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ABSTRACT
Background

Poultry provide nutrient-rich food and are raised with insufficient resources because they convert scavenged feed resources into

animal protein.
Methodology

A cross-sectional study was conducted to assess the major health and associated constraints of backyard and commercial poultry
production in Hawassa and Yirgalem Town, southern Ethiopia. A total of 150 purposefully selected households were included in

the study from 15 randomly selected kebeles. Semi-structured questionnaires and observation were used to collect data.
Results

Regarding educational status, the majority of the respondents (88%) were found to be literate. Most of the respondents reared
exotic types of breeds (44%). Among the households, 50% used their chicken for consumption and additional income. Assess-
ments of the housing condition of poultry showed that 46.67% were shared with people. Most of the respondents (71.3%) pro-
vide water for their chickens from different sources. The respondents revealed that the occurrence of coccidiosis (60.7%) at the
farm and household level had the most economic importance, followed by Newcastle disease (49.4%). Of the respondents, 74%
didn’t practice biosecurity, and it is noted that 52% of the respondents leave sick birds with healthy flocks. Similarly, the majority
of the respondents (52.7%) didn’t provide vaccination and only 36.7% had market access to sell poultry products. Neatly 89.3%
of respondents believed that the first-ranked problem affecting poultry productivity was poultry disease. Moreover, 77.3% of the
respondents revealed that at village and semi-intensive levels, the available veterinary services were inadequate and ranked as the
second constraint. Besides this, lack of adequate veterinary service, lack of knowledge about modern poultry production, lack of
good bio-security practices, cannibalism, thieves, predators, and lack of market access were the other constraints limiting the pro-

ductivity of their chicken.
Conclusion

This study revealed the presence of management problems in backyard and commercial poultry production in the study area. Thus,
training for farmers and extension staff focusing on disease control, improved housing and feeding, biosecutity, and proper record-

keeping systems should be improved.
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INTRODUCTION

he majority of the wotld’s poultry population consists of mainly

chickens, ducks, and turkeys, which are estimated to be around
23.39 billion. Poultry provide nutrient-rich food (animal protein),
and they can also be raised with insufficient resources because they
convert scavenged feed resources into animal protein.!

In Africa, until recently, a local backyard system and a
commercial production system that used hybrid birds from multi-
national breeding corporations, professional housing, feeding, and
vetetinary control systems dominated the poultry industry? East
Africans consume much less poultry than the African and world-
wide averages. This is relatively understandable given that poultry
products are more expensive overall. It’s vital to remember that
eating poultry meat is frequently reserved for rare occasions or
gatherings, making it a luxutrious food for most people.’

Based on a few key factors such as breed, flock size,
housing, nutrition, health, technology, and biosecurity, the poul-
try industry in Ethiopia can be divided into three main produc-
tion systems. Small-scale commercial poultry production systems,
village or backyard poultry production systems, and large-scale
commercial poultry production systems.* The traditional poultry
production system comprises indigenous dwellings together with
human beings. Scavenging is neatly the only soutce of food for the
chickens, which are not intentionally fed.” Furthermore, diseases,
low veterinary service input, inadequate housing, inadequate bios-
ecurity, predators, and the cost and quality of feed are just a few
of the factors that have been identified as restricting the success
and profitability of both backyard and semi-intensive production.®
At the national level in the country, only 1% of the exotic breed is
maintained under an intensive management system.” Commercial
poultry farmers’ capabilities vary depending on their location, tech-
nological expertise, and available resources for beginning intensive
poultry production.®

Feed supplementation has been reported in both back-
yard and commercial productions in various countries as a com-
mon practice to promote chicken performance, especially in com-
mercial production systems where feeds are available in modern
formulation forms and management and housing conditions are
standatdized.’ The majority of commercial poultry farms’ feed, ot
57%, comes from outside sources, although 43% of them have
their own feed mill, and the remaining 17% comes from both pur-
chased and ready-made feed."

Despite their poor productivity, backyard chickens are
recognized to have desirable traits like high dressing percentages,
good egg and meat flavors, disease resistance, and thermal toler-
ance compared to exotic birds.” The consensus is that the backyard
poultry production system’s health status is very poor and danget-
ous because scavenging birds coexist with people and other live-
stock species. In contrast, intensive poultry production has better
health management and disease control because of the housing,
feeding, and isolation of sick birds’ management implemented."!

The two most important inputs for improving chicken

output and productivity in Ethiopia are a good extension approach
and tailored-based training. To bring improvements to the system,
these activities must be given by professionals, and continuous as-
sessment and improvement have to be in place. The training should
include issues related to breed and productive chicken selection,
housing, nutrition, management, disease control, and bio-security
for a village production system.?

Disease, predator attacks, inadequate disease prevention
and control, a lack of management skills, the inability to provide
feed, water, or housing, and inadequate marketing information
were all cited as constraints.! Predators are additional sources of
loss, but among infectious diseases, Newcastle disease, salmonello-
sis, coccidiosis, and fowl pox are thought to be the most significant
killers of commetcial and backyard chickens.'

In the study area, challenges of disease, poor housing
conditions, shortage of feed, poor biosecurity practices, inadequate
veterinary service, lack of updated poultry management, thieves,
predators, cannibalism, a poor market to sell poultry products, a
wide range of area to extend flock size, and losing other poultry
input were observed. Therefore, the current study was conducted
to rank the major constraints according to their importance toward
poultry production and evaluate the characteristics of the perfor-
mance of chickens, management practices, and production systems
in Hawassa and Yirgalem City, southern Ethiopia.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study Area

The study was carried out in Yirgalem and Hawassa cities in the
Sidama Region of southern Ethiopia (Figure 1). Yirgalem is situated
at a latitude and longitude of 6°45’ and an elevation of 1776 meters,
while Hawassa is situated at a latitude and longitude of 07°02 22 N
and 38°29 16 E. Hawassa is located 275 km south of Addis Ababa
in the Ethiopian Great Rift Valley, and Yirgalem is 310 km south of
Addis Ababa. The average monthly minimum and maximum tem-
petatures of Hawassa and Yirgalem were 10.5 °C, 27.5 °C, and 10
°C and 30 °C, respectively. Correspondingly, the mean annual rainfall
is 951 mm and 1216 mm, respectively. The wet season begins in
April and lasts until the end of September, whereas the dry season
lasts from October to March. According to the report of Milkias,"
the zones of Sidama, Hadiya, and Gurage combined account for
around 43.6% of the entire regional indigenous chicken population
of Southern Nations Nationalities and People’s Region (SNNPR)
and the urban area makes up about 2.1% of that number."

Study Population

The study populations were indigenous, exogenous, and crossbreds
of poultry farms owned by the Adarre poultry farm enterprise,
Suprova Agro Industry poultry farm, different privatized poultry
farms, and smallholders and local farmers in Hawassa and Yir-
galem towns. The poultry management system ranged from exten-
sive backyards to intensive, deep litter and cage systems. The inten-
sive and semi-intensive farms use cage systems, deep litter systems,
and half litter systems, respectively. Conversely, in the extensive
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backyard rearing system, chickens are kept mostly on the ground,
unlike in the traditional slated system. The age of the chickens is
classified as day old, young, and adult laying stage. Information
about flock size, breeding practices, management system, soutrce
of poultry, purpose of the chicken production, housing condition,
use of litter material, disinfectant, feeding, and watering practices,
health management and disease, extension and animal health ser-
vice, poultry production, marketing system, and other constraints
of poultry production in addition to disease was recorded.

