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Abstract: The study was conducted in highland, midland awddod agro-ecological zones of
Jimma and llu Aba Bora zones selected districts dhgectives were to characterize village
chicken production and identify the major constisi total of 240 chicken rearing smallholder
farmers were interviewed to collect the requiredolimation using a semi-structured
guestionnaire. The chicken production system in dtuely areas was scavenging with regular
supplementation of the little amount of feed. Thierage flock size of chicken per household was
10.05. About 33%, 55% and 12 % of smallholder fastveere provided feed for their chickens
once, twice and three times a day respectively.tMbthe farmers 74% of the respondents do not
have a separate house but provided night timeinedifferent places: in the living house 24.6%,
kitchen 29.1, veranda 15.4 and animal barn 5%. aMeeage age at first mating for cockerel and
pullet were reported 6.02 and 6.15 months respalgtihe average age of hen at first egg laying
was 6.74 months. The overall average number otlthst was 3.64 times per year per hen. The
length of the single clutch was 3.4 weeks. Theagemnumbers of egg production per clutch were
13.19 and number of eggs set to a broody hen éubiation was 11.4%. The average hatchability
of eggs and survival rate of chick up to 8 weeksew#9.4% and 47.7% respectively. All of the
respondents in the study areas were not identdysfiecific name of the disease but reported the
clinical signs. Most of the farmers (89.5%) werpaed a high incidence of diseases occurs the
wet season. About (91.7%) of the farmers were dtk#teir sick chickens by using of traditional
medicine. Farmers were reported different Predasorsh as black kite (29.2%), mongoose
(28.8%), wild cat (20%), dog (7%), Cat (9.2%), Babd3.8%) and Fox (2%) which plays a role
for chicken loss. Constraints in village chickeroguction system were prioritized the disease
(35.8%), predators (18.8%), lack of veterinary smy (17.9%), feed shortage (11.7%), lack of
proper house (8.8%) and unstable prices (7%).Toerefmprovement should be need to design
veterinary services, chicken management (feeding #&ousing) and identification and
conservation of the best ecotype in the area. lyin@valuation, demonstration and promotion of
exotic chicken breeds that can fit the local fegdind management condition will be necessary.
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Introduction

Indigenous chickens contribute to income soureaproved nutritional status and provision of foodwséy for
rural households (Islarat al., 2014). The advantages of village chicken production aecisp meat and egg
quality/flavor, hard egg shells and high dressiegcpntages (Gueye, 1998). Total chicken populatidhe country
is estimated to be 56.87 million. Indigenous chitkeccounted 95.9%, hybrid 2.79% and exotic brde85%
(CSA, 2016). The most dominant chicken types rearedlocal ecotypes, which show a large variatiomady
position, plumage color, comb type and productiyitalimaet al, 2007). The production systems are characterized
as including small flocks, with nil or minimal infsy low outputs and periodic devastation of theKtoby disease.
Birds are owned by individual households and maieth under a scavenging system, with little or mauts for
housing, feeding or health care (Tadele, 199Re production performance of indigenous or loaavenging
chickens are low because of their low egg prodagtiotential, high chick mortality and longer repuotive cycle
or the low genetic potential (slow growth rateglaexual maturity and broodiness for an extendeidgpéBesbes,
2009). The Major challenges in village chicken productiare a high incidence of disease, predation, low

I n Ethiopia chickens are the most widespread andstlevery rural family owns chickens (Tadedteal, 2003).
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productivity of local chicken ecotypes, poor chickeanagement( feeding, housing, health) and lachstitutional
support and source of informatigRissheaet al, 2010). In Jimma and llu Aba Bora zones littléomrmation is
available regarding chicken production system. &fwee, the objectives of this study were to chaméoe the
Chicken production system and identify the majon€mints on chicken production.

