
Nigerian J. Anim. Sci. 2013, vol. 15:206-215 

 

206 

 

 eighbourhood Acceptability of Poultry Farms Located in Residential Areas in 

 igerian Metropolis 

 
1
Iyiola-Tunji*, A.O., 

2
Ojo, I.H., 

3
Hiikyaa, A. ., 

1
Adesina, M.A., 

4
Iyiola-Tunji*, M.O. 

and 
5
Ojo, O.A. 

 
1National Agricultural Extension and Research Liaison Services, Ahmadu Bello 
University, Zaria. 2National Veterinary Research institute, Vom, Plateau State. 3Federal 
College of Education, Zaria, Kaduna State. 4Department of Biological Science, Ahmadu 
Bello University, Zaria. 5Federal College of Forestry, Jos, Plateau State. 
 

*Corresponding author: tunjiyiola@yahoo.com; tunjiyiola@naerls.gov.ng 
 
Target Audience:  Poultry Farmers, Environmental Policy Makers 

 

Abstract 
This study was conducted to evaluate the environmental effect of poultry farms located among 

residents of some metropolitan town of �igeria. Data were collected using structured 

questionnaires to interview 90 farmers and 270 residents in the neighbourhood of the poultry 

farms in the ratio 1:3 in each of the selected agro-ecological zones. The study was conducted 

in three agro-ecological zones in �igeria. Sabon Gari Local Government of Kaduna State, Jos 

South Local Government of Plateau State and Ibadan Municipal Local Government of Oyo 

State were purposively chosen in the �orth West, �orth central and South West agro-

ecological zones, respectively for the study because of high volume of poultry production 

enterprises in these locations. Questionnaires were administered to neighbours within 200 m2 

radius of poultry farms. Issues focused included: socio-economic characteristics of the 

respondents, level of acceptability of poultry production by the neighbours and environmental 

implication of poultry production. Descriptive statistics such as frequency counts and 

percentage were used to analyze the socio-economic characteristics of the respondents while 

Pearson correlation was used to establish the relationships between mode of waste disposal 

and neighbours’ acceptability of poultry farm location in their neighbourhood. A large 

percentage (74.1%) of the residents found the activities of poultry production in their 

neighbourhood very repulsive. Air (64.4%), �oise (31.1%) and water (4.4%) pollution were 

indicated by the neighbours as the major problems encountered. Adoption of technologies that 

can keep poultry litters dry and odourless was low (24.4%) among poultry farmers. There was 

great discomfort experienced by residents due to poultry production in their neighbourhood. It 

was recommended that farmers should be encouraged to adopt technologies that can keep 

poultry litters dry and odourless. In addition, poultry farm locations should be sited far away 

from residential areas. 

Keywords: Poultry Farms, Acceptability, Waste management, Residents, Nigerian 
Metropolis 
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Description of Problem 

Poultry industry in Nigeria has recorded 
considerable expansion in recent times 
(1). This is due to increased demand for 
animal protein especially in the form of 
poultry products (meat and eggs). This 
has led to the establishment of poultry 
farms within major cities in the country. 
Many farms are located in the residential 
areas (2). The activity of these poultry 
farms in the residential areas has 
generated some nuisance effects in terms 
of environmental hazards such as noise, 
air and water pollution (3). Industrial 
poor air quality results from the localized 
release of significant quantities of toxic 
gases and odorous substances, as well as 
particulates and bio-aerosols containing a 
variety of microorganisms and human 
pathogens. An array of adverse human 
health effects have been documented in 
conjunction with the rise of industrial 
farm animal production (4). Health 
outcomes observed among farm workers 
and exposed residents in the 
neighbourhood include an increased 
prevalence in serious respiratory diseases 
(5), bacterial infections that may be 
resistant to antimicrobials, and a general 
decline in physical, mental, and social 
wellbeing, as perceived by affected 
resident (4,5,6). The study therefore was 
aimed at evaluating the environmental 
effect of citing poultry farms among 
residents of some metropolis in Nigeria. 
 