Study Design and Sampling Procedure

A questionnaire-based cross-sectional type of study was carried
out from January 2022 to July 2022. The fifteen kebeles were se-
lected by the purposive sampling method. A total of 150 house-
holds were selected. During the study period only, those farmers
who owned chickens and were willing to participate in this study
were considered.

Data Collections

In the present investigation, both qualitative and quantitative data
were considered. Qualitative data included household, training
duting production, type of breed of chicken present, purpose of
chicken production, flock structure, and production constraints of
the chickens. Whereas, quantitative data included flock size and the
performance of chickens.

Questionnaire: Performance data like households, level of educa-
tion of the owner, flock characteristics, the purpose of chicken
production, housing condition, breeding practice, feeding and wa-
tering practice, health management and disease, extension, and ani-
mal health services, poultry production and marketing, and major
constraints facing poultry production of respondents were docu-
mented using a semi-structured questionnaire.

Data Management and Analysis

The raw data collected from the semi-structured questionnaire
were entered into Excel after encoding for data management, and
then a table was constructed. The proportion of respondents and
the data were analyzed using Stata version 11.

RESULTS
Demographic Characteristics of the Households

Assessment of the demographic characteristics of the respondents
revealed that the proportion of female respondents (64.7%) was
higher than males (35.3%). Regarding the educational status, the
majority of the respondents (88%) were found to be literate, out
of which 20% completed primary education, 48% had secondary
education, and 20% had tertiary education (diploma and above
in some colleges and universities). Moreover, 30% of them have
taken special training in poultry production (Table 1).

Table |. Demographic Characteristics of the Households
Hawassa Yirgalem
Variable Category No. of Proportion No. of Proportion  Total
Households (%) Households (%)
Sex of Male 39 35.45 14 35 353
respondent  Female 71 64.5 26 65 64.7
llliterate 13 11.8 5 12.5 12
Education Elementary 21 20.1 8 20 20
Status High school 52 472 20 50 48
College and university 23 20.9 7 17.5 20
Trainingon _Yes 33 30 12 30 30
poultry No 77 70 28 70 70

Flock Characteristics

There was a large variation in the flock size of chickens in both
commercial and backyard (village) poultry production systems
when they started and during the time of production. The breed
type of almost all commercial-purpose chickens was exotic, such as
Bovance Brown, Bovance White, TetraH, TetraSI,, and Koekoek,
but in the case of backyard poultry production, more chickens
were local breeds. Besides local breeds, the backyard producers
keep crossbreds that they brought from commercial producers and
cross them with local breeds or exotic breeds purchased from the
market or provided by the government of the agricultural center.

For ease of description about flock size, it was grouped into those

having less than 50 flocks that cover (79%), 50-500 flocks (11%0),
and above 500 flocks (10%). Out of these, the lowest percentage,
but the larger flock size, was covered by commercial producers,
which was almost greater than 500 flocks. At the start of produc-
tion, the source of the flock was either bought from the market or
provided by the government from the agriculture center. However,
most of the time, they prefer to buy privately from the market
or hatch at home. About 73% of the respondents were provided
by the government, 24% bought from the market, and only 3%
hatched at home.

The age of the poultry at the time of which production
began was a day old (18%), young (46%), and adult (36%). A day-
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old chicken was obtained directly from the hatchery and mostly
owned by commercial producers, but the young and adults were
bought from the market and owned by both backyard and com-
mercial producers.

To increase their flock size, they either hatch at home or
buy from a hatchery. Most of the commercial producers bought
from the source or either hatched by hatchery instead of naturally
hatching at their farm. In the case of the backyard system, most of
them traditionally hatch at home, but some of them were bought
to increase or replace the flock. From the respondents, 55% hatch
at home, and 45% buy from the market or government to replace
or increase their flock size.

Most of the respondents (59%) said that there was no
specific time to buy or replace the flock, but 41% of the respon-
dents had their reason to buy and replace the flock at a specific time.
Among the reasons they raised during the interview were disease
occurrence, availability of feed, especially in cases of scavenging,
fasting times of most of society and festivals, time of the farmer
to guard the birds, times when predators are present, and the like
to have a specific time to buy, replace, and hatch the flock. The
purpose of the poultry production includes (50%) of rear chicken
for both household consumption and additional income genera-
tion, (20%) entirely for commercial purposes, (28%) for household
consumption only, and the remaining (2%) used to distribute day-
old chicken to the community (Table 2).

Table 2. Flock Characteristics
Hawassa Yirgalem
Variable Category No. of Proportion No. of Proportion  Total
Households (%) Households (%)
<50 88 80 31 725 79
Flock size at 50-500 " 10 5 12.5 "
Present
>500 11 10 4 10 10
Local 40 36 14 35 36
Breed Cross 22 19 8 20 20
Exotic 48 44 18 45 44
Government/agriculture center 80 72.72 30 75 73
Source of foundation Naturally hatched at home 4 3.54 | 25 3
Market 26 23.74 9 225 24
1-10 63 57.27 23 575 57
Number of chickens at 11-100 34 30.9 12 30 30
the start
>100 13 11.83 5 12.5 12
Day old 19 17.3 8 20 18
Age Pullet 51 46.4 18 45 46
laying stage 40 36.3 14 35 36
How to replace/ Buy 50 45.5 18 45 45
increase flock Hatch 60 545 22 55 55
Select a specific time Yes 46 41.8 16 40 41
to buy/
replace No 64 58.2 24 60 59
Household consumption only 31 282 I 27.5 28
For hou‘stahold‘consumptlon 55 50 20 50 50
Purpose of production and additional income
Entirely for commercial 22 20 8 20 20
To distribute day-old chickens 2 1.8 0 0 2

Housing Condition and Hygienic Practices of the Chicken

The poultry housing and facilities assessment is presented in Table
3. The house management system of the poultry house can be
intensive, semi-intensive, or free-ranging (extensive). Accordingly,
most of the respondents (60.67%) included in the survey practiced
a semi-intensive system of rearing, and the remaining followed an
extensive (27.33%) and intensive (12%) management system.

The majority of the backyard poultry producers indicated
that at night they keep their chickens at various sheltering places
in the main house, including on the flooted ground, followed by
perches inside the house and perches in the kitchen, which were
called traditional in this study. These sites ate the most secure
overnight locations to avoid predators and theft. Almost all of the
intensive and a few semi-intensive poultry farmers were entirely
commercial producers, but the remaining semi-intensive and free-
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Table 3. Housing Condition and Hygienic Practice of Chicken Flock
Hawassa Yirgalem
Variable Category No. of Proportion No. of Proportion  Total
Households (%) Households (%)
Intensive 14 12.7 4 10 12
Management Semi-intensive 67 61 24 60 60.67
Practice
Extensive 29 26.3 12 30 27.33
Shared shelter with people 51 46.3 19 47.5 46.67
Housing Condition Separately constructed 33 30 12 30 30
House shared with animals 26 237 9 225 2333
Deep litter 11 10 8 20 12.67
Cage 2 1.8 0 0 2
Internal arrangement Slated 32 29 I 27.5 26.67
Half litter 19 17.2 6 15 16.67
Ground 46 42 15 375 41.99
Litter usage in the Yes 2 29 12 30 29.33
poultry house No 78 71 28 70 70.67
Teff straw 8 7 3 75 733
Types of litter materials ~ Dry hay 7 6.4 2 5 6
Wood Sow dust 22 20 8 20 20
Daily 68 62 24 60 61.34
Weekly 10 9 4 10 9.33
Frequency of Cleaning
Monthly 21 19 8 20 19.33
All'in all out I 10 4 10 10
Burning 12 11 4 10 10.67
Fertilizer 20 18 8 20 18.67
Waste dealt for
Fattening 10 9 4 10 9.33
Throwing 68 62 24 60 61.33
Spray the poultry house Yes 22 20 8 20 20
with disinfectant No 88 80 32 80 80
Yes 16 14.5 6 15 14.67
Ventilation
No 94 85.5 34 85 85.33

ranging poultry were used for both household consumption and as
a source of additional income.