Description of the study areas

This study was carried out in Jimma and llu Aba@Bpones Oromia regional state, south western Hthidpnma
zone is the largest zone in south-western Ethidpia.bordered on the south by the Southern Natiationalities
and Peoples; the northwest by lllu aba bora, omtrth by Misraq Welega, on the northeast by Migdiewa, part
of the boundary with Misraq Shewa is defined by &ibe River. Towns and cities in Jimma include Agand
Saqgga. Altitude is in the range of 1166-3238 metdisve sea level, rain fall condition ranges 88@7tim and
temperature ranges 20-26. Total populations of the zone are 2,486,155 (C8X7). Jimma zone is one of the
three top coffee producers along with Sidama andeGeones. (CSA, 2005) Major crops grown in theezare
coffee, maize, teff (Eragrostis tef), sorghum, &garlpulses (beans and peas), root crops (ensetdfaisana and
potato), and EnseEfseteventricosuh Honey production is another source of cash aftéfiee (CSA 2005).

llu Aba Bora zone is one of the zones of the OroRegion of Ethiopia. It is bordered on the southty Southern
Nations, Nationalities and Peoples, on the southiweshe Gambela Region, on the west by Kelem WelEone,
on the north by Mirab Welega, and Benishangul-GuRagion, on the northwest by Misraq Welega Zond, @n
the east by Jimma. Towns and cities in llu aba bwiude Bedele, Gore and Metu. Altitude is in thage of 500-
2575 meters above sea level, rain fall conditiotgess 1500-2200 mm, and temperature ranges 4@-Tthe total
population is 1,271,609 (CSA, 2007). It is mostholvn for its vegetation coverage, suitability faffee, crop,
livestock and bee production. The dominant cropag®aize, Teff , Coffee, Sorghum, Barley, Whedffedent

pulse crops, finger millet, fruits, vegetablescegiand rice. (LDMA, 2010)

Sampling procedure and Data Collection

The study districts were stratified based an agalegjical zone (highland, midland and lowland). districts
were selected from each zone: Jimma (Gera, Omoaade&hebe) and llu Aba Bora (Alle, Metu and Bufieyo
kebeles and 40 chicken rearing farmers were seldrie each district. A total of 240 chicken regrfarmers were
interviewed. Semi-structured questionnaire formaswsed to collect all the required data from damickearing
farmers mainly focused on household characterjdiiestock holding, feed and feeding, housinglicglpractices,
productivity, selection criteria, disease, predsagmd the major constraints in chicken production.

Data analysis
The quantitative and qualitative data were sumradrian Microsoft Excel sheet and analyzed by usiR$S
(statistical package for social science, versignse®ware . The mean separation was made by using Turkey.

Results and Discussion

Household characteristics

The overall mean male and female interviewed fasmare 43.8% and 56.2%, respectively (Table 1). Auraber

of female respondents were higher than male beazhisken production mainly managed by women farmehnss
result agrees with Embet al.(2013), Addisuet al(2014) and Meseret (2010) reported 79.1% ,83.666&0 %
interviewed farmers were female respectively. Nehdlf of the respondents (49.6%) were illiterateeveas 44.6%
and 5.8% were attended elementary and secondacatalu Most of the smallholder farmers (95%) werarried.
The remaining farmers were 2.5% (divorced), 2.1%d¢w) and 0.4% (widower). The average age of the
respondents was 41.3 years. In the highland assawbrage age of the respondents were slightly ¢héa midland
and lowland areas. The average family size of fesme&s 5.4. A higher number of family sizes (6.6e€orded in
the midland area. The average land holding of $ralaler farmers was 1.25 hector (Tablel).
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Table 1: Sex, age, family size, land holding, educatiomal enarital status of respondents
Agro- ecological zone