Materials and Method 

The study was conducted in three agro-
ecological zones in Nigeria. Sabon Gari 
Local Government Area of Kaduna State, 
Jos South Local Government Area of 

Plateau State and Ibadan Municipal Local 
Government Area of Oyo State were 
purposively chosen in the North West, 
North central and South West zones, 
respectively for the study because of high 
volume of poultry production enterprises 
in these locations. Data were collected 
using ninety (90) structured 
questionnaires among farmers and two 
hundred and seventy (270) structured 
questionnaires among residents 
neighbouring poultry farms in the ratio 
1:3 in each of the selected agro-
ecological zones. Questionnaires were 
administered to neighbours within 200 
m2 radius to the poultry farms. Issues 
focused on were socio-economic 
characteristics of the respondents, level 
of acceptability of poultry production by 
the neighbours and environmental 
implication of poultry production. 
Descriptive statistics (frequency counts 
and percentages) were used to analyze 
the socio-economic characteristics of the 
respondents, poultry production 
parameters and level of acceptability of 
poultry production by the neighbours. 
Pearson correlation was used to establish 
the relationships between mode of waste 
disposal and neighbours’ acceptability of 
poultry farm location in their 
neighbourhood. 

 

Results and Discussion 

Socio-economic characteristics of 

poultry farmers 

The socio-economic characteristics of 
poultry farmers and their neighbouring 
residents are shown in Table 1. Majority 
of the respondents (poultry farmers 
72.2%; neighbours 91.6%) were within 
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the active and economically enterprising 
age (20-50 years old). Most respondents 
(farmers 87.8%; neighbours 59.3%) were 
married.  About 80% of the farmers and 
their neighbours had at least secondary 
education. They were also engaged in 

some other primary occupation such as 
civil service, business and as artisans. 
The proportion of the farmers that 
engaged in poultry farming activities as 
their sole source of income was 41.1%. 

 

Table 1:   Socio-economic characteristics of poultry farmers and their neighbours 

 

 Poultry farmers  (N = 90) Neighbours (N = 270) 
Variable  Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent 

Sex     
Male      47   52.2 143   53.0 
Female      43   47.8 127   47.0 

Age (Years)     
20-30       7     7.8 116   43.0 
31-40       31  34.4 72     26.7 
41-50       27  30.0 59     21.9 
51-60       19  21.1 12     4.4 
61 and above        6   6.7 11     4.1 

Marital status     
Single        8    8.9 94     34.2 
Married       79   87.8 160   59.3 
Widowed        3    3.3 12     1.5 
Divorced          -  4       4.4 

Educational qualification    
No formal education        4   4.4 23     8.5 
Primary school        8   8.9 23     8.5 
Secondary school      16   17.8 64     23.7 
Post-secondary school      62   68.9 160   52.2 

Primary occupation     
Civil servant      40   44.4 112   41.5 
Business/Artisans      13   14.4 107   39.6 
Farmers (Poultry 
farming) 

     37   41.1 - - 

Unemployed       -  51     18.9 

 

Poultry production parameters 

Poultry production parameters in the 
residential areas of Nigeria are shown in 
Table 2. Majority (58.9 %) of the farmers 

acquired the land for their farms by 
purchase (58.9%). Thirty percent of the 
farmers had large (2001-10,000) and very 
large (above 10,000) chicken stocked and 
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73.3% had been in production for five or 
more years. Deep litter was the most 
favoured (70.0%) housing system. The 
farmers preferred deep litter system 
possibly because of cost implication of 
battery cages. This was in agreement with 
the report by (7) who stated that there 
was a trend for production to increase 
with stocking density on litter, but 
decrease in cages. However, the more 

favoured housing system (deep litter) has 
the tendency to encourage accumulation 
of Green House Gases (GHG), carbon 
monoxide (CO), methane (CH4) and 
nitrous oxide (N2O) (8). The Standards 
Organization of Nigeria (SON) had said 
that most poultry farm operators in the 
country were not adhering to standards. 
The incidence had adversely affected 
public health in the country (9). 

 

Table 2:   Poultry production parameters 

 

Variable Frequency Percent 

Source of land for poultry farms   
Inheritance 16 17.8 
Lease 18 20.0 
Purchase 53 58.9 
Gift 3 3.3 

Total flock size   
Small (100-500) 31 34.4 
Medium (501-2000) 32 35.6 
Large (2001-10,000) 23 25.6 
Very large (Above 10,000) 4 4.4 

-umber of year in production   
Less than 5 24 26.7 
5-9 46 51.1 
10-14 18 20.0 
15-19 2 2.2 
20 years and above 2 2.2 

Housing systems   
Battery cage 1 1.1 
Deep litter 63 70.0 
Battery cage + Deep litter 26 28.9 

 

 