In the intensive system, the housing conditions were en-
tirely separated, and they used deep litter, which is wood sawdust.
The assessments of the housing condition of poultry showed that
30% separated from people and other animals, 46.67% shared with
people, and the remaining 23.33% shared with other animals. The
majority of separately constructed poultry houses were covered by
intensive and semi-intensive management systems. Regarding the
arrangement of the floor in the poultry houses, (12.67%) was cov-
ered by deep litter, (2%) cage, (26.67%) slated, (16.67%) half litter,
and (41.9%) ground. The types of litter materials used, especially
in intensive and semi-intensive, were wood sawdust (15.33%), teff
straw (7.33%), and dry hay (6%).

Most of the respondents from the backyard rearing sys-
tem and some of the semi-intensively cleaned waste daily since
they housed poultry with people or other animals. Of the respon-

dents (61.34%), they cleaned their poultry house daily, (9.33%)
weekly, (19.3%) monthly, and (10%) only when there was flock re-
placement, which means that when the flock was replaced with an
all-in-and-all-out strategy, this system was mostly practiced when a
day chicken was reared, sold, and replaced by a new one up to 45
days or greater days and above a year.

The waste material from poultry houses was dealt with
for either burning, fertilization, or fattening purposes and thrown
away with other waste materials. From the respondents, 61.33%
threw poultry waste with other household waste products, 10.67%
for burning, 18.67% used it for fertilization, and 9.33% for fatten-
ing. The respondents from intensive and deep litter systems sold
poultry waste to those used for fattening due to the waste contain-
ing poultry feed by-products of different nutritive value.

Most commercial or intensive poultry producers used
foot baths (disinfectants) at the entrance of their houses and dis-
infected their houses based on the period of flock replacement or
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any other means, but in the case of yard and most semi-intensive
systems of production, they even didn’t know how and when to
use disinfectants. Of the respondents, about 80% didn’t use dis-
infectants, but only 20% used them. The respondents revealed
that electricity and ventilation facilities were available most of the
time in the intensive housing system, but in other cases, they didn’t
know whether these facilities were necessary or not. Of the re-
spondents, only 14.67% used ventilation (Table 3).

Breeding Practice

According to the number of eggs produced per month by the
poultry farmers, they were grouped into those that produce 8-15
eggs per month (35.33%), 16-20 eggs per month (43.33%), and 21-
27 eggs per month (20.67%). From the result of this study, it was
seen that most backyard and some improved breed producers get
no more than 8-15 eggs per month, but most semi-intensive and
intensive producers, those reared mostly cross, and some exotic
breeds get 16-20 eggs per month, and those producing 21-27 were
pure exotic producers.

Most respondents (56%) didn’t have specific times at
which too many or too few eggs were laid by their chickens, but
44% of the respondents mentioned that there are specific times

that their birds produce more or fewer eggs. This had been mostly
observed in backyard systems, some of which were semi-intensive
due to the seasonality of the availability of feed, improper treat-
ment when disease occurred or even the absence of treatment, a
lack of extension services based on poultry production and health
management, and the inability to provide supplementary feed for
poultry. Such reasons caused poultry to have low egg production.

The respondents stated that they use the eggs laid for dif-
ferent purposes, which are either for selling, hatching, or consump-
tion. Itis observed that 9.33% of the respondents used eggs for sale.
On about 3.33% of the poultry farms, all the laid eggs were used
for hatching, On the other hand, most of the respondents (32.67%)
used the eggs laid for consumption, whereas 8.67% used the eggs
for sale as well as hatching, and 6.67% of the laid eggs were used
for both sale and consumption. On the other hand, 13.33% of laid
eggs were used for hatching as well as consumption, and 26% of
eggs were used for selling, hatching, and consuming purposes. As
a result, most of the commercial producers, who are mostly con-
cerned with table egg production, sold all the eggs they produced to
merchants and others, either directly or indirectly. In the backyard
and in some semi-intensive production, they used the eggs laid both
for consumption and naturally hatching at home in addition to the
source of income by selling them (Table 4).

Table 4. Management of Eggs Laid by the Chickens
Hawassa Yirgalem
Variable Category No. of Proportion No. of Proportion  Total
Households (%) Households (%)
8-15 39 35 14 35 35.33
Egg produced in a month 16-20 47 4 8 45 4333
per bird
21-27 23 21 8 20 20.67
Specific times chicken produce _YeS 48 44 18 44.5 44
more or fewer eggs No 62 56 22 55.5 56
Sell 9 8 5 13.75 9.33
Hatch 4 4 | 25 333
Consumption 36 327 13 325 32.67
Egg used for Sell and hatch 10 9 3 75 8.67
Sell and consumption 7 6.4 3 6.25 6.67
Hatch and consumption 15 13.6 5 12.5 13.33
Sell, hatch, and consumption 29 263 10 25 26

Feeding and Watering

In commercial poultry production systems, feed supplementation
is a common activity. Of the respondents, (38%) provide their
chick-purchased feed; (1.3%) prepare it on their farm; (50.7%) use
both scavenging and supplementary feed provided; and (10%) only
scavenging. The purchased feed suppliers were commercial poultry
producers. Those farms using scavenging with supplementary feed
were mostly semi-intensive ones and some backyard producers, and
those entirely relying on scavenging were backyard farms. Regarding
the frequency of feeding, (12%) provide feed in the morning and
evening (especially those who provide supplementary and purchased

feeds), (68.7%) in the morning and afternoon, (9.3%) three times
a day (morning, afternoon, and evening), and (10%) don’t provide
feed for their chickens (these were backyard producers). Those re-
spondents who provided feed for poultry three times per day were
intensive and commercial-purpose producers.

Most of the respondents (71.3%) provided water for their
chickens, and only 28.7% did not provide it at all. The source of
water for poultry was well water (38%), tap water (25.4%), or pond
water (3.4%). As to the frequency of water provision, most respon-
dents (32.7%) provide water at any time (17.3%) in the morning only,
(17.3%) in the afternoon, (2.7%) in the morning and the afternoon,
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and (25.8%) of respondents didn’t provide water at all (Table 5).
Health Management and Disease
Based on the results of the distributed questionnaire to poultry

owners, farm managers, animal health professionals, and veterinar-
ians in the study area, the most commonly encountered diseases

during the study period were coccidiosis (60.7%), newcastle disease
(NCD) (49.4%), IBD (6%), Marek's disease (17.4%), fowl typhoid
(19.4%), infectious coryza (32%), fowl pox (34.7%), and external
parasites (2%). The respondents reported that the occurrence of
coccidiosis at the farm and household level had the most economic
importance, followed by Newecastle disease and other diseases, but
the effect of the external parasite was the lowest (Table 6).