Highland Midland (n=80) Lowland Overall
Variables (n=80) (n=80) Mean
Sex of Respondents (%)
Male 38.75 47.5 45 43.8
Female 61.25 52.5 55 56.2
Educational Status (%)
lliterate 625 36.25 50 49.6
Elementary 325 55 46.25 44.6
Secondary 5 8.75 3.75 5.8
Marital Status (%)
Married 97.5 93.75 93.75 95
Divorced 1.25 3.75 25 25
Widow 1.25 2.5 2.5 2.1
Widower - - 1.25 0.4
Average Age 44.8 38.2 40.91 41.3
Average family size (N) 5.16 6.17 5.19 5.5
Land holding(ha) 1.22 1.31 1.20 1.25

Average flock size of local chicken

The overall mean flock size of chicken per houselwgds 10.05. Out of the total flock Hen account8436), Cocks
(1.38%), Pullets (1.41%), Cockerels (0.87%) andcKl{B.07%). The average number of Chicken per Hulde
Cock and Cockerels were significantly different Qf85). In the lowland areas farmers keep high nur{ibk5) of
chicken per household than midland and highlandsaf€able 2). The result obtained in this study imdse with
Wondimuet al. (2013) reported 10.44 chickens per household irtiéon Gonder. Contradict with Fisshed.al
(2010) 13, Malede (2014) 16.43, Mekonnen (20072 9Embetet al. (2013) 4.85 and Mesert (2010) 6.23 chicken
per household.

Table 2 : Average flock size of local chickens (M+S.E)

Agro- ecological zones

_ Highland Midland Lowland Overalll
Variables (n=80) (n=80) (n=80) Mean
Hen 3.04+0.18 3.52+0.17 3.39+0.16 3.32+0.10
Cocks 1.04+0.91 1.61+0.18 1.49+0.16 1.38+0.08
Pullets 1.15+0.16 1.42+0.17 1.65+0.23 1.41+0.11
Cockerels 0.54+0.13 0.99+0.17 1.1040.163 0.87+0.89
Chicks 3.08+0.51 2.25+0.35 3.88+0.56 3.07+0.28
Chicken/HH 8.85+0.51 9.82+0.51° 11.51+0.57 10.05+0.51

Means with the same row with different superscrigtters are significantly different (P<0.05)
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Source of chicken
Most of the respondents (87.5%) chicken source® fvem local market purchase (Table 3). Fissletal.(2010)
reported 93.9% of the respondents were parent sticken bring from market purchase in Bure distfitorth West
Ethiopia. Other farmers obtained as a gift (1.7faily (4.6%), market and livestock agency (5.4%3j anarket
and NGO (0.8%).

Table3: Source of chickens in the study areas

Agro-ecological Zones

- - Overall
: Highland Midland Lowland

Variables (n=80) (n=80) (n=80) Mean
Source of Chicken (%)
Market 85 91.25 86.25 87.5
Gift - - 5 1.7
Family 3.75 2.5 7.5 4.6
Market and livestock agency 10 5 1.25 5.4
market and NGO 1.25 1.25 - 0.8

Feed resource and feeding
Source and type of supplementary feeds

All of the respondents were practice scavengingker production system with a supplement of additideed.
Most of the farmers (72.5%) provide supplementasgdt for their chickens from their own farm. Whihe rest
27.5% were from both household made and markethpsed (Table 4). In this study, farmers reportedhay
supplement different types of cereals grains sscizeat (15.4%), maize (26.7%), barley (9.6%), lsong (22%),
household scraps (25%) and rice (1.3%).

