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ABSTRACT 

This study was conducted to assess the production practices of rural chicken in three agro-ecologies. A total of 

six rural kebeles (RKs), two RKs from each agro-ecology were purposively selected within Agro-ecology and from each 

RK 30 HHs were randomly taken for the survey and information were collected by using questionnaires from a total of 

90 HHs. The study revealed that the objectives of keeping chicken were for income generation (36.7%), additional farm 

employment (17.8%), and improving family nutrition (10%) and for religious purpose (2.2%). The overall village 

chicken flock size was 17.77±0.62 per household and the flock structure is dominated by Hens, Pullets and chicks with 

mean value of 8.76±0.75, 3.17±0.37, and 3.56±0.27 respectively.The main feed supplements used for chicken were 

Wheat (24.4%), maize (15.6%) and sorghum (13 %) grains. Therefore, layers receive first priority to get supplementation 

(61.4%). The major sources of water for village chicken were spring water (63.3%), well water (17.8%), river water 

(10%) and pond water (8.9%). The determinant factors of culling chicken were poor productivity (72.2%), frequent 

broodiness (22.2%), sickness (2.2%), and lack of broodiness (3.3%). The majority (76.7%) of respondents incubate and 

brood hen during the wet seasons. Exotic breed had higher egg (150.2±4.07) production performances than the cross 

(98.10±2.11), and indigenous breed (60.54±2.57).  
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INTRODUCTION 

Animal production in general and chickens in particular play important socioeconomic roles in 

developing countries (Alders, 2004; Kondombo, 2005; Salam, 2005).Poultry provides rural households with 

scarce animal protein in the form of meat and eggs and a reliable source of petty cash (Alders et al., 2009; 

Njenga, 2005; Kalitaet al., 2004; McAinshet al., 2004). Rural poultry are also used as traditional ceremonies and 

festivals in some cultures (Alders et al., 2009), hence, they contribute significantly to the livelihoods of the most 

vulnerable rural households in developing countries. The rural chicken population accounts for more than 60% of 

the total national chicken population in most African countries (Sonaiya, 1990). The majority of the flock 

consists indigenous chickens which are general hardy, adaptive to rural environments, survive on little inputs and 

adjust to fluctuations in feed availability. 

Poultry production systems of tropical regions are mainly based on the scavenging indigenous chickens 

found in virtually all villages and households in rural area. Approximately 80% of the chicken populations in 

Africa are reared in scavenging extensive production systems (Gueye, 1998).  

Poultry production system in Ethiopia is an indigenous and integral part of the farming system that 

ranges from nil input traditional free ranges to modern production system using relatively advanced technology. 

O
riginal A

rticle 
Journal of Zoology and Research (JZR)  
Vol. 2, Issue 1, Jun 2016, 7-18  
© TJPRC Pvt. Ltd 



8                                                                                                                                                                                   Ahmedinabdurehman 

 
www.tjprc.org                                                                                                                                                                         editor@tjprc.org 

However, the traditional system is predominantly prevailing in the country and it is characterized by small flock, minimal 

in puts, periodic devastation with short lifecycle, quick turn over and unorganized marketing system. (Alemu and Tadelle, 

1997; Aberra, 2000; Solomon, 2004). The indigenous chickens predominately prevailing in this system are low in 

productivity due to various reasons. Despite their low productivity, the indigenous chickens are known to possess desirable 

characters such as thermo tolerant, resistant to some disease, good egg and meat flavour, hard eggshells, high fertility and 

hatchability as well as high dressing percentage (Aberra, 2000). In spite of the above important desirable characters, the 

indigenous chickens have been neglected in areas of scientific research on its characterization, performance potential, and 

development efforts. In addition, rearing them has been considered as a sideline agricultural activity. According to Gueye 

(1998) and Pedersen (2002); it is difficult to design and implement chicken-based development programs that benefit rural 

people without understanding village chicken production and marketing systems. Hellinet al. (2005) also noted that 

understanding of village chicken functioning and marketing structure are prerequisite for developing market opportunities 

for rural households and could be used to inform policy makers and development workers to consider the commercial and 

institutional environment in which village chicken keepers have to operate. Distribution of different breeds of chicken have 

been made to rural household farmers in the study district by ministry of agriculture and different NGOs, but there was no 

attempts made to assess their production performances and production constraints in relation to indigenous and their 

crosses in the study area. The present study aimed to generate information on comparative production performance of 

indigenous, cross and exotic chicken under traditional management system and production practices and production 

constraints. 