Table 5. Chicken Feeding and Watering Practice
Hawassa Yirgalem
Variable Category No. of Proportion No. of Proportion  Total
Households (%) Households (%)
Scavenging only I 10 4 10 10
Scavenging with supplement 56 51 20 50 50.7
Feeding system
Purchased feed 41 37 16 40 38
Home prepared feed 2 2 0 0 1.3
Morning and evening 13 12 5 12.5 12
Frequency of feeding Morning and afternoon 76 69 27 67.5 68.7
Morning afternoon and evening 10 9 4 10 9.3
Yes 78 709 29 725 713
Provision of watering
No 32 29.1 il 275 287
Free access 35 32 14 35 327
Morning only 20 18 6 15 17.3
Frequency of watering
Morning and afternoon 3 3 | 25 27
Afternoon only 21 19 8 20 19.4
Well water 42 38 15 37.5 38
Source of water Tape water 28 25 10 25 254
Pond water 4 4 | 25 34

Table 6. Disease Occurred in the Chicken Flock of the Household During the Study Time of Period
Hawassa Yirgalem
Type of
Disease No. of Proportion No. of Proportion  Total
Households (%) Households (%)

Coccidiosis 66 60 25 62.5 60.7
NCD 53 48.2 21 52.5 49.4
IBD 6 5.5 3 75 6
Marke’s 18 16.4 8 20 17.4
Fowl typhoid 20 18.2 9 22.5 19.4
Coryza 35 31.8 13 325 32
Fowl pox 37 33.63 15 375 347
Ecto parasite 2 1.8 | 2.5 2

Disease Outbreak and Management of Sick Chickens

The biosecurity practice had been done in all of the intensive and
some semi-intensive farms, but in almost entire backyard systems
it was not practiced at all. Of the respondents, 74% didn’t prac-
tice biosecurity, and only 26% used biosecurity practices. Most of
the infected birds died, and in the case of the backyard manage-
ment system, they didn’t even separate the sick from the uninfected
flock. It is noted that 52% of the respondents leave sick birds with

healthy flocks, but 48% separate from the infected flock. About
60.7% of the respondents said that there were disease outbreaks
in their poultry at one time in the past, and the majority (38.2%)
reported an absence of disease outbreaks (Table 7).

Poultry Health Care and Extension

In the backyard production system, they didn’t get any advisory
service, but in most commercial systems and some semi-intensive
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Table 7. History of Disease Outbreak, Management of Sick Chicken and Biosecurity
Hawassa Yirgalem
Variable Category No. of Proportion No. of Proportion  Total
Households (%) Households (%)

Yes 28 25.5 11 27.5 26
Biosecurity Practice

No 82 74.5 29 72.5 74
Management of sick Separate from flock 53 48.2 19 475 48
bird Leave with a healthy flock 57 5.8 21 525 52
History of disease of Yes 66 60 25 625 60.7
the outbreak No 44 40 5 375 393

farmers, before they started and during production, they got ad-
visory service. Based on the results, only 44.7% of the respon-
dents were told to get advice, but the majority of the respondents
(55.3%) did not. Poultry health care services were being provided
in the study atrea, but they were not satisfactory. It was found that
(54.7%) of the respondents got poultry health services from the
nearby clinic, (29.3%) from part-time animal health profession-
als, (6%) from employed health professionals, and (10.9%) from
owners, and they didn’t provide vaccination at all. Regarding vac-
cination, only 47.3% of the respondents provided vaccination, of

which 76.1% did the vaccination based on the manufacturet’s rec-
ommendation and the other 23.9% without recommendation.

The majority of the respondents (52.7%) didn’t provide
vaccinations. Almost all the respondents except the animal health
professionals didn’t know how about the chemoprophylaxis for
poultry. Of the respondents who provided chemoprophylaxis,
42% were commercial-purpose poultry producers. Moreover,
55.3% didn’t consider the withdrawal period, and 58% didn’t pro-
vide chemoprophylaxis (Table 8).

Table 8. Poultry Health and Consultancy Service
Hawassa Yirgalem
Variable Category No. of Proportion No. of Proportion  Total
Households (%) Households (%)
Consultancy service on _Yes 49 44.54 18 45 447
poultry No 6l 55.46 22 55 553
Emploxed animal health 8 73 I 25 6
profession
Provision of poultry Par-time health profession 32 29 12 30 29.3
health service
Nearby clinic 59 53.7 23 57.5 54.7
By owner 11 10 4 10 10
Yes 52 47.3 19 47.5 47.3
Provision of protective
No 58 527 21 525 527
Provision of chemo- Yes 37 336 26 65 42
therapy No 73 66.4 14 35 58
Yes 43 39.1 24 60 44.7
Withdrawal period
No 67 60.9 16 40 553
Market access to buy Yes 32 29.1 M 27.5 287
poultry production input N 78 70.9 28 70 713
Availability of market to _Yes 41 373 14 35 367
sell poultry product No 69 62.7 26 65 63.3
Village market 31 28.2 I 275 28
Local shopkeepers 42 382 17 425 393
To whom poultry prod- 1o hants 17 15.45 5 125 147
ucts sold
Retailers I 10 4 10 10
Whole sellers 7 6.35 2 5 6
Breed type of poultry Local chicken’s egg 79 71.8 28 70 71.3
whose eggs are most Improved breed’s egg 29 26.4 I 27.5 26.7
preferred by consumers g tic’ breed 2 1.8 | 25 2
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Poultry production and marketing: Most commercial poultry pro-
ducers complained that there was a lack of market access to sell and
buy poultry production inputs. Of the respondents, 71.3% didn’t
have market access to buy poultry production inputs, and only
36.7% had market access to sell poultry products. Poultry products
are sold to village markets (28%), local shopkeepers (39.3%), mer-
chants (14.7%), retailers (10%), and whole sellers/villagers (6%).
A relatively higher proportion (71.3%) of respondents said that
eggs from local breeds were most preferred by consumers. On the
other hand, 26.7% replied that eggs from improved breeds were
preferable, and almost no eggs from exotic breeds were preferred

by consumers (2%) (Table 8).
Constraints

Information collected on constraints in poultry production in the

study area revealed that disease was the most important problem
affecting poultry productivity, as claimed by 89.3% of the respon-
dents. On the other hand, the available veterinary service was
considered inadequate mostly at the village level by 77.3% of the
respondents, ranking it at the second level. The third major con-
straint on poultry production claimed by 72% of the respondents
was the lack of good biosecutity practices, and thieves were re-

ported by 52.7%.

The other constraints in order of their importance were
lack of knowledge about scientific poultry production (52%), can-
nibalism (50%), shortage of feed (41.3%), attack of predators
(34.7%), lack of market to sell products (20%), lack of wide range
area or land to extend the flock size (13.3%), lack of both access
to other input (8.7%), and overcrowding or suffocation dealt by
(10.7%) and summarized in Table 9.

