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Simple Summary: Evaluation of biosecurity measures remains essential for successful control and
prevention of diseases in a country like Ethiopia, where the poultry sector is flourishing. This research
was conducted from October 2020 to June 2022 and aimed to assess the level of implementation of
biosecurity practices of 226 poultry farms belonging to different scales found in three selected areas
of central Ethiopia, including Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar City. The study showed a
very low overall biosecurity practices score compared to the global average. All three study areas
had rather similar levels of biosecurity practices, being statistically insignificant. The majority of the
external biosecurity components were highly disrupted and far below the global average. Similarly,
the internal biosecurity practices were found to be still lower than the global average. Thus, weak and
relaxed biosecurity practices were evident among poultry farms in central Ethiopia. Understanding
the poor status of the implementation of appropriate biosecurity practices will help to design and
develop strategies that safeguard the poultry production sector from the impact of various deadly
diseases. The findings emphasize the need for active involvement of all stakeholders in the poultry
production value chain towards boosting the productivity of the sector in Ethiopia.

Abstract: The present study aims to assess the level of implementation of biosecurity practices of
small-, medium- and large-scale poultry farms in central Ethiopia. A cross-sectional study design
was implemented involving 226 poultry farms (153 small-, 53 medium- and 20 large-scale farms)
in three selected areas of central Ethiopia, including Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar.
The results revealed a very low overall biosecurity score of 43.1% for central Ethiopia compared
to the global average score of 64.3%. No significant difference (p > 0.05) in the overall biosecurity
practices among the three study sites (36.1% for Addis Ababa, 49% for Bishoftu and 34.9% for West
of Shaggar) was observed. Six of the eight external biosecurity components with an overall score of
40.7% as compared to the global average of 64.6% were highly disrupted and scored lower values.
With regard to internal biosecurity disease management, cleaning and disinfection practices were
found to be 52.6% as opposed to the global average of 64%. The poor biosecurity level among poultry
farms of central Ethiopia clearly demonstrates the urgent need for the implementation of appropriate
biosecurity practices through the active involvement of all stakeholders to combat the impact of
various diseases and boost the productivity of the sector.
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1. Introduction

With the growing human population and standard of living, the consumption of
chicken meat and table eggs is becoming increasingly important in Ethiopia [1,2]. Chicken
production is one of the promising sectors for improving the food and nutrition security of
the country, mainly due to the fast growth, low feed conversion ratios and relatively small
land requirements. Chicken meat is a relatively cheap and affordable source of protein com-
pared to other animal products, such as beef [3]. In Ethiopia, the poultry sector is rapidly
growing and predominantly characterized by backyard or village production systems and
only a small proportion of small- to large-scale commercial production systems [4]. The
chicken population of the country is estimated at about 57 million, with 78.9% indigenous,
12% exotic and 9.1% hybrid breeds [5]. However, the poultry sector in Ethiopia is facing
various challenges, including a high prevalence of diseases and management-related prob-
lems [6,7]. Among the major contributing factors to the widespread occurrence of diseases
is the lack of proper understanding and implementation of biosecurity practices. Improved
biosecurity could significantly reduce diseases and managemental problems and boost
farm productivity [8,9]. Moreover, there is also a lack of a policy framework and guidelines
for addressing poultry farm biosecurity practices.

Good biosecurity has great potential in terms of reducing, controlling and preventing
the spread of pathogens within and between poultry flocks, but also the transmission of
zoonotic diseases [10,11]. The advantages of proper poultry farm biosecurity are associated
with the reduction in costs associated with diseases and subsequently increasing profits,
leading the poultry industry to thrive. Biosecurity involves a comprehensive range of
procedures to limit the introduction of infection into poultry production units by means of
three major components: segregation, to keep contaminated people, animals and materials
away from uninfected birds; cleaning, to remove most of the contaminated organic matter;
and disinfection, which, if properly implemented, destroys the pathogens [12,13]. It is
clearly demonstrated that biosecurity measures at the level of the farm are the foundation
of maintaining the health of birds and also the safety of the animal-derived products along
the entire value chain of poultry production [14,15].

In Ethiopia, similar to the case in Sub-Saharan African countries, few studies conducted
have revealed that biosecurity measures are not properly implemented [16,17]. Reliable
and exhaustive information is scarce on the biosecurity status of commercial poultry
farms, which are mainly concentrated in central Ethiopia. Systematic investigation into the
biosecurity status of commercial farms is crucial to devise preventive measures taking into
account the farms’ scales [3,18–20]. The main objective of the present study was to appraise
and explore the status of biosecurity practices among poultry farms of selected areas of
central Ethiopia.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Area

The study was carried out in three selected areas of central Ethiopia, mainly in Addis
Ababa and its surroundings, extending up to 100 km radius, more specifically in Addis
Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar (Holeta and Ambo) and Bishoftu (Figure 1).

