Creative commons User License: CC BY-NC-ND
Abstracted by: EBSCOhost, Electronic Journals Service (EJS),
Google Scholar, Journal Seek, Scientific Commons,
Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO), CABI and Scopus

Journal of Agricultural Extension
Vol. 22 (1) February, 2018
ISSN(e): 24086851; ISSN(Print); 1119944X
http://journal.aesonnigeria.org
http://www.ajol.info/index.php/jae
Email: editorinchief@aesonnigeria.org

Characteristics of Free-Range Chicken Production in Ogun State, Nigeria
https://dx.doi.org/10.4314/jae.v22i1.8
Abanigbe, S.A.
Bdellium Consult Ltd. 7 Akingbola Street, off Olayiwola Street, Oregun, Lagos
E-mail:imolemi2013@gmail.com; Phone: +2348023450606

Adesina, A.,
Bdellium Consult Ltd. 7 Akingbola Street, off Olayiwola Street, Oregun, Lagos
E-mail:laja.adesina@bdelliumconsult.org; Phone: +2348023187204

Jibodu, A.,
Bdellium Consult Ltd. 7 Akingbola Street, off Olayiwola Street, Oregun, Lagos
E-mail:denola.jibodu@bdelliumconsult.org; Phone: +2348023078507

Jaji, M. F. O
Department of Agricultural Extension and Management
Lagos State Polytechnic, Ikorodu, Lagos
E-mail:mfoj1@yahoo.com; Phone: +2348023205321