Table 4: Source of feed and type of supplementary feeddrstudy area

Agro-ecological zone

Overall

Variables Highland Midland Lowland mean
(n=80) (n=80) (n=80)

Source of feed (%)
House hold(farm) 71.25 63.75 82.5 72.5
Farm and market 28.75 36.25 175 27.5
Type of supplementary feed (%)
Wheat 20 15 11.25 15.4
Maize 27.5 25 27.5 26.7
Barley 8.75 8.75 11.25 9.6
Sorghum 18.75 25 22.5 22
House hold scrap 25 26.25 23.75 25
Rice - . 3.75 13

Months of feed availability and shortage

Very few farmers (5.3%) were reported as chickexdfehortage starts from months of September arehéxtto
March. This means, around 94.7% of the respond®grese as chicken feed is available in these moMbsaths of
October, December, and January were the crop hargeseasons in the area in which surplus graimpleapents
are available. In April (6%), May (14.7%), June .[%), July (26.5%) and August (22.7%) the farmeggorted the
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existence of chicken feed shortage. Especially @ season chicken feed scarcity occurrence is cammahe
study area (Figure 1).

Number of Respondents (%)
v

() T T T I [ T T T T T T 1
Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Teb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug

Figure 1: Months of supplementary feed availability and shge in Jimma and llu Aba Bora zones

Frequency of feeding and feeding practices
Most of the respondents (55%) supplement feed taiday but 33% and 12% supplement once and thress ta

day respectively (Table 5). Similarly, Messerti@Preported 48.3% of respondents offer twice a(dayrning and
afternoon) in Gomma worda, Jimma zone. About 89df%he respondents as they provide supplementany fe
directly on the floor. The remaining 10.8% of tlespondents use both feeding trough and on floomdiet al.
(2013) reported as more than half (58%) of theaedpnts in North Gonder supply feed to chickenshenground
and the rest (42%) use different old householdsifen

Table 5 : Frequency of feeding and feeding practices

Agro-ecological Zone

Highland Midland (n=80) Lowland Overall
Variables (n=80) (n=80) Mean
Frequency of Feeding (%)
Once/day 33.8 33.8 31.3 33
Twice/day 52.5 51.2 61.2 55
Three times/day 13.7 15 75 12
Feeding practices (%)
Feed trough 11.2 8.8 125 10.8
Feed trough and on floor 88.8 91.2 875 89.2

Source of water

Smallholder farmers in the study districts usededént water sources for chickene tap water (17%), river
(56%),Spring(14%) and Hand dug well (13%)(Figure Mpjority of the respondents (82.5%) were usedta
water troughs. The rest 7.1% and 10.4% clay potwoadd made materials. About 77.8% and 22.2% of the
respondents were provided water for chickens adrfitand once a day (Table 6)
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Figure 2: Jimma and llu Aba Bora Zones chicken water saurce

Table 6 : Type of water trough and frequency of watering

Agro-ecological Zone

Highland Midland Lowland Overall
Variables (n=80) (n=80) (n=80) Mean
Type of water trough (%)
Clay 6.25 3.75 11.25 71
Plastic material 875 81.25 78.75 82.5
Wood made 6.25 15 10 10.4
Frequency of watering (%)
Once/day 17.75 26.25 225 22.2
Ad libitum 82.25 73.75 775 77.8

Housing

About 74 % of the respondents did not have sepdratese for their chicken but provide overnight treln
different places like in the living house (24.6%itchen (29.1%), veranda (15.4%) and animal bafn)(5About
26% of the respondents were constructed separelieisfrom different materials such as wood anaggE.9.6%),
corrugated iron sheet and wood made house (1.7pamioo cage (4.6%). Farmers were not construdtietten
house due to lack of attention (27%), presencenafliflocks (26.3%), lack of knowledge (10.4%) krizf predators
(11.7%), lack of construction materials (20.8) &igk of theft (3.8%). Similarly, Fisshes al(2010) reported the
reasons for not contracting a separate house fokeits indicated that small flock size per housef¢84.6%), lack
of construction material(25%), lack of knowledg®.@%), risk of predators (12.1%) and shortage bbla and
time (5.4%) in Bure district in North West Ethiopia
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Table 7 : Chickens housing condition and reasons for notighog separate house
Agro-ecological Zone