Therefore, this study was conducted with the following objectives: 

• To assess poultry production practices and productivity of indigenous and exotic chicken in the study district. 

• To identify and analyze the prevailing constraints, opportunities, and marketing practices of poultry in the district. 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Description of the Study Area 

The study was conducted at Gorogutu District, from November 2013 to May 2014. The district is found in East 

Hararghea administrative zone of Oromia National Regional State (ONRS). The study District shared boarders with Meta 

wereda in East, Dederwereda in South, Somali National Regional state in north and west, and west Hararghe in the west. 

Karamile, the administrative and commercial centre of the District, is located 408 kms East of Addis Ababa and 117 kms 

West from Harar. The study wereda has a total land area of 536.88 km2. The altitude of the study District ranges 1250 to 

2575m a.s.l. The average annual rain fall is estimated to be 850mm (ranges 700 to1000 mm) and the average temperature is 

29°C (ranges 26°C to 32°C). The study District lies between 9°20′N 41°10′E latitude and 9.333°N 41.167°E longitude. 

Agro-ecologically, Gorogutu district was classified as 23% Dega (Highland), 28% WeinaDega(midland) and 49% 

kolla(lowland) (GDAO,2012). 

Site Selection 

Gorogutu district consists of 28 rural kebeles (RKs) which are situated in three agro-ecologies, namely High land 

(8 kebeles), Midland (9 kebeles) and Lowland (11kebeles). Two rural kebeles from each agro-ecology were purposively 

selected based on poultry population, accessibility of the kebele’s, area coverage and representativeness for the study areas. 

Accordingly, Warjijalala and biftudiramu, Chafe Anani and MadhisaWaltaha, and Ere Madahin Chine and Saphalo were 
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selected to represent the highland, midland and Lowland agro-ecologies. 

Data Collection 

Structured questionnaire was used to collect data from primary source which mainly comprised of households, 

development agents and key informants followed by review of the available secondary data source. A visit to physical 

facility of live bird and egg markets and open discussion with poultry farmers was also made. Finally, data on poultry 

production management systems (feeding, housing, breeding and culling, disease control, brooding and hatching practices), 

performance (egg production, number of clutches, age at first egg and hatchability) including the performance of the 

distributed exotic chickens were collected using the questionnaire prepared. 

Statistical Analysis 

Data was analyzed using statistical package for a social science (SPS Sversion 20) for windows and Mean 

difference was assessed by LSD. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

Purpose of Keeping Chicken 

This study revealed that most of the eggs and live birds produced in the study area were used for income 

generation(36.7%)and extra farm employment (17.8%) in all agro-ecologies. Less priority is given for religious purpose in 

all Agro-ecology. As compared to highland and lowland, uses of chicken and chicken products were lower in midland and 

also for extra farm employment were higher in midland (Table 1). Similarly, Halima (2007) reported that income 

generation was the primary objectives of chicken rearing in Southern and North western Ethiopia, respectively. 

Table 1: Purpose of Keeping Chicken in Gorogutu District 

 
Parameters 

Agro ecology  
Overall Highland Midland Lowland 

Household number 30 30 30 90 
Improving family nutrition (%) 6.7 16.7 6.7 10.0 
For income generation (%) 30 36.7 43.3 36.7 
For religious purpose (%) 3.3 3.3 0 2.2 
Extra farm employment (%) 16.7b 26.7a 10.0b 17.8 
All (%) 43.3a 16.7b 40.0a 33.3 
Total  100 100 100 100 
 P-value 0.027 

 
There is significant difference between the rows of all agro ecologies (P>0.05) in terms of Extra farm employment 

and all. 