Duration of residency in the 

neighbourhood of poultry farms 

Table 3 shows the duration of residency 
and acceptability of poultry farm location 
by neighbours. Most (62.6%) of the 

respondents indicated living in their 
neighbourhood for five or more years. 
The poultry farms were established 
before 63.7% of neighbours started living 
in the studied neighbourhoods. This is a 
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clear indication that most of our cities in 
Nigeria do not conform to town planning 
and layout (residential and industrial). 
Land in the same locations were mapped 
out and being sold indiscrimately for 
industrial/commercial and residential 
usage. In developing countries such as 
Nigeria, development in urban areas and 
miscellaneous land-use types were 
isolated in the fringe areas followed by 
gradual filling of intervening spaces with 
similar uses. This is mainly due to rapid 

urbanization associated with growth in 
population size (10). Jos Metropolitan 
Development Board (11) had observed 
the practice of animal rearing around 
residential neighbourhoods across the 
residential zones with worse cases found 
in the high density zones. According to 
(12), livestock production is shifting 
geographically, first from rural areas to 
urban and peri-urban, closer to 
consumers, then towards the sources of 
animal feedstuff. 

 

 
Table 3:   Duration of residency in the neighbourhood of poultry farms 

 

Variable Frequency Percent 

Duration of residency   
Less than 5 years 101 37.4 
6-15 years 116 43.0 
16-25 years 39 14.4 
Above 25 years 14 5.2 

Period of establishment/residency  
Yes 172 63.7 
No 98 36.3 

Acceptability of farm location to neighbours 
Yes  69 26.6 
No 201 74.4 

 

Poultry farmers’ perception and 

reactions to acceptability of their farms 

As shown in Table 4, 56.7% of the 
residents complained of stress due to 
their proximity to the poultry farmers at 
one time or the other. However, Ogulade 
et al. (14) reported that neighbours of 
livestock farms in Ilorin, Kwara State of 
Nigeria had ranked dustiness as the major 
source of stress in their households. 

Thirty percent of the farmers studied 
expressed indifference to the plight of 
their neighbours while 28.9% showed 
some form of concerns but cannot 
relocate their farm from the 
neighbourhood. The concerned farmers 
might have been handicapped to relocate 
their farms from neighbourhood of 
residents because of economic reasons.
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Table 4:   Poultry farmers’ perception of acceptability of their farms in 

residential areas  

 

Variable Frequency  Percent 

Reactions of neighbours to poultry farms   
Indifferent 39    43.3 
Neighbours complain of stress 51    56.7 

Farmers’ response to their neighbours’ reaction   
Indifferent 27  30.0 
Concerned but cannot relocate the farm 26  28.9 
Concerned and offered hope of relocating the farm 37  41.1 

 

Measure of discomfort by neighbours 

The farms and their production activities 
were not acceptable to 74.4% of their 
neighbours (Table 3) because of 
discomfort experienced through air 
pollution (64.4%), noise pollution 
(31.1%) and water pollution (4.4%) as 
shown in Figure 1. Emissions such as 
dust, odours and noise all have the 

potentials to cause pollution and human 
health hazards or cause offence if contact 
is prolonged and exposure is excessive 
(2). Integrated Pollution Prevention and 
Control (13) stated that the point at which 
‘pollution’ in the form of offence to the 
sense of smell occurs, is taken to be the 
point at which there is reasonable cause 
for annoyance. 

 

 
Figure 1:   Causes of discomfort to neighbours of poultry farms 

 

Bio-Security and waste management 

measures adopted by poultry farmers 

Foot bath (80%), human traffic control 
(67.8%), occasional fumigation (62.2) 
and spraying of vehicle tyres were some 
means of bio-security adopted by poultry 
farmers (Table 5). These bio-security 

measures were necessary because there 
could be risk of spreading poultry 
diseases in livestock and human 
population due to close contact (15).  
 
Very few farmers in this study however, 
adopted innovations/technologies that 
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can help in managing the enormous 
wastes generated through poultry 
production activities properly as shown 
in Table 5. Adoption of use of drugs to 
keep poultry litter dry and odourless was 
low (24.4%). These drugs are capable of 
reducing microbial activities thereby 
minimizing the amount of gases emitted 
from wastes generated. According to 
Aluko (16), livestock waste emits a total 
of 30 million tonnes of ammonia per 
annum. Ammonia is a highly polluting 
gas with pungent smell that is capable of 
causing discomfort to neighbours that are 
in close proximity to the source of 
emission. Some of the gases generated 
from poultry wastes were reported (17) to 
influence climate change (17). 
 