Highland  Midland Lowland Overall
Variables (n=80) (n=80) (n=80) Mean
Chicken night shelter (%)
Perches in the house 23.75 25 25 24.6
Perch in the kitchen 28.75 28.75 30 29.1
Perches on the veranda 10 20 16.25 154
Perches in Cattle yard 10 3.75 1.25 5
Wooden made with grass roof 23.75 20 15 19.6
Wood made with corrugated iron sheet - 25 25 1.7
Bamboo cage 3.75 - 10 4.6
Reasons of didn’t separate shelter (%)
Lack of Knowledge (Awareness) 10 75 13.75 10.4
Lack of construction Materials(Cost ) 20 25 175 20.8
Risk of predators 8.75 125 13.75 11.7
Risk of theft 25 5 3.75 3.8
Lack of attention 32,5 20 28.75 27
Presence of only small flock size 26.25 30 225 26.3

Chicken culling practices

About 53% of farmers cull their chickens as a restilow production. The rest 29.6% at old age %6 .6nwanted
plumage color and 10% disease outbreak (Table BpuA73.7% and 26.3% of the respondents soled cculle
chickens for income sources and home consumptigpentively (Table 8). Embett al (2013) reported farmers
cull their chicken for home consumption and sal2.3%), sale (16.9%), home consumption (9.1%) alidioes
sacrifices (1.7%) in south west and southern dathiopia.

Table 8: Chicken culling practices

Agro-ecological Zone

Variables ?r:gggnd Midland (n=80) (I_no:v;/glg)nd Ol\‘/l’zg:'
Reasons of culling (%)

Old age 33.75 30 25 29.6
Low production 525 48.75 60 53.8
Plumage 3.75 75 8.75 6.6
Disease 10 13.75 6.25 10
Purpose of culling (%)

Sale 75 73.75 72.5 73.7

Consumption 25 26.25 275 26.3
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Productivity and reproductive performance of localchicken

The overall average age at first mating for codkarel pullet were reported 6.02 and 6.15 monthpees/ely
(Table 9). Average age of hen at first egg laid @&9 months. Similarly, different scholars repdree same result
Nebiyu et al (2013), Kibreabet al. (2016) and Melkamet al. (2013) the average age at first egg laying was 6.5
months, Meseret (2010) 6.33 months and Fisghah (2010) 6.9 months. The average number of singkelt per
hen was 3.4 weeks and observed significantly diffe{P<0.05) over the agro ecologies. The numbelut€hes
was 3.64 times per hen per year. This result wagpeoable with Mekonnen (2007) who reported thatatherage
number of clutches per year was 3.7 times per yida.average numbers of egg production per clut¢his study
was 13.19 and significantly different (P<0.05). kitg number of egg production produced in the lodlanea
(13.9). The number of eggs set to a broody heinfarbation was 11.61 and significantly differenk(R05) among
agro-ecologies. The average percent of hatchabildg (87.93%) which was higher than Melkaetual (2013)
76%, Fisshaet al (2014)81.6 %, Nebiywet al(2013)83.7 % and Tadedt al(2003)68.9 % hatchability reported.
The average survival rate of chick up to 8 weeks wgs 47.7% (Table 9). This result was higher thkesert
(2010) reported 41.5% and lower than Tadeteal. (2003) and Fissha (2014) reported 51.6 % and 6%35
respectively survival of chick up to eight weeks.

Table 9: Production and reproductive performance of lobatkens (MeantS.E)

Agro-ecological zones

Highland Midiand Lowland Overall
Variables (N=80) (N=80) (N=80) Mean
Age of cockerels at™Imating (M) 6.09+0.74 6.00£0.07 5.98+0.81 6.02+0.04
Age of pullets at L mating (M) 6.19+0.08 6.18+0.66 6.10+0.08 6.15+0.05
Age of hen at % lay(month) 6.70£0.09 6.80+0.08 6.10+0.93 6.74+0.05
Number of clutches/ year/hen 3.62+0.09 3.58+0.07 7080.07 3.64+0.05
Length of single clutches (weeks) 3.18+6.90  3.55+0.7¢" 3.49+0.97 3.40+0.05
Number of egg/clutch 12.58+0.27 13.09+0.33° 13.90+0.29 13.19+0.19
Average number of egg incubated 11.02+0.26 11.90+0.2% 10.91+0.18 11.61+0.16
Hatchability (%) 79.31+£1.53 78.81+£1.49 78.68+1.76 78.93+0.92
Survivability (%) 48.92+1.69 47.20+1.89 47.44+1.84 47.85+1.04