Chicken Flock Structure/Household 

Flock structure is described in terms of proportion of the different sex and age groups in the flock (table 2).This 

study indicates that village chicken population of Gorogutu District is dominated by hens, followed by chicks and pullets. 

The present study agree with the earlier findings in the Dale Wereda, Ethiopia which reported flock composition of 33%, 

27% and 17%, of hens, pullets and cockerels respectively from the indigenous chicken population. (Mekonnen, 2007). 

There were a consistent higher proportion of hens in the flock in the study area regardless of the agro-ecology. The higher 

proportion of hens in the flocks is an indication of strong desire for egg and chick production (Wilson et al., 1987; Abdouet 

al., 1992). 
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Table 2: Chicken Flock Structure/Household in Gorogutu District (Mean±SE) 

 Hens Pullets Cocks Cockerels Chicks 

Agro-ecology 
Highland 

 
6.03± 0.8 

 
3.7±0.8 

 
2.3± 0.38 

 
1.6±0.39 

 
3.26±0.52 

Midland 10.53±1.57 4.0±0.7 1.7±0.19 1.76±0.33 3.66±0.51 
Lowland 9.73± 1.24 3.24±0.41 2.23±0.29 2.4±0.4 3.80±0.41 
Mean  8.76± 0.75 3.17±0.37 2.08±0.17 1.94±0.21 3.56±0.27 
 p-value 0.508 0.957 0.289 0.231 0.723 

                       SE= standard error of mean. There is no significant difference between flock structure (P>0.05). 

Chicken Management System 

The type of management system in the study district is commonly extensive 74.4%, Semi-intensive shared 23.4 

and intensive 2.2% (Table 3). Semi-intensive in this study was based on number of flock per household,  

Management practice like supplementation and housing while Intensive is more intense than semi-intensive it was 

based only on improved breeds. This finding is in line with reports of Yitbarek and Zewudu (2013) in 

EnbsieSarMiderWoreda. 

Table 3: Chicken Management Systems in Gorogutu District 

 
 

Agro-Ecology  
Overall Highland Midland Lowland 

Parameters N % n % N % n % 
Extensive 21 70 21 70 25 83.4 67 74.4 
Intensive 1 3.3 0 0 1 3.3 2 2.2 
 semi- intensive 8 26.7 9 30 4 13.3 21 23.4 

Total 30 100 30 100 30 100 90 100 
 P-value 0.481  

      N= number of respondents.There is no significant difference between the rows of all ago-ecologies (P>0.05) 

Consumption Pattern of Chicken Products in the Family 

In terms of who in the family gets priority in consuming poultry products, respondents said thatchildren gets the 

priority followed by lactating mother and pregnant women (table 5). This result agreed with the report of Bogale (2008) in 

FogeraworedaAmhar region. 

Constraint to Chicken Product Consumption 

The major constraints against chicken product consumption in the study area as indicated by respondents are 

summarized in Table 4. This study revealed variation in constraints affecting chicken product consumption across agro-

ecologies. About 73.3% of the respondents in highland indicated that priority is given for cash income than poultry 

products for home consumption followed by 56.7 and 50% midland and lowland respectively. According to the 

respondents, 60% of the constraints affecting chicken product consumption in the study area is giving priority to cash 

income by selling egg or live birds.This indicates that most important reasons for keeping chickens and producing eggis 

primarily as source of income in the study area. 
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Table 4: Constraint against Chicken Product Consumption at Home in Gorogutu District 

 
 

Agro-Ecology  
Overall Highland Midland Lowland 

 Parameters n % n % n % N % 

expensive to prepare 
chicken menu 

 
5 

 
16.7 

 
9 

 
30.0 

 
13 

 
43.3 

 
27 

 
30.0 

Lack of production  3 10.0 4 13.3 2 6.7 9 10.0 

giving priority to cash 
income 

22 73.3 17 56.7 15 50.0 54 60 

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0 30 100.0 90 100.0 

P-value   0.225       
n=represent number of respondents. There is no significant difference between means in the rows (P>0.05). 