Table 5 also showed the various means 
through which poultry wastes and dead 

birds were disposed by poultry farmers in 
the neighbourhoods studied. The wastes 
were majorly disposed in pits (61.1%), 
burnt (57.8%), used as manure for crops 
(51.1%) and sold (16.7%). There were 
cases where the wastes and dead birds 
were dumped in the nearest garbage heap 
(25.6%) and dumped into nearby water 
bodies such as rivers (7.8%). These 
practices are capable of degradation of 
environment through blockage of water 
ways which could possibly lead to 
flooding (18). Environmental degradation 
significantly affects human health, both 
directly and indirectly. Direct effects on 
human health include contact with 
pollutants. Indirect effects include 
increased exposure of humans and of 
animals to infectious diseases (1).

Table 5:  Bio-Security and Waste Disposal Measures Adopted by Poultry 

Farmers 

Variables Frequency  Percent 

Bio-Security Measures   
Occasional fumigation 56  62.2 
Foot bath 72  80.0 
Spraying of vehicle tyres 12  13.3 
Human traffic control 61  67.8 
Poultry waste management   
Composting 16   17.8 
Stored in stacked shed 9     10.0 
Use of drugs to keep litter dry and odourless 22   24.4 
Means of disposal of poultry waste   
In pits 55 61.1 
Burning 52 57.8 
Sales 15 16.7 
Manure for crops 46 51.1 
Dumped in the nearest garbage heap 23 25.6 
Dumped into nearby water bodies 7 7.8 
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Relationship between waste disposal and 

acceptability of poultry farm location in 

residential areas 

Table 6 shows correlation coefficients of 
relationships between means of waste 
disposal and acceptability of poultry farm 
location by neighbours. Poultry farms 
that use waste disposal methods such as 
deposit in pits (0.114; P>0.05), sales 
(0.095; P>0.05) and use as manure for 
crops (0.121; P>0.05) recorded positive 
correlations which were not significant. 
Waste utilization for agriculture 
including poultry waste is not a new 
phenomenon in Africa but a traditional 
method of providing nutrients for plant, 

enhancing soil quality and creating 
livelihood for farmers (19). On the other 
hand, the correlation coefficients 
obtained between neighbourhood 
acceptability of the farms location and 
burning (-0.164; P<0.01), dumping of 
wastes on the nearest garbage heap (-
0.223; P<0.01) and dumped into nearby 
water bodies (-0.14; P<0.05) were 
negative and significant.  The neighbours 
in this study tend to reject poultry farms 
that use environmental unfriendly means 
of waste disposal such as burning, 
dumping in the nearest garbage and water 
bodies.

 

Table 6: Correlation between observed mode of disposal of poultry 

waste and acceptability of poultry locations in the residential areas 

  

 Mode of poultry waste disposal  Correlation coefficient  

In pits  0.114NS 
Burning - 0.164** 
Sales   0.095 NS 
Manure for crops   0.121 NS 
Dumped in the nearest garbage heap -0.223** 
Dumped into nearby water bodies                  -0.140* 
(NS=not significant, ** P<0.01 =highly significant, * P<0.05 = significant) 

 

Conclusion and Application 

1. There is a great discomfort 
experienced by neighbours due to 
poultry production in their 
neighbourhood.  

2. Farmers should be encouraged to 
adopt technologies that can keep 
poultry litters dry and odourless.  

3. Poultry farm locations should 
avoid residential areas. 

 

 

References 

1. FAO (Food and Agriculture 
Organization) (2000). Two essays 
on climate change and agriculture. 
FAO Economic and Social 
Development Paper 145. 
Available at 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/003/x8
044e/x8044e00.HTM. Accessed 
on 10th March, 2013. 

2. Sharp, M.J. (2003). Assessing 
environmental impacts of poultry 



 Iyiola-Tunji et al. 

214 

 

farms: Supplementary guidance 
for IPPC application. SNIFFER 
Poultry Case Study – Air - (98) 
18 (Extension). Available at 
www.fao.org/DOCREP/004/AC1
54E/AC154E00.htm Accessed on 
31st May, 2013. 