Means with the same row with different superscrigtiers are significantly different (P<0.05)

Incubation of Egg

Majority of the respondents (97.5%) incubate hoaié €ggs whereas 2.5% use purchased cross brexilf leseed
eggs. About 73.8% of the farmers do not selectfeggncubation. The remaining 10.8% reported ay thelect
larger and unbroken and 15.4% select clean andokebreggs for incubation. More than half (51.7%)tlod
respondents incubate eggs two times per year, h684d, 30% and 6.7% of respondents reported asitioeypate
once, three times and four times per year respygt{fable 10).

Preferred season of incubation of eggs
Most of the farmers prefer to incubate eggs frorpt&mber up to April. During these months chickeadte are
available and reduced disease outbreak. Very femdis incubate eggs in May, June, July and Augdtigu(e 3).

Similarly Mokonnen (2007) reported 89.4 % of thependents used to incubate and brood their hengltie dry
seasons.
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Table 10: Source of egg, selection criteria and frequerf@gg incubation

Agro-ecological zones

Highland Midland Lowland Overall Mean
Variables (N=80) (N=80) (N=80)
Incubated egg sources (%)
House 98.75 97.5 96.25 97.5
Market and House 1.25 25 3.75 2.5
Incubated egg selection (%)
Larger and unbroken 13.75 75 11.25 10.8
Larger, clean and unbroken 8.75 13.75 23.75 15.4
No select 775 78.75 65 73.8
Frequency of egg incubated/year
Once 15 13.75 6.25 11.6
Twice 55 46.25 53.75 51.7
Three 23.75 325 33.75 30
Four 6.25 7.5 6.25 6.7
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Figure 3: Jimma and Ilu Aba Bora zones preferred monthgygfiecubation
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Broody hen management

All respondents witnessed the use of broody heredgy hatching. More than half of the respondern2s9®) used
wooden made container for broody hen egg incubafibout 10.8%, 20%, 3.8% and 2.5% farmers repaatethey
use mud, clay, plastic container and carton foulation respectively (Table 11). Majority of thespendents
(88.7%) used teff straw as bedding material. Iis 8tudy farmers were practice different methodsitoid the
broadness behavior of hen. These includes hangingipside-down (16.4%), disturbing (6.5%), takiogahother
place (33.2%), taking away brooding nest (23.9%)) tging separately (20%).

Table 11: Broody hen management, egg incubation and beddatgrials

Agro-ecological zones

, Highland  Midland Lowland Overall
Variables (N=80) (N=80) (N=80) Mean
Material used to Incubate (%)

Wooden container 57.5 61.25 70 62.9
Mud 16.25 10 6.25 10.8
Clay 21.25 26.25 12.5 20
Plastic 1.25 25 7.5 3.8
Carton 3.75 - 3.75 2.5
Bedding materials (%)

Teff straw 96.25 925 775 88.7
Grass 3.75 7.5 18.75 10
Rice straw - - 3.75 13
Avoided broodiness (%) -

Hanging hen upside-down 17.9 15.3 16 16.4
disturbing 25 6.2 10.6 6.5
Taking to another place 39 31.6 29 33.2
Taking away brooding nest 21.3 254 251 23.9
Tying separately 19.3 215 19.3 20