___________________________________________________________________
Abstract
The study investigated personal characteristics of respondents, habits and
practices, numbers of chickens and other animals cared for, causes of chicken
loss, chickens’ diseases and health care awareness by respondents, and
preferred extension capability to provide linkage services. Fifty farmers were
selected using multi-stage sampling procedure. Data were collected with the
administration of structured questionnaire and analyzed with frequency counts
and percentages. Results showed that 70% of respondents were female and
42% were within 18 to 45 age bracket. Adult female (48%) spend the most time
caring for the chickens while, 30% and 24% keep chickens for sales and
consumption respectively. 76% provide housing, 74% provided feed-supplement
and 80% give medication to support their flocks like intensive system. Predators
(40%) and diseases (36%) were the main causes of poultry loss. Continuous
sensitization on basic information about chicken care (100%) and market
accessibility (76.51%) were some of the preferred extension capability by
farmers. Continuous training and provision of linkage services in terms of simple
housing, feed-supplement, vaccination against Newcastle-Disease and
deworming of birds) are recommended extension capability to develop FPP
business.
Key words: Free-Range Chickens.
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Introduction
The poultry sub-sector is the most commercialized in the livestock sector of Nigeria’s
agricultural sub-sectors (Nwandu, Ojogbane, Okoh, and Okechuku, 2016). The study
of Adedeji, Amao, Alabi and Opebiyi (2014) revealed that chicken, ducks, guinea fowls,
turkeys, pigeons and ostriches are the commonly reared types of poultry in Nigeria.
Chicken population in Nigeria is about 155 million of which 25% are commercially
farmed, 15% semi-commercially and 60% in backyards (Unaeze and Akinola, 2016).
Extensive and intensive are the two classes of poultry production systems, where
extensive production system (free-range) presently account for about 85% (Sonaiya and
Swan, 2004).
Free-range is often applied generically to all poultry raised outside of a cage and are
often referred to as “family-poultry production” (FPP) practiced mostly by households in
developing world (Sonaiya, 2007). Sonaiya (2007) pointed out that FPP is raised
extensively or semi-intensively in relatively small numbers (usually less than 100 in any
flock) with minimal investment in inputs; most being generated in the homestead, labour
is drawn from the family, and production is geared essentially towards home
consumption, income and savings. The small flocks scavenge sufficient feed in the
surroundings of the home to survive and to reproduce. However, any significant
increase in flock size often leads to malnutrition if no feed supplement is provided. And
any move to fence in or enclose the poultry then involves the need to provide balanced
rations and medications which increase the input requirement that the farmers might not
cope with.
The evolution of free-range chicken can be traced to village or rural poultry. At the
village level, many people keep small numbers of poultry for home consumption, to sell
and for various socio-cultural uses. This practice was originally concentrated in villages
and thus known as “village poultry” production. Increasing urbanization has resulted in
the growth of village type poultry in urban and peri-urban areas which is often called
“backyard production” (Thieme, Sonaiya, Rota, Gueye, Dolberg and Alders, 2014).
Women are the major input; labour and beneficiaries of this production system. Women
often have an important role in the development of family poultry production as
extension workers and in vaccination programmes (Sonaiya and Swan, 2004). Family
poultry according to Thieme, et al (2014) described the full variety of all small-scale
poultry production systems found in rural, peri-urban and urban areas of developing
countries. In the context of this study, free-range chicken farmers would be used
interchangeably as village chicken, family poultry, backyard chicken and smallholders
chicken farmers who reside in rural, peri-urban and urban areas of Ogun state.
Family poultry is an integral component of the livelihoods of poor rural households, and
is likely to continue playing this role for the foreseeable future (Thieme, et al, 2014).
Notably, Kryger, Thomsen, Whyte and Dissing (2010) reported that smallholder farming
systems worldwide constitute a myriad of different ways of providing livelihoods for rural
families, depending on: i) agro-ecological conditions; ii) sociocultural factors; iii) access
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to markets at the local, national and international levels; and iv) possibilities for
generating income from non-farm activities. The capability of extension agents in
communicating information, and intervention in the areas of flock size management,
sources of viable chicks, feed/supplement source, housing, access to veterinary and
health care, access to urban market and value of time spent in raising a flock before
market are significant to development of sustainable business of free-range chicken.
Though, village poultry makes up the largest proportion of the national poultry
population in most developing countries, where in Africa, over 70% of poultry products
comes from village poultry (Hailemichael, Gabremedhin, Gizaw & Tegegne 2016).
Hence, this traditional system of free-range chicken production is not sufficient to meet
the growing demand for more quality food across the world. Hailemichael et al. (2016)
stated further that if the suppliers of poultry are smallholder farmers instead of largescale commercial companies, poultry would better contribute to poverty reduction under
conditions of expanding demand. Over 50% of the village chickens suffered constraints
from theft, diseases and predator, thus, less than 50% enter the market and provide
income to households. However, market survey conducted by Bdellium Consult (2015)
indicated that 91% of respondents surveyed in Ikeja metropolis, Lagos preferred to
consume village chickens. Almost 58% of the respondents were willing to purchase any
type (live or freshly processed) village chickens at amount equal or more than ₦2,000.
Therefore, conventional system of production requires extension capability to bridge
supply-demand gap and the up-rising need of residence in urban centers.
Many advantages have been adduced to this type of chicken production; nutritionally,
economically and socio-culturally. Free-range chicken according to Hailemichael et al.
(2016) provide disposable cash income to poor households. Thieme et al. (2014)
reported that, it serves as source of nutrients of high biological (protein) value through
eggs and meat. Sonaiya and Swam (2004) inferred that keeping poultry makes a
substantial contribution to household food security throughout the developing world: It
helps diversify incomes and provides quality food, energy, fertilizer and a renewable
asset in over 80 percent of rural households. Also, the work of Higenyi, Kabasa and
Muyanja (2014) disclosed that native poultry meat is a cheap source of protein and
household income particularly to the poor rural and peri-urban families in developing
countries.
Consequent on the above advantages, this study thus, assessed the capabilities of
extension in providing linkage services to farmers in Ogun state, Nigeria. The specific
objectives were to:
i.
describe the personal characteristics of farmers in the study area;
ii.
determine respondents’ habits and practices of free-range production;
iii.
investigate numbers of chicken and other animals respondents cared for;
iv.
investigate causes of chicken loss to respondents;
v.
ascertain respondents’ awareness of chicken diseases and health care; and
vi.
Identify respondents’ preferred extension capability in the study area.
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Methodology
Ogun State is one of the thirty-six states in Federal Republic of Nigeria and a state in
South-western Nigeria. The total land area of the state is 16, 409.26km2. The climate of
the state follows a tropical pattern with the raining season starting around March and
ending in November, followed by dry season. The mean annual rainfall varies from
128cm in the southern part of the state to 105cm in the northern areas. The average
monthly temperature ranges from 280C in July to 320C in February. The 2006 census
recorded a total population of over 3.7 million residents. Administratively, the state has
been divided into four agricultural zones (Abeokuta, Ijebu, Ikenne/Remo and
Ilaro/Yewa) by the Ogun State Agricultural Development Programme (OGADEP). The
zones are further divided into blocks while the blocks are divided into cells (Ambali,
Adegbite, Ayinde and Awotide, 2012). The population of the study consists of all
households with backyard chicken. The on-going project of smallholders’ poultry care
and business development in South-west, Nigeria of Bdellium Consult Ltd (BCL),
estimated sampling unit of about 400 backyard poultry households in the project areas
(BCL, 2016). However, data were collected with structured questionnaire validated by
experts. Two Agricultural zones; Ikenne-Remo and Ijebu were conveniently selected
based on population density and location proximity among the villages/ developing
communities.
At stage one, 50% of the blocks from each zone were randomly drawn. Sagamu and
Remo-North, were selected from Ikenne-Remo zone, while, Ago-Iwoye, Ijebu-Ode and
Ijebu-Waterside were selected from Ijebu zone. At second stage, random selection of
5% cells (communities) in each of the selected blocks in stage one was drawn. In the
third stage, 25% of total free-range farmers from selected cells were systematically
drawn to constitute the study sample size of 50.
Data were collected with 58-items questionnaire and data were analysed using
frequency, and percentages.
Result and Discussion
Personal Characteristics of Farmers
Table 2 shows that about 42% are in their active age (18-45 years), thus, have strength
and agility to engage in free-range chicken production. This implies that farmers have
strength to adopt any intervention that would increase their production. This is in
agreement with the result of Abanigbe, Oladoja, Jaji and Onasanya (2015) that famers
with active age will be willing to intensify or diversify their income into more productive
ventures that could improve their livelihood. The gender distribution indicates that the
majority (70%) were female. This agrees with the work of Rajiur (2012) which reported
that 78% of women were involved in different activities of poultry rearing like feeding
and rearing baby chicks.
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Also, 94% of respondents were educated with primary, or secondary or tertiary form of
education or having all the three forms of education. This implies that they would be
positively related to innovation on chicken production. This result is in agreement with
the study of Hailemichael et al (2016) which stated that educated households are being
attracted to engage in poultry keeping perhaps due to their better awareness and
knowledge of its value and production efficiency. Household population also, indicates
that 62% and 68% had one boy and girl under the age of 15 years respectively in the
family, while almost (30%) had four adults over the age of 15 years living within the
households. This implies that, the household requires sustainable economic activities in
order to provide food security and income for family sustenance.
Table 2: Personal characteristics of farmers
Item
Age (years)
18 - 45
46 – 60
Over 60
Gender
Male
Female
Educational level
No formal education
Primary education
High School or above