Table 9. Major Constraints of Poultry Production in Order of Importance
Hawassa Yirgalem
Variable Category No. of Proportion No. of Proportion  Total
Households (%) Households (%)

Presence of disease 98 89.09 36 90 89.3 44.7
Shortage of feed 45 40.9 17 425 41.3 553
Attack of predator 38 345 14 35 34.7 6
Thieve 59 53.64 20 50 527 293
Lack of market to sell product 20 18.2 10 25 20 54.7
It_}?skﬂzil\:vgzeerange area or land to extend 14 128 6 5 13.3 10
Lack of access to other poultry input 10 9.09 3 7.5 87 473
It.;::::syequate veterinary service in 86 782 30 75 773 527
:acrl](a;; :\r;z\:lper(:gc: ::out scientific poultry 57 518 2 525 52 2
Overcrowding and suffocation 12 10.9 4 10 10.7 58
Cannibalism 54 49.09 21 525 50 44.7
Lack of good biosecurity practice 79 71.8 29 722 72 553

DISCUSSION

In this study, it was found that there were more female respon-
dents than male respondents, which was consistent with the fact
that women often rear poultry in villages. This result is supported
by other studies,'>' that reported women having greater manage-
ment responsibilities for chicken production. On the other hand,
the men in the households were responsible for building poultry

houses and slaughtering chickens.

In the study areas, only men participated as the owners
and managers of the farms for commercial production. Those
who are interested in and eager to participate in the production, re-
gardless of gender, disagree with this.'”"? Analysis of respondents’
educational backgrounds showed that 12% of them were illiterate.
Others were literate, good readers, and educated in formal edu-
cational institutions like primary, secondary, and post-secondary
institutions. Special training on poultry production was offered by

the agriculture center to interested people, but only those respon-
dents who had engaged in commercial poultry production and had
a sizable flock before beginning production took the course. A re-
lated finding was also previously reported.”

According to the study’s findings, the majority of the
families had flock sizes that ranged from 1-10 chickens at the be-
ginning, 50 chickens or more in the backyard throughout produc-
tion, and up to 50,000 chickens at a time in commercial operations.
The study’s range, particularly in the backyard system, was similar
to the reported range flock size of 7-10 in Ethiopia’s central high-
lands* and 5-10 chickens pet household in Aftrica.?? In this study,
the majority of backyard and semi-intensive poultry farmers raise
several age groups of chickens together.

According to a previous study,” 96% of village chicken
producers keep all age groups of birds together, whereas intensive
producers do not do this. About 18% of the respondents used
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day-old chicks at the beginning of production, with commercial
producers accounting for the majority of this finding. On the other
hand, 46% and 36% of the chickens at the start of production
wete young and adults, respectively. According to recent findings,*
the average age at which they first bought in backyard produc-
ers were adults and some young birds, but no result was obtained

about a day old.

The source chicken was from the government as well as
private from the market or was hatched at home. Of the respon-
dents, 73% bought from governmental sources, while 24% bought
from the market. This did not coincide with Alemu® findings that
more than 80% of households in the Ada’a and Lome areas initially
obtained their poultry from privately owned farms or markets. The
majority of respondents who obtained poultry from government
sources were commercial producers in intensive and semi-intensive
management. The overall proportion of the local, cross-breed, and
exotic breed chicken population kept by the respondents was 36%,
20% and 44%, respectively. These findings contrast sharply with
CSA,* which stated that Ethiopian poultty output was (96.6%) local
breeds, (2.8%) exotic breeds, and (5%) crossbreds. This can be due
to the limited availability of better breeds and the producers’ lack of
understanding of the widespread adoption of improved breeds.

Only (30%) of the respondents built a separate house for
their chickens in the study area, which is higher than the findings of
Chebo” and Tolasa et al,®® who teported (22.1%) and (21.2%) of
chicken owners provided separate poultry houses in Bure district,
North West Ethiopia, and Jamma district, South Wollo, respectively.

The majority of respondents who built separate houses
for chickens were those who produced them intensively or semi-
intensively, but the backyard producer was either shared with other
animals or with people’s houses. The sharing of the same house
with human beings and with other animals might be due to the
small flock size per household and/or giving low emphasis to theit
birds or the inability to construct separate houses. Sharing the same
house with people, particularly overnight, might be associated with
protection from predators, which is much more severe at night
than during the daytime. This is in line with literature that claims
that in Ethiopia and Kenya, chickens are not provided separate
housing but are instead usually kept in the living room or kitchen,
whete they scavenge for feed.” In contrast to these, Zimbabwean
researchers™ found that the majority of farmers (>90%) had some
facilities made specifically for holding chickens without internal fa-
cilities like egg-laying nests.

Almost all intensive and the majority of semi-intensive
producers used deep litter (12.67%) and half litter (16.67%), re-
spectively. In the case of the back-yard system, either traditional
slated (26.67%) or simply on the ground (earth) (41.9%) were used.
The majority of the respondents (60.1%0) didn’t use litter material.
Among the respondents who used litter, 7.33% used teff straw,
6.33% used dry hay, and 20% used wood sawdust. On the other
hand, intensive and semi-intensive producers cleaned most of the
time monthly (19.33%), at flock replacement, or under an all-in-all-
out system (10%). While those who cleaned their chicken houses

every month were largely semi-intensive producers, those who
used the all-in-all-out cleaning approach were heavily focused on
intensive management. Due to their large flock size, which would
increase the risk of contamination, it would not be advisable to
clean their home daily or weekly. In simpler terms, they cleaned the
house before the arrival of the new batch and after the departure
of the old one. Only 20% of the respondents, including all of
the intensive and semi-intensive producers, reported disinfecting
the chicken house. Most responders (80%) did not disinfect, with
backyard producers making up the majority of this group. This
primarily results from placing less attention on disinfecting the
chicken houses due to their small flock size and lack of awareness.
Similar to this, the backyard poultry house management report Te-
shome® used traditional means.

In the research area, the average number of eggs pro-
duced per hen each month was 11.5 eggs. On the other hand, on
commercial farms, which almost all keep exotic layers, the mean
egg production is 24 eggs per month. The average flock size in the
present study area is comparable to the findings of Assefa™, who
reported 12.94 eggs in Jarso. However, the figure is lower than the
reported values of 15.7 and 14.9 eggs per month in Bure and Dale
woreda in Sidama, Ethiopia, respectively.”” This is due to vatious
challenges in the study area, such as disease occurrence, insufficient
feed supply, predator attacks, and a lack of other necessities. The
current average of 24 eggs per hen per month in the commer-
cial system was greater than the average of 17.7 eggs per hen per
month reported for five regions in Ethiopia.**

Feeds are a major input in poultry production systems.
In the study area, 50.7% of the respondents provided additional
feed supplements for their chickens. The major proportion of re-
spondents providing supplementary feed to poultry were commer-
cial producers, and they provided both purchased feed and feed
prepared on their farms. In contrast, scavenging was the primary
source of feed for the majority of backyard producers who re-
ceived some form of supplementary feeding, In contrast, (99%),
(97.5%) and (22.9%) of feed supplementation by chicken owners

were reported by Chebo et al”’; Tolasa et al*®

and Pius® respectively.

Only 9.3% of the respondents in the study area provid-
ed feed supplements three times per day in the morning, midday
(noon), and evening. This is most probably practiced in intensive
and semi-intensive production, but in backyard systems, it is either
totally scavenging or providing feed once or twice a day. This re-
sult agrees with® who reported that village chickens usually feed
a handful of grain in the morning and get more of their supple-
ment by scavenging, In the study area, 80.7% of respondents fed
their chicks twice a day, with 68.7% feeding in the morning and
afternoon and 12% feeding in the morning and evening. However,
the current finding is greater than the report Hinsemu et al*? about
45.6% of respondents provide supplementary feed twice a day,
usually in the morning and evening. This is probably due to the
better awareness farmers created about the importance of produc-
tion in the area.