Brooding hen selection criteria

Most of the respondents (63.3%) farmers were saleleirger body size egg laying hens while 18.8% Eh@8% of
the respondents were previous egg lying performarmd attractive plumages colors (Table 12). Brobéwn
selection more than half of the farmers (64.6%gdelarger body size, others select based on prsviatching
ability (19.6%), defensive behavior (8.8) and atiree plumage colors (7) of the broody hen. Mokani2007)
reported broody hen selected based on previousrpgahce of the hen (50.7%), body size (32.2%) angla
plumage (17.1%). Fissheaal. (2010) also reported, the hen’s past egg incubatéformance (73.9%), large body
size (7.9%), presence of thick feathers (2.1%), siné of eggs laid (2.5%) in Bure district.Farmalso select best
breeding cock based on larger body size (40.4%)bldocomb (24.1%), attractive colors (28.9) andngage
cocks (6.6%). Fesshed al. (2010) reported farmers selected cock based emdgje color (45.4%), physical stand
and shank length (37.1%), type of comb (8.6%) aaréqt’'s performance or pedigree (1.1%).
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Table 12: Selection of laying hen, broody hen and cockmdtudy area

Agro-ecological zones

Highland Midland Lowland Overall
Variables (n=80) (n=80) (n=80) Mean
Laying Hen (%)
Larger body size 61.2 62.5 66.2 63.3
Previous performance 21.3 16.3 18.8 18.8
Attractive color 175 21.2 15 17.9
Cock (%)
Large body size 38.8 40 425 40.4
Double comb 25 275 20 24.1
Attractive color 26.2 30 30 28.9
Young Age 10 25 75 6.6
Broody hen (%)
Larger body size 51.2 67.5 75 64.6
Hatching ability 275 16.3 15 19.6
Defensive Behavior 11.3 11.2 3.8 8.8
Attractive color 10 5 6.2 7

Plumage color preferences

Farmers in the study areas preferred different plygrcolor, comb and shank types. Farmer’s firdiepeaces were
red (key) Cocks, and mixed color hens followed Bb&na Cock and red color Hen (Figure 4). Very fammers
were selected black color cock and hens protected predators.

mHen mcock

Red white Gebsma Mixed Black

Figure 4: Jimma and llu Aba Bora zones Farmers Plumage Quoéferences
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Comb type and Shank color preference
Almost all of the farmers (96.2%) were selectedldelwcomp type Cocks. About 42.5%, 11.7% and 13.38ew

preferred yellow, white and black/grey shank cakspectively .The remaining 32.5% of the resporsleiat not
prefer shank color (Figure 5).

- W comb m shank
-]
< 96.2
<
=
g
& 42.5
&
2 =3 ‘ 11.7 133
: = . A
E Double Single and Yellow White Black
Z double
Comb type Shank Colour

Figure 5: Jimma and Ilu Aba Bora zones Comb Type and Shamér®reference

Reasons of comb type and plumage color preferences

Majority of the farmers 76.2% and 72.9% preferencéplumage colors and comb types were based ohn bot
aesthetic and high market value (Figure6). Whig@.and 12.5 % of farmers were selected plumager eoid

comb type related to high market prices. Only 188d 14.6% of the farmers were prefers plumage @idrComb
type attractiveness (Aesthetic Value).

EPlumage Colour ®Comb Type

Aesthetic Market Aesthetic and market

Figure 6: Reasons of comb type and plumage color preferences
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Disease

All of the respondents in the study areas did deniify the specific name of the disease but regbdinical signs
of the diseases such as sneezing, diarrhea(watellpw and green), discharge from mouth and noa#led
feather, depressed, closing of eyes, twisting eidh&nd neck, paralysis, sudden death, decreagggipreduction
and loss of appetite. About 89.5% of the farmepored high incidence of diseases in wet seasoty,(Mae, July
and August).This result agree with Hunduetal. (2010) the occurrence of diseases is seasonakwtherhighest
chicken death rate was observed during the raiagase (June to August) (80%) in Rift Vally of Oromizthiopia.
Majority 91.7% of the farmers reported as theyttthair sick chickens by traditional home made roedi. These
local treatments were mainly the combinations twanore of the locally available materials such epger, garlic,
onion, lemon, oil, ginger, papaya, ash, boiled eeffesidue, endod@lfytolaca dodecaudja grawa yernonea
omygdalan, feto (epidium sativurjy Bsana Croton macrostachydsOnly 1.3% of the respondent use modern
medicine brought from the market. The rest of resieats (7%) do not treat sick chickens.