Percentage (n=50)
42
38
20
30
70
6
26
68

Primary source of household income
Paid work in agriculture
Growing own crops
Raising own livestock
Non-farm activities
Boys under the age of 15 in the household
1
2
3
=>4
Girls under the age of 15 in the household
1
2
3
=>4
Adults over the age of 15 in the household
1
2
3
=>4
On a day-to-day basis, who cares for the chicken?
Adult male
Adult female
Boys in the family
Girls in the family
Neighbour

18
12
12
58
62
22
12
4
68
16
12
4
26
28
16
30
26
48
16
6
4

Source: Field survey (2016)
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Farmers’ Habits and Practices of Free-range Production
Table 3 reveals that 32% of respondents keep chicken primarily for consumption and
selling. However, 38% raised chicken for almost 9 months before selling at market.
Almost (42%) sell one chicken between ₦1, 000 and ₦1, 500. Also, 56% sell between
one and two chicken per month. The majority (76%) owns a poultry house, 46% and
74% buy compounded feed and supplement for their chicken regularly. And 32% spend
₦500 on supplement (maize and guinea corn) per month.

Numbers of Chickens cared for by farmers
Table 3 shows that respondents kept between one and five chicks (68%), growers 46%,
hen 84%, and cocks (78%). The majority (82%) have bought almost five grower chicks
as replacement flock in the past three months. And 86% own other poultry like guinea
fowl, turkey and ducks. This is in agreement with the study of Hailemichael et al. (2016)
that of all the households that kept poultry, 52% had five or less birds. Kryger et al.
(2010) reported that 85% of rural households in sub-Saharan Africa keep chickens or
other types of poultry. Sonaiya and Swan (2004) said that family poultry represents 83%
of the estimated 82 million adult chickens in Nigeria.
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Table 3: Habits and practices of free-range chicken
Item
Primary reason for keeping chicken
Consumption of chicken eggs
Consumption of chicken meat
Selling chicken
Selling egg
Selling chicken + eggs
Consumption and selling of chicken
Period of raising chicken before selling
Less than 3 months
3 – 6 months
7 – 9 months
10 months & above
Numbers of chicks currently own
1-5
6 - 10
11 - 15
16 - 20
More than 20
Numbers of growers currently own
1-5
6 - 10
11 - 15
16 - 20
More than 20
Numbers of hens currently own
1-5
6 - 10
11 – 15
Numbers of cocks currently own
1-5
6 - 10
11 - 15
16 - 20
More than 20
Price of chicken sold
< ₦1, 000
Between ₦1, 000 and ₦1, 500
Between ₦1, 501 and ₦2, 000
> ₦2, 000
Ownership of poultry house
Own poultry house
Do not own poultry house