Most of the village chicken owners in the study area pro-

78 Kebede IA, et al

Cross-Sectional Study | Volume 9 | Issue 2 |


http://dx.doi.org/10.17140/VMOJ-9-187

Vet Med Open J. 2024; 9(2): 69-82. doi: 10.17140/VMO)-9-187

vide water to their chickens year-round, especially during the dry
season. In the rainy season, the amount and frequency of water
provided to chickens are lower than in the dry season. This is be-
cause surface water is widely available during the rainy season. In
the study area, poultry owners well-understood the importance of
providing water for the productivity of their chickens, and about
71.3% of respondents provided water to their chickens, and most
of them (32.7%) had free access. The majority of respondents
(38%) used well water (clean water) for their chickens, whereas
pond water was the other water source for the poultry, which was
reported by (3.4%) of the respondents. Similar watering practices
wete repotted by Tolasa et al*.

Information about the types of disease outbreaks that
occurred in both backyard and commercial poultry farms during
the study period was obtained from poultry owners, farm manag-
ers, animal health professionals, and veterinarians. Coccidiosis was
the most frequently occurring disease reported by 60.7% of the
respondents. This result does not agree with the finding of Mng-

umi et al*

who reported that most households reduced their flock
size mainly due to Newecastle diseases. In addition to coccidiosis
(60.7%), NCD (49.4%), IBD (6%), fowl pox (34.7%), Marek’s dis-
ease (17.4%), infectious coryza (32%), fowl typhoid (19.4%), and
others were reported by the respondents as diseases contributing
to the decrease in flock size. According to previous works, inten-
sification is aggravating the rapid spread of the prevailing diseases
between and within poultry farms, and the distribution of exotic
breeds to farmers is creating a great threat to indigenous back-
yard chickens.
studies in the country reported that diseases like NCD, Marek’s

disease, salmonellosis, coccidiosis, and IBD are the major health
38,39

In agreement with the present finding, previous

constraints inflicting heavy losses in poultry.

Vaccination against different poultry diseases has been
performed by (44.7%) of the respondents, whereas (42%) of them
used chemo-prophylactic methods. The majority of respondents
who practiced vaccination and chemoprophylaxis were commer-
cial producers, and only a few backyard producers were observed
to practice them. This contradicts the point raised in the Pius”
report that (33%) of farmers in North Ethiopia employed tradi-
tional medicines such as garlic, ginger, and lemon. In the case of
commercial poultry production, both chemo-prophylactic mea-
sures and vaccination are done based on the recommended date
and time. Previous studies conducted in the country have demon-
strated that none of the chicken owners in the backyard system
implemented vaccination and prophylactic measures against poul-

try diseases.?” 4

The results show that respondents sold eggs and chicken
to local shopkeepers, village markets, retailers, and wholesalers.
The last two selling practices were mostly practiced by commercial
farmers. Similar egg and chicken sales practices have been reported
by Kumar et al"” and Padhi et al**. The majotity of respondents in
the research area prefer eggs from local chicken breeds over those
from exotic species. The premium for local birds is attributed to
morte deeply colotred egg yolks.?

The disease is the major constraint on poultry production
in the present study, reported by 89.3% of the respondents as the
first major problem. This contradicts Sime’s* eatlier findings that
predators were the main constraint in the Gonder zuria woreda. Al-
though the diagnosis of diseases was based on the symptoms ex-
plained by poultry owners who didn’t know about poultry diseases,
most of the respondents reported that the most frequently occurring
disease in the studied areas was coccidiosis (locally named “Nacurto
or Mundeete de¢”). This is consistent with the findings of Nkukwana'
and Rajkumar™ who teported that diseases wete challenging to iden-
tify because poultry owners couldn’t provide sufficient detail to en-
able a proper diagnosis. In contrast, it was claimed that ND had a
significant economic impact in north-west Ethiopia.”’

About 77.3% of respondents said that there weren’t suf-
ficient veterinary services in the area, and the same issues were
also mentioned by Matkos** and Tolasa® in different regions of
Ethiopia. The other major constraint claimed was a lack of good
biosecurity practices at the backyard level (72%), and thieves were
another problem in backyard cases. Cannibalism, a shortage of
feed during the non-harvesting season, and attacks by predators
were additional causes of chick losses in the study area. This was
in line with the report that wildcats and dogs were the causes of
adult chicken losses in other parts of Ethiopia, such as the Central
Highlands of Ethiopia® and the Wolaita zone of Southetn Ethio-
pia.*” Lack of modetn poultry reating knowledge through exten-
sion service and training was the other constraint for most of the
respondents. Similar issues were eatlier reported by Chebo et al”’
and Augustine et al”.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In the study area, both backyard and commercial poultry produc-
tion systems are practiced. In the backyard system, chickens are
provided only overnight shelter, which is shared with other animals
and people, and only a few percent provide separate houses. Unlike
this, in intensive and semi-intensive production systems, poultry
houses are separately constructed and provided with deep litter (in
the case of intensive) or half litter systems (in the case of semi-
intensive). In general, the commercial poultry production system in
the current study areas was characterized by a modern constructed
housing system, better floor management, better feed formulation,
the use of disinfectants for poultry houses and the farm work-
ers on their farm, the use of proper medication for the diseases
that occurred on the farm, vaccination based on the recommended
program, and proper disposal of the waste products of the farm.
Due to such reasons, poultry products from commercial produc-
ers are better than those from backyard production. In both cases,
disease was the major constraint for poultry production. Besides
this, lack of adequate veterinary service, lack of knowledge about
modern poultry production, lack of good bio-security practices,
cannibalism, thieves, predators, and lack of market access were the
other constraints limiting the productivity of their chicken. Thus,
the production of chickens in the yard and commercial poultry
production systems could be enhanced through improved housing,
feeding, health management, and management of other constraints

Cross-Sectional Study | Volume 9 | Issue 2 |

Kebede IA, et al 79


http://dx.doi.org/10.17140/VMOJ-9-187

Vet Med Open J. 2024; 9(2): 69-82. doi: 10.17140/VMO)-9-187

like predators, accessibility of animal extension services, and train-
ing of poultry owners and poultry farm managers. Given the above
conclusion, the following recommendations are suggested:

* Government and developmental organizations should give atten-
tion to both the backyard and commercial poultry sectors and their
development.

* The government and all concerned bodies should create aware-
ness among the farmers about the poultry production system and
the influence of different health and production problems.

* Training for farmers and extension staff focusing on disease
control, improved housing and feeding, bio-security, and proper
record-keeping systems should be arranged to be successful, espe-
cially on the farm.

* Further study is recommended to understand the interactions of
different infectious poultry diseases and estimate their impact on
the backyard and commercial poultry production systems.

ETHICS APPROVAL AND CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE

The ethical consent was obtained from Wollega University, Research
Review Committee to collect research, and conduct the research, and
the committee approved this research work.

CONSENT FOR PUBLICATION

Not applicable.

AVAILABILITY OF DATA AND MATERIALS

All the datasets generated or analyzed during this study are included
in this manuscript.

AUTHOR’S CONTRIBUTION

APB, DA and LB were contributed to study designed, methodology,
collected the data, interpreted the data, and drafted and wrote the
manuscript. IAK was responsible for the software, data curation,
and validation; analyzed the data, interpreted the data; edited, and
revised the manuscript; and searched for references. All authors
have approved the submission of the final manusctipt.

FUNDING
The current study was not funded by any institution.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

The authors declare that they have no conflicts of interest.