Table 5: Priority in Consumption of Poultry and Poultry Products in the Study District 

 

1st= First priority ; 2nd = Second priority; 3rd = Third priority; 4th = Forth priority. N= number of respondents 

Feed and Feeding System 

Although scavenging was the major feeding system encountered in all agro-ecologies of the study district, 95.6% 

of the chicken owners provided supplementary feed to the village chicken, especially during feed shortage seasons (Table 

6). July, August and September were reported as periods where feed shortage (53.3%).The percentage of respondents that 

provide supplementary feed during wet season in highland was significantly higher (P<0.001) than both midlandand 

lowland. Home produced grains and household leftovers were the major kinds of feeds stuffs supplemented by farmers. 

Fisseha (2009) also reported that 97.5% of chicken owners in Bureworeda North-West Amharaprovided supplementary 

feeds to village birds. According to the respondents wheat, maize and sorghum were the first, second and third types of 

grains provided as supplementary feed in all agro-ecologies of the study district, respectively, though the primary use of 

these crops was for human consumption.  

Spreading the grain on the floor, was the major (94.4%) way of providing supplementary feed. Mapiyeand 

Sibanda(2005) also reported that only 11.4% of village chicken keepers in Rushinga district of Zimbabwe prepared feeding 

trough for village chicken. 

When asked why they provided supplementary feed, survey participants mentioned that they supplement their 

flocktoincrease egg yield the major one and followed by improve hatchability of egg during natural incubationand to 

increase meat yield(Table 7). Similarly, Bogale (2008) reported that the main reason of feed supplementation in Fogera 

district was to increase egg and meat yield (90.77%). 
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Priority of supplementary feeding to different classes of birds is shown in Table 8. Survey participants were asked 

to tell to which class of chicken they provided supplementary feeds. Out of the total respondents, 61.1% reported that they 

give more supplementary feeds to layers followed by chicks. Layers got the highest priority and attention because farmers 

believe that supplemented hens lay more eggs. Chicks are given attention in terms of supplementary feed because they 

could not scavenge sufficiently. 

Generally, the results of the study district showed that the dominant chicken production system of the study area is 

free range system where the indigenous chicken mainly depends on scavenging feed resources with conditional feed 

supplementation. 

Table 6: Supplementation and Source of Supplement for Scavenging Chickens in Gorogutu District 

 
Agro Ecology  

Overall Highland Midland Lowland 
Parameters N % N % N % N % 

Feeding system          
Scavenging alone 1 3.3 2 6.7 1 3.3 5 4.4 
Scavenging with supplement 29 96.7 27 93.3 29 96.7 86 95.6 

Total 30 100 30 100 30 100 90 100 
P-value 0.770 
Sources of Supplementation          
Wheat grain  7 23.3 10 33.3 5 16.7 22 24.4 
Food leftover  2 6.7 3 10 2 6.7 7 7.8 
kitchen wastes  2 6.7 3 10 1 3.3 6 6.7 
Sorghum grain  3 10 3 10 6 20 12 13.3 
Maize grain  6 20 4 13.3 4 13.3 14 15.6 
All 10 33.3 7 23.3 12 40 29 32.2 

Total 30 100 30 100 30 100 90 100 
P-value 0.781 
Season of Supplementation         
Wet season(June-September ) 25 83.3a 13 43.3b 10 33.3b 48 53.3 
All season 5 16.7a 17 56.7b 20 66.7b 42 46.7 

Total 30 100 30 100 30 100 30 100 
P-value  0.0001       

n= number of respondents. There is no significant different between the row of feeding system and Sources of 

supplementation, but There is significant difference in season of supplement in all agro ecologies (P<0.001). 

