PE) from a KK hen
cost less than from CH, CH, C, H, and L. Variations in the
cost of a dozen eggs from different genotypes of hens may
result from variations of consumer preferences and genetic

manipulations [17, 23]. The hen genotype that had the high-
est total return on egg production (RE) was CH, followed by
H, KK, HC, H, and C. Nonetheless, the genotype with the
lowest total return on egg production (RE) was L. The differ-
ence in total return of egg production might be due to varia-
tions in egg production, egg prices, buyers’ attitude to eggs
and genotypes [6, 17]. The study revealed that L had the
greatest price of spent hens (PS), followed by H, HC, CH,
and C, nonetheless, KK had the lowest price of spent hens.
Differences in hen genotypes and buyer preferences may be
the cause of the variation in spent hen prices [8, 13].

The results indicate that among the hen genotypes, CH had
the highest total return of egg production (TR3), followed by
H, HC, KK, and C. On the other hand, L hen had the lowest
TR3. The differences in the total return of egg production
could be due to the variation in egg production potential and
price of spent hens of the genotypes [6, 13]. The results re-
vealed that among the hen genotypes, the net return of egg
production (NR3) was highest for H hens, followed by CH,
C, HC, and KK. On the other hand, the L hens had the lowest
and negative net return of egg production. The negative net
return of egg production could be due to the least egg pro-
duction potential of the hen genotype and infeasible [24].
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Table 3. Evaluation of economic feasibility (Egg-EAD) egg production values (8-52weeks).

Category

KK CH C
Parameters
Egg-EAD
AFI 4456 43,14 41.72°
AFC 13.51 13.51 13.51
TFC 602.01° 582.82° 563.64°
VAC 7.52 7.52 7.52
MED 2.92 2.92 2.92
BED 1.86 1.86 1.86
Labor 18.81 18.81 18.81
MAIN 7.29 7.29 7.29
VITA 6.36 6.36 6.36
TC3 646.77° 627.58° 608.41°
PE 56.64° 64.08" 64.08"
RE 866.83° 901.33% 849.65%
PS 143.82° 154.38° 152.63¢
TR3 1010.65° 1055.71° 1002.28¢
NR3 363.88¢ 428.13° 393.88°

Genotype (G) P-value
HC H L

Mean G
42.53° 40.31¢ 33.09°
13.51 13.51 13.51 Ns
574.58" 544.59¢ 447.05°
7.52 7.52 7.52 Ns
2.92 2.92 2.92 Ns
1.86 1.86 1.86 N
18.81 18.81 18.81 Ns
7.29 7.29 7.29 N
6.36 6.36 6.36 N
619.34" 584.35¢ 486.81°
64.08" 64.08" 64.08"
856.06° 879.18° 251.31°
155.09° 158.25° 164.17°
1011.15° 1037.43° 415.47°
391.81% 453.08° -71.34°

AFI = feed intake (kg/genotype), TFC = Total feed cost (birr/genotype), TC3 = Total cost of egg (birr/genotype), PE = price of eggs
(birr/dozen eggs), RE = revenue of eggs per hen per year (birr/egg), PS = price of spent hen (birr/genotype), TR3 = Total return of egg
(birr/genotype), NR3 = net return of egg (birr/genotype), Egg-EAD = Egg economic feasibility

500
400
300 =
= ——NR1
= 200
@ —_— NR2
NR3
100
0 T 1
KK CH C HC H L
-100

Genotype

Figure 1. Net return (NR) of different chickens (birr) NR1 = Net return of live genotype, NR2 = Net return of meat, NR3 = Net return of egg.

The net return of sales of live chicken genotypes (NR1),
slaughtered meat (NR2) and egg production of laying hens
(NR3) is presented in Figure 1. H had the highest live sale net
return (NR1) followed by L, CH, C, and CH but KK was the
least feasible for live sale. The possible explanation for least
income of KK compared to the rest genotypes is due to its

feather color (although heavier). KK genotype had the highest
meat net return (NR2) followed by HC, CH, C and HC, while
L genotype had the lowest meat net return. In line with the
finding, the higher meat net return might be due to heavy body
weight resulting in high meat yield [8, 17]. H had the highest
and positive egg net return (NR3) compared to CH, C, HC and
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KK, whereas L genotype was negative and the least viable.
The negative egg net return of genotype is ascribed to least
egg production potential and infeasible [6, 17].