3. Jensen, H.A. (1999). Paradigm 
and visions: Network for poultry 
production and health in 
developing countries. In: Dolberg, 
F. and Petersen, P.H. (Editors) 
Proceedings of a Workshop on 

Poultry as a tool in poverty 

eradication and promotion of 

gender equality, Tune 
Landboskole, Denmark. March 
22-26, 1999. pp. 31-38. 

4. Donham, K.J., Wing, S., 
Osterberg, D., Flora, J.L., Hodne, 
C., and Thu, K.M. (2007). 
Community health and 
socioeconomic issues surrounding 
concentrated animal feeding 
operations. Environmental Health 

Perspective, 115:317–320. 
5. Heederik, D., Sigsgaard, T., 

Thorne, P.S., Kline, J.N., Avery, 
R. and Bønløkke, J.H. (2007). 
Health effects of airborne 
exposures from concentrated 
animal feeding operations.     
Environmental Health 

Perspective, 115:298–302. 
6. Gilchrist, M.J., Greko, C., 

Wallinga, D.B., Beran, G.W. and 
Riley, D.G. and Thorne, P.S. 
(2007). The potential role of 
concentrated animal feeding 
operations on infectious disease 
epidemics and antibiotic 

resistance Environmental Health 

Perspective, 115:313–316. 
7. Appleby, M.C., Hogarth, G.S., 

Anderson, J.A., Hughes, B.O. and 
Whittemore, .T. (1988). 
Performance of a deep litter 
system for egg production. British 

Poultry Science, 29(4): 735-751. 
8. Chadwick, D., Sommer, S., 

Thorman, R., Fangueiro, D., 
Cardenas, L., Barbara, A. and 
Misselbrook, T. (2011). Manure 
management: Implications for 
greenhouse gas emissions. Animal 

Feed Science and Technology, 
166 & 167: 514-531.  

9.  Meat Trade News Daily (2010). 
Nigeria – The worse abattoirs 
outside Russia. 6th September, 
2010. Available at   
http://www.meattradenewsdaily.c
o.uk/news/060910/nigeria_the_w
orse_abattoirs_outside_russia.asp
x Accessed on 31st May, 2013. 

10. Alabi, M.O. (2009). Urban 
sprawl, pattern and measurement 
in Lokoja, Nigeria. Theoretical 

and  Empirical Researches in 

Urban Management, 4(3): 158-
164. 

11.  Jos Metropolitan Development 
Board (2006). Development 
Control Standards and 
Regulations for Development in 
the Jos-Bukuru Metropolitan 
Area. Plateau State,  Nigeria. 

12. FAO (Food and Agriculture 
Organization) (2006). Agro-
ecological zones information 
portal. Available at 
http://www.fao.org/AG/agl/agll/pr



 Iyiola-Tunji et al. 

215 

 

taez.stm  Accessed on 6th March, 
2013. 

13. IPPC (Integrated Pollution 
Prevention and Control) (2005). 
Odour management at intensive 
livestock installations IPPC SRG 
6.02 (farming) Technical 
Guidance Note. pp 30. 

14. Ogunlade, I., Adekunle, O.A. and 
Akangbe, J.A. (2005). Socio-
economic effect of livestock 
operations on their neighbours in 
Ilorin metropolis, Nigeria: 
Implication for extension 
programme development. 
Livestock Research for 

Development, 17(142). Available 
at 
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd17/12/ogu
n17142.htm Accessed on 1st 
June, 2013. 

15. Aluko, O.E. (2012). 
Environmental degradation and 
the lingering threat of refuse and 
pollution in Lagos State. Journal 

of Management and 

Sustainability, 2(1): 217-226. 

16.  Banshi, S. (2010). Poultry 
Production, Management and 
Bio-security Measures. The 

Journal of Agricultural 

Environment, 11: 22-26.  
17. Steinfeld, H., Gerber, P., 

Wassenaar, T., Castel, V., 
Rosales, M. and de Haan, C. 
(2006). Livestock’s long shadow: 
environmental issues and options. 
Food and Agriculture  
Organisation, Rome. pp 408. 

18. Burton, C.H. and Turner, C. 
(2003). Manure management – 
treatment strategies for 
sustainable agriculture. 2nd 
Edition. Wrest Park, Silsoe, 
Bedford, UK. Silsoe Research 
Institute, 451 pp. 

19. UNEP. 2005. Environmental 
strategies and policies for cleaner 
production, 
 www.uneptie.org/pc/cp/understa
nding_cp/cp_policies.htm 
Accessed on 1st June, 2013. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