Table 7: Feeding Practices and Reasons for Supplementing Chicken in Gorogutu District 

Parameters 
Agro Ecology 

Overall 
Highland Midland Lowland 
N % N % N % N % 

Feeding practice          
By feeder  1 3.3 1 3.3 3 10 5 5.6 
Spreading on the floor 29 96.7 29 96.7 27 90 85 94.4 

Total 30 100 30 100 30 100 90 100 
P-value 0.429 
Reason for supplementing         
To increase egg yield  26 86.7 26 86.7 27 90 79 87.8 
To increase meat yield  2 6.7 3 10 0 0 5 5.6 
Broody hens  2 6.7 1 3.3 3 10 6 6.7 

Total 30 100 30 100 30 100 90 100 
 P-value 0.430 

     n= number of respondents. There is no significant difference between the rows of all ago-ecologies (P>0.05). 
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Table 8: Priority of Supplementing Different Classes of Chicken in Gorogutu District 

 Agro-Ecology Total 
 

Parameters 
Highland 

N=30 
Midland 

N=30 
Lowland 

N=30 
N=90 
(%) 

Priority(%) 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th  1st 2nd 3rd 4th 
Chicks  43.3 56.7 - - 53.3 43.3 3.3 - 20 80 - - 38.9 60 1.1 - 
Layers  60 33.3 6.7 - 43.3 43.3 10 3.3 80 20 - - 61.1 32.2 5.6 1.1 
Pullets  - 6.7 90 3.3 - 10 83.3 6.7 - - 100 - - 5.6 91.1 3.3 
Cocks/ 
Cockerels  

- - - 100 - - 10 90 - - - 100 - - 10 90 

1st = First priority ; 2nd = Second priority; 3rd = Third priority; 4th = Forth priority. N= number of respondents. 

Production Performance 

The egg production and productivity of village chicken were evaluated under the existing farmer’s chicken 

management condition. Table 9 shows the production performance of Indigenous, Cross and Exotics chicken in Gorogutu 

district. There were no statistically significant differences between the agro-ecologies in eggs per clutch as measured by 

number of eggs per clutch (P >0.05). The Mean eggs per clutch per hen of about 25.05, 24.39 and 23.95 were calculated 

for lowland, mid-highland and highland, respectively.The values of which are higher than that of midland and highland 

(25.05 eggs). There was no statistically significant difference between the agro-ecologies in number of eggs per week per 

hen, number of clutch per year and eggs laid per hen per year (P > 0.05).  

There was significant difference between cross, local and exotic chickens in rate of egg production (P < 0.05). It is 

revealed that the numbers of eggs produced/clutch/hen was higher for the exotic (33.28) as compared to that of cross 

(22.17) and indigenous chickens (17.53). Resultof the present study is higher than the report of Habteet al(2013) Who 

found egg production per clutch of31.66,26.14and 11.23 for cross, exotic and indigenous birds respectively in 

nolekobbawereda. The average number of eggs/hen/year for indigenous (60.54) obtained in this study was almost similar 

with 59.51 eggs per year reported inMetekel zone, Northwest Ethiopia by Zewduet al (2013).Mogeset al.(2010) also 

reported similar values, total egg production/hen/year of 60 in Bure district. The average number of eggs/hen/year for 

exotic (150.2) obtained in this study was lower than the result of 276.1 reported by Desalew (2012) in east showa. This low 

result of egg produced per hen per year indicates the poor management practice in the study area. Bolton and Blair (1974) 

observed that egg production in poultry is a function of good feeding or balanced diet. 

Constraints of Poultry Production in The Study Area 

The most important constraints of poultry production in the study villages were predators, lack of veterinary 

health service, housing problem, lack of extension service and shortage of supplementary feeds(Table 10). Among the 

constraints predator problem is the major one as complained by the respondents. This has been also reported by Yemane 

(2009) who reportedthat predators attack was the main constraints of poultry production in the Halabaworeda, Southern 

Ethiopia. In contrast to the present resultsTadelle and Ogle (1996)reported disease as problem is the major constraint in 

central highlands of Ethiopia. In the study area, the lack of veterinary health service was also the other and second ranked 

major constraints next to predator problem. The study conducted in Fogeraworeda (Bogale, 2008) reported that the two 

major constraints of poultry production were disease and shortage of supplementary feeds which were more or less similar 

with the present results except the degree of their importance. Khalafallaet al.(2000) also reported that inadequate health 

care, poor production, inappropriate housing and poor knowledge of poultry management were the major constraints to 

village poultry production in Sudan. 
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Opportunities for Improving Poultry Production 

Urbanization and growth in population are two of the potentials to increase commercialization of poultry. 