Percentage (n=50)
6
24
30
4
4
32
12
32
38
18
68
20
6
2
4
46
22
12
6
14
84
10
6
78
8
8
2
4
14
42
24
20
76
24

Employment of people to help manage chicken flocks
Employ people
Do not employ people

8
92

Provision of supplement feeds for your chickens
Provide supplements
Do not provide supplements

74
26

Amount spend on supplement in one month
< =₦500
₦600 - <= ₦1, 000
₦1, 000 - <= ₦2, 000
> ₦2, 000

32
14
30
24

Source: Field survey (2016)
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Causes of Chicken Loss
Table 4 shows that predators (40%) are the main causes of loss to chicken flocks. The
majority (54%) revealed that hawk is the main type of predators that attack chicks and
34% said Newcastle disease (ND) is the main disease killing chicken in the study area.
These agrees with the report of Sonaiya and Swan (2004) that out of 142 hens lost up
to 13 months of age, records were kept for 92 and causes of mortality revealed
predators (32%), ND (15%) and theft (5%). Furthermore, 82% of respondents affirmed
that lack of simple poultry house exposed the chicken to disease, theft and predators.
These results are in line with the view of Sonaiya and Swan (2004) that out of ten
chicks, only about two reaches adulthood, due mainly to disease, predators and road
accidents. Also, 66% and 76% affirmed that inadequate feed and poor marketing
systems of older flocks respectively causes great loss in chicken flocks in the study
area. Consequently, 48% said that, they cannot afford the cost of input that can alleviate
them from these losses.
Table 4: Causes of chicken loss
Item
Causes of chicken loss
Disease
Theft
Predators
Main disease killing your chicken
Fowl coryza
Parasites
Newcastle disease (ND)
Do not know
Type of predators attacking your chicken
Hawk
Rat
Snake
Cat
Lack of housing predispose chicken to disease, theft and predators
Yes
Inadequate feeds predispose chicken to disease, theft and predators
Yes
Poor marketing leads to chicken loss
Yes
No
Reason preventing you from owning more chicken
Cannot afford
Do not have space
Cannot manage larger flock
Too much risk

Source: Field survey (2016)
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Percentage (n=50)
36
24
40
34
2
34
30
54
10
20
16
82

66

76
24
48
22
12
18
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Awareness of Chicken’s Diseases and Health Care
Table 5 shows that the majority (80%) of the respondents spent money on medicines or
veterinary services for their chicken. Also, almost 78% have spent between ₦500 and
₦1, 000 on chicken’s medicine and vaccines in the past three months. A total of 80% of
the respondents have cared for Newcastle disease, Fowl pox and Fowl coryza. This
result affirmed that 74% have heard about Newcastle Disease Vaccine (NDV) and 44%
said they find out about NDV through visitation by local vaccinator. These results imply
that respondents are aware of different types of chicken’s diseases and they are
exploring the available health care to them.
Table 5: Chickens’ diseases and health care
Item
Spend money on medicines or veterinary services for your chickens
Yes
No
Amount spent on chickens medicine or vaccines in the past 3 months
< =₦500
₦501 - <= ₦1, 000
₦1, 101 - <= ₦2, 000
> ₦2, 000
Diseases often cared for
Fowl coryza
Newcastle disease
Do not know
Awareness of Newcastle Disease Vaccine (NDV) for chickens
Aware
Not aware
How did you find out about NDV?
Visited by local vaccinator
Television/radio advert
Flyer or poster
Friends & neighbors
Village meeting
At market
Why do you vaccinate against ND?
Increase chicken value
Increase egg production
Reduce chickens death
Who administers NDV?
Government Veterinary
Private Veterinary
Community Poultry Agent
NGO service providers
Farmers
How was the vaccine administered?
Injected
Drops in the eye
Drinking water