The cost-benefit of sales of live chicken genotypes
(TR1/TC1), slaughtered meat (TR2/TC2) and egg production
of laying hens (TR3/TC3) is presented in Figure 2. H had the
highest live sale cost-benefit ratio (TR1/TC1) followed by L,
CH, C, and CH but KK was the least feasible for live sale.
According to [6, 8], rearing cost and cost-benefit ratio varied
across chicken genotypes (Leghorn vs. Fayoumi). The possi-
ble explanation for least income of KK compared to the rest
genotypes is due to its feather color (although heavier). In
accordance with the study, [13, 24] found that different

chicken genotypes are not always feasible based on their
genotype growth rate. KK genotype had the highest meat
cost-benefit ratio (TR2/TC2) followed by HC, CH, C, HC
and H, nevertheless, L genotype had the lowest meat cost-
benefit ratio. According to [8, 13], differences in the cost-
benefit ratio of the meats of various chickens can be ex-
plained by feed consumption and growth performances. H
had the highest and positive egg cost-benefit ratio
(TR3/TC3) compared to CH, C, HC and KK, whereas L
genotype was negative and the least viable. According to
[13, 17], variations in spent hen, egg production, feed con-
sumption, total cost of rearing, and total income are the fac-
tors contributing to the variations in cost-benefit ratios.

o = TR1/TC1

s, ® TR2/TC2
05 TR3/TC3
1.5 Genotype

Figure 2. Cost benefit Ratio (CBR) of different chickens: TR1/TC1 = cost-benefit ratio of live genotype, TR2/TC2 = Cost-benefit ratio of

meat, TR3/TC3 = Cost-benefit ratio of egg.

4. Conclusion and Recommendation

At 8-24 weeks of age,- KK had the highest feed intake
(AF18-24) compared to HC, CH, and C; nevertheless, L
had the lowest next to H. At 8-52 weeks of age, the KK,
CH, and HC hens had the highest feed intake (AFI8-52),
whereas L, H and C hens had the lowest AFI8-52. KK had
the highest total feed cost (TFC) followed by the HC, CH,
and C, however, H and L had the lowest TFC between 8
and 24 weeks of age. Between 8 and 52 weeks of age, L
hen had the lowest total feed cost (TFC), whereas KK hen
had the highest TFC followed by CH, HC, C, and H. L had
the lowest meat yield (MYD) next to H, but the KK had the
highest MYD between 8 and 24 weeks of age followed by
the HC, CH, and C. Live chicken genotypes and meats
sales viability showed that the KK had the highest costs of
live chicken (TC1) and meat sales (TC2) followed by HC,
CH and C, but the lowest for H and L. KK had the lowest
total live sale return (TR1), whereas H had the highest TR1
followed by L, CH, HC, and C.L had the lowest total meat

sale return (TR2), while KK had the highest followed by
HC, CH, C, and H. L hen had the lowest total egg sale re-
turn (TR3) followed by C, while the highest TR3 was
achieved by the CH hen followed by H, KK and HC.H had
the highest live net return (NR1) followed by L, CH, C, and
HC, while KK had the lowest NR1. Meat net return (NR2)
was the lowest for L and the highest for KK followed by
HC, CH, C, and H. H had the highest net return on egg
sales (NR3) followed by CH, C, KK, and HC, but L had
negatively least. H registered the highest cost-benefit ratio
(TR1/TC1vs.TR3/TC3) compared to other genotypes (live
chicken and eggs). KK showed the highest cost-benefit
ratio (TR2/TC2) followed by HC, CH, C and H, whereas L
had the lowest TR2/TC2 for meat. In conclusion, the net
return and cost-benefit ratio for live genotypes, meat and
egg were notably positive and feasible except L had (for
egg case) negative net return and cost-benefit ratio.
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