Moreover, new markets are emerging in the neighboring countries. Improved veterinary services in the country are also 

expected to create opportunities for commercial producers. The available feed resources such as maize and soybean are 

major sources of inputs for the poultry sector. Ethiopia is the second largest producer of maize and soybean in Africa, 

which could potentially be used for the feed industry to boost the sector and even export. Village poultry production 

benefits more than enough opportunities compared to other alternative investments particularly in rural areas. It requires 

less labor and capital, management and technical skill in which rural communities have comparative advantages. 

Moreover, increasing prices of animal products within the locality, in the country and across the globe provide real and 

sustainable business opportunity for the rural poor involved in poultry production. 

Ideal weather for grain production, availability of market outlets for eggs and chicken, increasing day today price 

of egg as well as live chicken and good demand of eggs and chickens, good culture for meat and eggs consumption in the 

study area are also possible opportunities mentioned by farmers group discussion. There are also other opportunities such 

assmall feed requirement, lower initial cost requirement and employment opportunities for poor women, landless farmers. 

Table 9: Egg Production Performance of Village Chickens and Cycle of Clutch in Gorogutu District (Mean±Se) 

 
Para
meter

s 

Agro-Ecology Breed Agro
-
Ecolo
gy * 
Bree
d 

 
CV Highlan

d Midland 
Lowla

nd 

P-
Valu

e 
Exotic Cross 

Indige
nous 

P-
Valu

e 

Per 
week 

5.70±0.1
1 

5.75±0.1
2 

5.6±0.0
9 

0.44
65 

6.62±0.
06a 

5.97±0.
07b 

4.5±0.0
6c 

0.000
1 

*** 10.28 
0.00
2 

Per 
clutch 

23.95±0.
9 

24.39±0.
8 

25.05±
0.81 

0.06
99 

33.28±0
.41a 

22.17±0
.41b 

17.53±
0.6c 

0.000
1 

0.181
2 

18.6 

Per 
year 

102.75±5
.77 

100.74±4
.63 

105.45
±4.28 

0.53
53 

150.2±4
.07a 

98.10±2
.11b 

60.54±
2.57c 

0.000
1 

** 27.52 

Clutch
/year 

4.12±0.1
0 

3.93±0.0
8 

3.53±0.
08 

0.19
30 

4.51±0.
11a 

4.4±0.0
5a 

3.4±0.0
6b 

0.000
1 

** 17.38 
     a,-c, Means with different superscripts within a row are significantly different (P< 0.05). There is significant difference 

between the rowwithin factor and the interaction of agro ecologies with breeds except for numbers of egg/clutch/hen. SE= 

Standard error of mean. 

Table 10: Major Constraints of Poultry Production in Gorogutu District 

 

1st = First priority ; 2nd = Second priority; 3rd = Third priority; 4th = Forth priority. N= number of respondents 

Chicken Marketing 

The result of the current study revealed that the absence of formal chicken and egg marketing operation in the 

studydistrict. Village chicken producers, consumers, middle men (chicken and egg collectors) and local restaurants/hotels 
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were some of the main actor involved in the system. Marketing of chicken and eggs in the study district was practiced in 

various places including village/primary markets and main markets (urban market). Selling of live birds and eggs were a 

common practice in the district. Farmers in the study area sale their chicken in the conventional market days (Monday and 

Thursday) known in the area. 

Marketing age for indigenous and exotic chicken was presented in Table 11. According to the respondents of the 

study area, there is no statistically significant difference between the three agro ecologies, but the marketing age of exotic 

chicken in highland is lower than midland and lowland, but there is no significant difference for local breed in all agro-

ecologies. Generally, exotic breed (3.87 months) attain marketing age earlier than indigenous breed (5.76 months) in the 

study district. This result is in line with the report of Yitbarek and Zewdu. (2013); the marketing age of local chicken is 5.3 

months EnabsiesarMidirworeda. 