Source: Field survey (2016)
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Percentage (n=50)
80
20
62
16
8
14
30
50
20
74
26
44
6
22
12
6
10
36
20
44
20
34
22
16
8
6
62
32
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Preferred Extension Services by Farmers
Table 6 shows that all (100%) the respondents preferred continuous sensitization on
smallholder chicken development. The majority (98.66%) preferred continuous training
and capacity building on basic of chicken care. However, 97.99% preferred linkages to
the use of herbal leaves and biological drugs to prevent chicken diseases. One on one
discussion with most of the farmers showed that they want linkages to Ethno Veterinary
Medicine (EVM) like mixture of ginger and garlic to serve as regular antibiotic for the
chickens. EVM has observed is of great importance to smallholder poultry sector in
terms of accessibility, inexpensive and effectiveness hence, it gains recognition at the
expense of conventional drugs.
Table 6: Preferred extension services
Item
Continuous sensitization on basic information about chicken care
Continuous training and capacity building on basic of chicken care
Use of herbal leaves and biological drugs to prevent disease
Guide on construction of simple and least cost chicken house
Provision of information/linkage to supplementary feed
Regular vaccination and deworming of chicken by agent at a cost
Provision of other simple health care to chicken
Guide to the sourcing of viable chicks
Techniques about artificial brooding system
Market linkage and accessibility
Linkage to input suppliers
Linkage to micro-finance agencies

Percentage (n=50)
100.00
98.66
97.99
96.64
93.29
87.25
86.58
85.91
85.91
76.51
76.51
73.15

Source: Field survey (2016)

The majority preferred guide on construction of simple and least cost chicken house
(96.6%), and linkages to supplementary feed (93.3%) for their chickens. The report of
Alders (2014) inferred that housing village poultry at night will protect them from rain,
cold, predators and from theft. Also, the work of Rajiur (2012) suggested that shelter for
birds can be easily built at low cost by using locally available wood materials, grass
straw, rock, mud paste, thereby reducing predation and allowing compliance with some
bio-security measure. Traditionally, free-range chickens often range within the
environment to feed on grass, termites, ants, worms, crop residues, kitchen waste and
drink water from drains and ditches, but this system of scavenging produce non
attractive, lean adult chickens. However, Rajiur (2012) stated that a small amount of
crushed yellow maize can increase the quantity and quality of the daily ration and hence
increase productivity.
Also, on their expectation on basic health care of their chickens, 87.25% preferred
linkages to regular vaccination and deworming, while, 86.58% want linkages to other
simple health care for their chickens. This corroborates the report of Sonaiya and Swan
(2004) that viruses and parasites caused the most important diseases in indigenous
chickens and that they were seasonal in their onset. Thus, the farmers are willing to
prevent or control diseases because of their aspiration to turn the flock into family food
and income. Further interaction with the respondents on the business development of
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their flocks indicate that they preferred linkages to sourcing of viable chicks and
techniques about artificial brooding system (85.91%), market accessibility and input
supplier (76.51%), and linkage to micro finance agencies (73.15%). The result on input
supplier is similar to the findings of Hailemichael (2016) which stated that about 20% of
households purchased and used at least one type of input for poultry production. The
type of inputs that the farmers desire are medications, vaccines, viable day-old chicks,
simple watering and feeding troughs.
Conclusion and Recommendation
The respondents are in their active age, educated, with female members of the
households actively involved in chicken rearing. There was preference of ethno
veterinary medicine by chicken’s farmers. Extension services should focus on
continuous sensitization of free-range chicken farmers on the basic of chicken rearing
and business potentials in the sector.
Extension agencies should facilitate the establishment of free-range chicken farmers’
cooperative group. The group will thus, serve as formal structure for the inputs
accessibility, technical assistants, market channels and credit linkage.
Extension agencies should organize training and capacity development for local chicken
health personnel, who will have capacity to provide simple veterinary services,
medication and extension services to farmers at affordable cost.
Exposure to available local materials and resources by extension agencies to farmers,
that could be useful to construct simple chicken housing and other equipment that will
facilitate the caring of sustainable chicken flocks
Encouragement of private organization to participate in development of value addition
and market of free-range/village chicken to urban centre and cities.
Advocacy through bottom-up approach of all the rural enterprises and stakeholders in
development of rural infrastructures and policy framework for sustainable smallholders’
chicken business.
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