Table 13: Season of disease occurrence, affected age gnolipesatments

Agro-ecological zone

Highland Midland Lowland Overall
Variables (n=80) (n=80) (n=80) mean
Occurrence /season of disease (%)
Wet 91.25 88.75 86.15 88.7
Dry 1.25 10 8.8 6.7
Wet and dry 75 1.25 5.05 4.6
Age of birds mostly affected (%)
adult, grower and chick 76.45 68.75 67.5 70.9
Chicks 6.7 12.5 125 10.6
Layer 16.85 18.75 20 18.5
Treatments (%)
local 83.75 97.5 93.75 91.7
modern 1.25 - 25 13
No treatments 15 25 3.75 7

Predators

Predators also causes chicken loses in the stedg aFarmers were reported different predatorskiiie (29.2%).
mongoose (28.8%), wild cat (20%), dog (7%), CaR¥8), Baboon (3.8%) and Fox(2%) (Table 14).Blaclks kit
(locally known as Chilfit) were eaten chicks andstiypexisted at dry season. Mongoose, wild cat, aod) baboon
were attack all chicken age group throughout ther.y8imilarly, Fisshe&t al (2010) who reported Wild birds
(chilfit) were the most dangerous type of predators (59.3¥érteng village birds and attack young chicks,
Mongoose (36.8%) and wild cats (3.9%j)undumaet al (2010) reported Predators such as birds of poally
known as “Culullee”) (34%), cats and dogs (16.3%) avild animals (15%) were the major causes ofagil
poultry in rift valley of Oromia, Ethiopia.
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Table 14 :Chicken predators in the study areas

Agro-ecological zone

Variables Highland Midland Lowland Overall
(N=80) (N=80) (N=80) Mean

Black kite 31.25 27.5 28.75 29.2

Mongoose 26.25 30 30 28.8

Wildcat 17.5 25 17.5 20

Dog 7.5 7.5 6.25 7

Cat 12.5 5 10 9.2

Baboon 25 3.75 5 3.8

Fox 2.5 1.25 25 2

Major Constraints in chicken production

Farmers in the study areas reported different caims$ that affect the village chicken productidinese were
disease (35.8%), lack of veterinary services (17, 9¥edators (18.8%), feed shortage (11.7%), ldgkaper house
(8.8%) and unstable prices (7%). Fisskeeal. (2010) reported the major challenges in villagiekén production
and marketing are disease problem mainly new catslease and lack of proper health care (46.2%xlgtion

(25.7%), poor production of local chicken (3.5%)pp management practices (feeding, housing, diseas®rol)

(12.7%) and lack of capital, lack of technical soippmarketing and theft problems (1.7%) in Burgtrilit. Bonsenu
and Takelel (2014) reported disease (52.67%), Ryexl§25.83%), Economic problem (11.67%) and manget
(9.835%) in Haramya district.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Chicken reared by smallholder farmers under scamgrgystem with supplemented cereal crops (graid)kitchen
leftovers. Feeding and housing system were under panagement conditions. Disease and Predatoes faend
the major causes for chicken flocks loss in thisdgtarea. Therefore, improvement should be needetign
veterinary services, chicken management (feedirdy leousing) and identification and conservation e best
ecotype in the area. Finally, evaluation, demotistmtaand promotion of exotic chicken breeds that fiathe local
feeding and management condition will be necessary.
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