Table 11: Marketing Age of Rural Chicken in Gorogutudistrict(Mean±SE) 

Parameters 

Agro-Ecology 

Grand Mean 
N=90 

P-
Value Highland 

N=30 
Midland 

N=30 
Lowland 

N=30 

Marketing age(m)      
Exotic  3.6±0.14 4.03±0.15 4±0.12 3.87±0.08 .066 
Indigenous  5.73±0.15 5.68±0.15 5.86±0.13 5.76±0.83 0.657 

 
m= represents month. N=represents numbers of respondents. There is no significant difference between agro-

ecologies (P>0.05). 

In the study areas, there were relatively different market prices for chicken and eggs. The variation of prices 

across the study rural kebeles might be due to variation in market day time (consists of cultural/religious holidays), market 

information, distance from market and type of chicken (weight, breed, colour, comb type and comb shape).Chicken type 

(weight, breed, colour, comb type and comb shape) played an important role on Market price of village birds of the study 

area. DuringtheSurvey chicken owner farmers explained that the price of chicken is primarily determined based on weight 

followed by breed, type and coatcolor (Table 13).  

The result of the current study revealed that village chicken owner farmers travelled on Average, a distance of 

5.45km and in terms of hour 1.06hr to reach to nearby urban markets (Table 12). The current study showed that village 

chicken owners found in lowland agro-ecologies are having poor access to local and urban markets as compared to those 

farmers found in highland and mid-altitude areas(P<0.001). Chicken owners farmers in mid-altitude areas were more 

fevered in getting the nearby urban market for chicken and egg marketing. This was due to the high concentration of local 

markets and urban market around the mid altitude and highland area and poor road and accessibility in the remote lowland 

areas. Access to markets, which greatly influences chicken and egg marketing system of the study wereda was mainly 

determined by distance to the market, which agrees with the reports of Fisseha (2009) in survey work conducted in 

burewered.  
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Table 12: Average Distance Traveled (Km) and (Hr) by Village Chicken  
Owners to Reach Market Places in Gorogutu District (Mean±SE) 

Parameters 
Agro-Ecology 

Overall 
N=90 

P-
Value Highland 

N=30 
Midland 

N=30 
Lowland 

N=30 
Distance from 
market(KM) 

3.42±0.18a 3.43±0.12a 9.50±0.98b 5.45±0.45 0.0001 

Distance from market (Hr) 0.72±0.04a 0.70±0.04a 1.77±0.17b 1.06±0.08 0.0001 
 

a-b

Means within a row under the same heading with different superscript differ 

significantly(P<0.001).N=represents number of respondents. Km= represents kilometre, Hr=represents hour.SE= Standard 

error of mean. 

Table 13: Criteria Used to Judge the Price of Chickens in Gorogutu District 

 

1st = First priority; 2nd= Second priority; 3rd = Third priority; 4th = Forth priority. N= number of respondents 

CONCLUSIONS 

In conclusion, current study revealed that the purpose of keeping poultry by the households is multiple. The 

objectives of keeping chicken were for income generation, extra farm employment, improving family nutrition and 

religious. The study revealed that the overall village chicken flock size was 17.77±0.62 per household with flock structure 

per household of Hens, Pullets, Cocks, Cockerels and chicks.The type of management system in the study district is 

commonly extensive. The priority of consumption pattern of chicken products in the family was given for children and the 

primary factor affecting poultry product consumption was giving priority for cash income. Scavenging was the major 

feeding system and July, August and September were the most critical months of the year when the majority of chicken 

owners provided supplementary feed and priority was given to chicks. The major objective of providing supplementary 

feed was to increase egg production.The results of the study revealed that Exotic breed had higher production 

performances mean values than that of the cross and indigenous breed.The village chicken owner farmers travelled on 

Average, a distance of 5.45km and in terms of hour 1.06hr to reach to markets and the marketing age of local chicken is 

5.76 months and for exotic chicken 3.87 months in the study district. The most important constraints of poultry production 

in the study villages were predators, lack of veterinary health service, poultry housing problem, extension service and 

shortage of supplementary feeds. The opportunity for poultry production in the study area include; ideal weather for grain 

production, availability of market outlets for eggs and chicken, good demand of eggs and chickens, good culture for 

poultry meat and eggs consumption in the study area. 
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