REFERENCES

1. Chere MA. Major health constraints and ethno-vet practices of
small-scale and backyard chicken production in some selected re-
gions of Ethiopia. In: Veterinary Anatomy and Physiology. 2019. doi:
10.5772/intechopen.81302

2. Vernooij A, Masaki MN, Meijer-Willems D. Regionaliza-

tion in poultry development in Eastern Africa (No. 1121). Wa-
geningen livestock research. 2018. Website. https://edepot.wur.
nl/458221#:~:text=Governments%20in%20the%20region%:20
have,growth%200f%20their%20poultry%20sectors.
June 6, 2024.

Accessed

3. Vernooij, A., Masaki, M.N. and Meijer-Willems, D., 2018. Re-
gionalization in poultry development in Eastern Africa (No. 1121).
Wageningen livestock research.

4. Bush J. The threat of avian flu predicted impacts on rural liveli-
hoods in Southern Nation, Nationalities and Peoples Region (SN-
NPR), Ethiopia. The Food Economy Group. 2006.

5. Weyuma H, Singh H, Megersa M. Studies on management prac-
tices and constraints of backyard chicken production in selected
rural areas of Bishoftu. Journal of Veterinary Science & Technology.
2015; S12. doi: 10.4172/2157-7579.1000812-003

6. Sambo E, Bettridge J, Dessie T, et al. Participatory evaluation of
chicken health and production constraints in Ethiopia. Preventive
Veterinary Medicine. 2015; 118(1): 117-127. doi: 10.1016/j.prevet-
med.2014.10.014

7. Dinka H, Chala R, Dawo F, Bekana E, Leta S. Major constraints
and health management of village poultry production in Rift Valley
of Oromia, Ethiopia. Am Eurasian | Agric Environ Sci. 2010; 9(5):
529-533.

8. Habte T, Amare A, Bettridge JM, Collins M, Christley RM, Wig-
ley P. Guide to chicken health and management in Ethiopia: For
farmers and development agents. LRI Manual. 2017. Website.
https://cote.ac.uk/download/pdf/132697854.pdf. Accessed June
0, 2024.

9. Ali SF, Chao W, Xiaoli W, et al. Growth, serum biochemical in-
dices, antioxidant status, and meat quality of broiler chickens fed a
diet supplemented with sodium stearoyl-2 lactylate. Pakistan 1 eteri-
nary Journal. 2017; 37(4): 445-449.

10. Wondmeneh E, Alemayehu A, Bewket S, Tsigereda F. Status of
commercial poultry production in Ethiopia. Poultry Working Group,
Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries: Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 2017.
Website. https:/ /www.researchgate.net/ profile/ Wondmeneh-Wol-
degiorgiss/publication/324586874_Status_of_Commercial_Poul-
try_Production_in_FEthiopia/links/5d4a73574585153¢59414edd/
Status-of-Commercial-Poultry-Production-in-Ethiopia.pdf.  Ac-
cessed June 6, 2024.

11. Gulilat L, Tegegne F, Demeke S. Hatchery and broody tech-
nologies and least cost ration practice for poultry production im-
provement in Ethiopia. Cogent Food & Agricnlture. 2021; 7(1). dot:
10.1080/23311932.2021.1913793

12. Hussen H, Chaka H, Deneke Y, Bitew M. Gastrointestinal hel-
minths are highly prevalent in scavenging chickens of selected dis-
tricts of Fastern Shewa zone, Ethiopia. Pak | Bio/ Sei. 2012; 15(6):

80 Kebede IA, et al

Cross-Sectional Study | Volume 9 | Issue 2 |


http://dx.doi.org/10.17140/VMOJ-9-187
http://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.81302
https://edepot.wur.nl/458221#:~:text=Governments%20in%20the%20region%20have,growth%20of%20their%20po
https://edepot.wur.nl/458221#:~:text=Governments%20in%20the%20region%20have,growth%20of%20their%20po
https://edepot.wur.nl/458221#:~:text=Governments%20in%20the%20region%20have,growth%20of%20their%20po
http://doi.org/10.4172/2157-7579.1000S12-003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2014.10.014
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2014.10.014
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/132697854.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Wondmeneh-Woldegiorgiss/publication/324586874_Status_of_Commerc
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Wondmeneh-Woldegiorgiss/publication/324586874_Status_of_Commerc
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Wondmeneh-Woldegiorgiss/publication/324586874_Status_of_Commerc
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Wondmeneh-Woldegiorgiss/publication/324586874_Status_of_Commerc
http://doi.org/10.1080/23311932.2021.1913793

Vet Med Open J. 2024; 9(2): 69-82. doi: 10.17140/VMO)-9-187

284-289. doi: 10.3923/pjbs.2012.284.289

13. Milkias M Chicken meat production, consumption, and con-
straints in Ethiopia. Food Sci. Qual. Manag. 2016; 54: 1-12.

14. Kejela Y, Banerjee S, Taye M, Beyan M. Urban poultry produc-
tion systems and constraints of local and exotic chickens reared in
Yirgalem and Hawassa towns, Ethiopia. In#. |. Livest. Prod. 2019;
10(2): 62-69. doi: 10.5897/1JL.P2018.0540

15. Vernooij A, Masaki MN, Meijer-Willems D. Regionalization in
poultry development in Eastern Africa. Report 1121. Wageningen
University Research. Website. https://edepot.wur.nl/458221. Ac-
cessed June 6, 2024.

16. Nkukwana TT. Global poultry production: current impact and
future outlook on the South Aftican poultry industry. Souzh African
Journal of Animal Science. 2018; 48: 869. doi: 10.4314/sajas.v48i5.7

17. Lopes M, Paroul N, Barbosa J,et al. Effect of partial and total
replacement of inorganic by organic microminerals sources on the
quality of broiler carcasses. Bragilian Archives of Biology and Technol-
0gy. 2018; 60. doi: 10.1590/1678-4324-2017160082

18. Mujyambere V, Adomako K, Olympio SO, et al. Local chickens
in East African region: Their production and potential. Poultry Sci-
ence. 2022; 101(1): 101547. doi: 10.1016/j.psj.2021.101547

19. Kumar M, Dahiya SP, Ratwan P. Backyard poultry farm-
ing in India: A tool for nutritional security and women empow-
erment. Biological Rhythm Research. 2021; 52(10): 1476-1491. doi:
10.1080/09291016.2019.1628396

20.Mengesha Y, Kebede E, Getachew A. Review of chicken produc-
tive and reproductive performance and its challenges in Ethiopia.

AllTLife.2022;15(1): 118-125. doi: 10.1080/26895293.2021.2024894

21. Mohammed A. Major constraints and health management of
village poultry production in Ethiopia: Review school of veteri-
nary medicine, Jimma University, Jimma, Ethiopia. Journal of Re-
search Studies in Microbiology and Biotechnology. 2018; 4(1): 1-10. doi:
10.20431/2454-9428.0401001

22. Hinsemu F, Hagos Y, Tamiru Y, Kebede A. Review on challeng-
es and opportunities of poultry breeds. Journal of Dairy & Veterinary
Sciences. 2018; 7(2): 555706. doi: 10.19080/JDVS.2018.07.555706

23. Waktole H, Almaw M, Taweya D, Wakjira B, Kiflom M, Ash-
enafi H. Opportunities and challenges of indigenous chicken in
Asella district, Arsi zone, Oromia, Ethiopia: implications for
designing improved productivity schemes. Journal Bacteriology
and Mycology: Open Access. 2018; 6(3): 229-235. doi: 10.15406/b-
moa.2018.06.00210

24. Padhi MK. Importance of indigenous breeds of chicken
for rural economy and their improvements for higher produc-
tion petrformance. Scentifica (Cairo). 2016; 2016: 2604685. doi:

10.1155/2016/2604685

25. Alemu T. Management practices, constraints, opportunities and
marketing systems of village chicken production in Central Ethi-
opia. Tvod Science and Quality Management. 2020; 98. doi: 10.7176/
FSQM/98-05

26. Central Statistical Agency. Agricultural sample survey. Report
on livestock and livestock characteristics. Volume II Statistical
Bulletin, 2017; 585. Website. https://searchworks.stanford.edu/
view/6509594. Accessed June 6, 2024.

27. Chebo C, Betsha S, Melesse A. Chicken genetic diversity, im-
provement strategies and impacts on egg productivity in Ethiopia:
A review. World's Poultry Science Jonrnal. 2022; 78(3): 803-821. doi:
10.1080/00439339.2022.2067020

28. Tolasa B. Current status of indigenous and highly productive
chicken breeds in Ethiopia. Advances in Agricnlture. 2021; 1-5. doi:
10.1155/2021/8848388

29. Wong JT, de Bruyn J, Bagnol B, et al. Small-scale poultry and
food security in resource-poor settings: A review. Global Food Secu-

rity. 2017; 15: 43-52. doi: 10.1016/j.g£5.2017.04.003

30. Rajkumar U, Rama Rao SV, Raju MVLN, Chatterjee RN. Back-
yard poultry farming for sustained production and enhanced nu-
tritional and livelihood security with special reference to India:
A review. Trop Anim Health Prod. 2021; 53(1): 176. doi: 10.1007/
s11250-021-02621-6

31. Teshome F. Indigenous Chicken Farmers® Traits Preferences, Breeding
Olyjectives, and Marketing Systems in Seka Chekorsa and Kersa Districts
of Jimma Zone, Southwest Ethiopia. |dissertation]. Jimma, Ethiopia:
Jimma University; 2018.

32. Assefa H, Melesse A.Morphological and morphometric charac-
terization of indigenous chicken populations in Sheka Zone, South
Western Ethiopia. Poultry, Fisheries & Wildlife Sciences. 2018; 6(2):
200. doi: 10.4172/2375-446X.1000200

33. Pius LO, Strausz P, Kusza S. Overview of poultry manage-
ment as a key factor for solving food and nutritional security with a
special focus on chicken breeding in East African countries. Bio/ogy
(Basel). 2021; 10(8): 810. doi: 10.3390/biology10080810

34. Berghiche A, Khenenou T, Belgharbi H, Labied I. The produc-
tion systems, phenotypic and morphometric diversity of the local
hens “Gallus Gallus Domesticus” in Eastern Algeria. Revista Elec-
tronica de Veterinaria. 2020; 1-37.

35. Mngumi EB, Mpenda FN, Buza J. Epidemiology of newcastle
disease in poultry in Africa: Systematic review and meta-analysis.
Tropical Animal Health and Production. 2022; 54(4): 214. doi: 10.1007/
s11250-022-03198-4

36. Wondimu A, Mesfin E, Bayu Y. Prevalence of poultry coc-

Cross-Sectional Study | Volume 9 | Issue 2 |

Kebede IA, et al 81


http://dx.doi.org/10.17140/VMOJ-9-187
http://doi.org/10.3923/pjbs.2012.284.289
http://doi.org/10.5897/IJLP2018.0540
https://edepot.wur.nl/458221
http://doi.org/10.4314/sajas.v48i5.7
http://doi.org/10.1590/1678-4324-2017160082
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.psj.2021.101547
http://doi.org/10.1080/09291016.2019.1628396
http://doi.org/10.1080/26895293.2021.2024894
http://doi.org/10.20431/2454-9428.0401001
http://doi.org/10.19080/JDVS.2018.07.555706
http://doi.org/10.15406/jbmoa.2018.06.00210
http://doi.org/10.15406/jbmoa.2018.06.00210
http://doi.org/10.1155/2016/2604685
http://doi.org/10.7176/FSQM/98-05
http://doi.org/10.7176/FSQM/98-05
https://searchworks.stanford.edu/view/6509594
https://searchworks.stanford.edu/view/6509594
http://doi.org/10.1080/00439339.2022.2067020
http://doi.org/10.1155/2021/8848388
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2017.04.003
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11250-021-02621-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11250-021-02621-6
http://doi.org/10.4172/2375-446X.1000200
http://doi.org/10.3390/biology10080810
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11250-022-03198-4
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11250-022-03198-4

Vet Med Open J. 2024; 9(2): 69-82. doi: 10.17140/VMO)-9-187

cidiosis and associated risk factors in the intensive farming system
of Gondar Town, Ethiopia. ez Med Int. 2019; 2019: 5748690. doi:
10.1155/2019/5748690

37. Wagari A. A review on infectious bursal disease in poultry. Health
Econ. Ountcome Res. Open Access. 2021; 7(2): 167. doi: 10.35248/2471-
268X.21.7.167

38. Alebachew GW; Ejigu AK, Adnie LY, Gebeyehu ST. Poultry
production and marketing systems in Ethiopia: A review. .Ann Agric
Crop Sei. 2022; 7(2): 112. doi: 10.26420/annagticcropsci.2022.1112

39. Osman AM, Oladele OA, Ibrahim AM, et al. Seroprevalence
of Newecastle disease in backyard chickens in selected districts of
Banadir region, Somalia. Trop Anin Health Prod. 2021; 53: 192. doi:
10.1007/s11250-021-02622-5

40. Desta TT. Sustainable intensification of indigenous village

chicken production system: Matching the genotype with the en-
vitonment. Trop Anim Health Prod. 2021; 53(3): 337. doi: 10.1007/
$11250-021-02773-5

41. Sime AG. Review on poultry production, processing, and utili-
zation in Ethiopia. International Journal of Agricultural Science and Food
Technology. 2022; 8(2): 147-152. doi: 10.17352/2455-815X.000156

42. Markos S, Belay B, Dessie T. Characterization of village chicken
production systems in three agro-climatic zones of Western Tigray,
Northern, Ethiopia. American Journal of Aguaculture and Animal Sci-
ence. 2024; 3: 9-24. doi: 10.54536/2ajaas.v3i1.2192

43. Augustine C, Dankasa IK, Uchei I], Bala AS, Siaka DS. Nutrient
digestibility and growth performance of broiler chickens fed pro-

cessed tropical sicklepod (Senna obtusifolia (1)) Seed meal based
diets. Journal of Agricultural Sciences. 2017; 62(4): 371-384.

| https://openventio.org/online-manuscript-submission-system/

82 Kebede IA, et al

Cross-Sectional Study | Volume 9 | Issue 2 |


http://dx.doi.org/10.17140/VMOJ-9-187
http://doi.org/10.1155/2019/5748690
http://doi.org/10.35248/2471-268X.21.7.167
http://doi.org/10.35248/2471-268X.21.7.167
http://doi.org/10.26420/annagriccropsci.2022.1112
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11250-021-02622-5
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11250-021-02773-5
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11250-021-02773-5
http://doi.org/10.17352/2455-815X.000156
http://doi.org/10.54536/ajaas.v3i1.2192

	Corresponding Author
	Article Information
	Cite this Article
	ABSTRACT
	Keywords

	INTRODUCTION
	CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
	REFERENCES