Commercial poultry production is very common in central Ethiopia. Majority of the
small-, medium- and large-scale poultry farms found in the study area were considered. The
main selection criteria for the inclusion of poultry farms were based on snowball sampling
procedure considering accessibility of farms and willingness of farmers to participate in
the study.
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Figure 1. Map of the study areas where samples were collected using QGIS Ver. 3.14 (QGIS Devel-
opment Team, 2009. QGIS Geographic Information System. Open Source Geospatial Foundation. 
http://qgis.org (accessed on 27 November 2023)). 
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2.2. Study Design and Study Population

Assessment of biosecurity practices on small-, medium- and large-scale commercial
chicken farms was carried out in the period October 2020 until June 2022 following a cross-
sectional study design. A total of 226 farms (153 small-, 53 medium- and 20 large-scale
farms) were studied from Addis Ababa (56 farms), Bishoftu (70 farms) and West of Shaggar
(100 farms), representing central Ethiopia. The total poultry population of Ethiopia was
estimated to be 57 million chickens in the year 2021/22 [5]. The majority of commercial
poultry farms are concentrated in urban and peri-urban areas of central Ethiopia [21]. The
flock sizes were categorized as small-scale, consisting of 100–1000 birds, medium-scale,
with 1001–10,000 birds, and large-scale, above 10,001 birds [22]. The study considered
a total of 157, 37 and 32 poultry farms kept for the purposes of egg, meat and mixed
production, respectively. Prior to the biosecurity evaluations, informal visits were made to
the poultry farms to create trusting relationships with the farm owners and/or workers, to
explain the objectives of the study and the commitment towards confidentiality. Afterward,
the biosecurity audit was performed during an unannounced farm visit.

http://qgis.org
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2.3. Quantification of Biosecurity Score

The poultry farm biosecurity parameters and practices were evaluated by a scientific
risk-based scoring system based on the Biocheck.UGent™ tool (Merelbeke, Ghent Univer-
sity, Belgium) (https://biocheck.ugent.be/en (accessed on 27 November 2023)). This tool
to assess biosecurity has been validated for poultry, pigs and cattle [15,23–25]. However,
questions were modified with relevance to the poultry production system in Ethiopia and
along with the specific study sites. Questionnaires comprised both external and internal
biosecurity parameters, with subsections of the questionnaire including general character-
istics of farms and respondents’ profile, chicken farm characteristics, external biosecurity
(chicken purchasing practices, feeding and watering management, waste and manure
management practice, farm entry restrictions, inter-farm material sharing practice, farm
infrastructure status, control of biological vectors and farm relative location from the nearby
farm and distance from the main road) and internal biosecurity (disease management and
cleaning and disinfection measures). The level of biosecurity practices was quantified by
converting the answers to 55 questions into a score between 0 (=total absence of biosecurity
measures) and 100 (=full presence of biosecurity measures) [15]. Attributed to the variation
in the relative weight, the external biosecurity score accounted for 80% and that of the
internal score 20% towards the quantification of the total biosecurity score.

For ease of interpretation of the results, category and subcategory scores were recalcu-
lated each time to a score of 100 and presented as a percentage [15]. The final score was
obtained by adding the scores of the eight external and two internal biosecurity subcat-
egories. For external biosecurity, the following subcategories were included: (1) chicken
purchasing practice, (2) feed and water management, (3) waste management, (4) restriction
to farm entry, (5) inter-farm material sharing, (6) status of farm infrastructure, (7) control of
biological vectors and (8) relative location of farm according to the recommended guide-
lines. The internal biosecurity practices were assessed related to disease management and
farm cleaning practices [15]. The definitions of each of the external and internal subcat-
egories are shown in Table 1. The responses under the subcategories were computed to
represent the component average. After completion of the biosecurity quantification, a
score becomes available for external, internal and overall biosecurity on the poultry farms
in each study site. Finally, the computed poultry biosecurity score was compared to that of
the global average [24].

Table 1. Operational definitions of the external and internal biosecurity components.

External Biosecurity Components Definition

Chicken Purchasing Practice (CPP)

Refers to type of chicken purchased, source of
purchased chicken, delivery of chicken from
same source, inspection routine while
purchasing and separate delivery of purchased
chicken

Feed and Water Management (FWM)
Indicates practices that assess the source of
feed, sealed feed storage against water and
vermin and source of drinking water

Waste and Manure Management (WMM)

Denotes waste and manure management
practices comprising separated waste disposal
area, way of handling wastes, use of gloves
during waste handling, habit of handwashing
after waste handling and destination of farm
wastes

https://biocheck.ugent.be/en
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Table 1. Cont.

External Biosecurity Components Definition

Farm Entry Restriction (FER)

Shows practices consist of obligation of visitors
to register, presence of farm specific clothes,
handwashing and disinfection during farm
entry, employees working in different farms

Inter-farm Material Sharing (IMS)
Encompasses inter-farm material sharing
practices and disinfect shared materials when
receiving to use

Farm Infrastructure Status (FIS)
States farm infrastructure status mainly the
material used to construct the wall of the
chicken farm

Control of Biological Vector (CBV)

Include the situation of control of biological
vector practices that encompasses access of
birds to outside (open air), vegetation
potentially harbors other animals,
manifestation of vermin (e.g., rats, mice, etc.)
and access of pet animals (cats and dogs)

Farm Relative Location (FRL)

Denotes the position of farm relative location
in terms of farm relative location from main
road, residence area close to farm location and
the approximate distance from nearest poultry
farm

Internal Biosecurity Components Definition

Disease Management (DM)

Deals with disease management practices
including the extent and degree of fixed
vaccination program, monitory of health status,
professional help for health status monitory,
isolation of sick birds and removal of dead
birds

Cleaning and Disinfection (CD)

Refers to cleaning and disinfection practices
that include biosecurity practices pertaining to
cleaning of poultry farm after each production
cycle, presence of footbath facility, probability
of accessing farm without footbath, frequency
of changing footbath and cleaning and
disinfection of farm materials.

2.4. Data Collection and Analysis

The organized questionnaire was piloted prior to assessing the actual study on 15
non-participating farms to improve the clarity of questions, their relevance and to assess
the efficient use of time. Additionally, the date and the time of the farm visit, the location
of the farm, general characteristics of the farm and respondents were all recorded. The
finalized form for each farm was uploaded to the project created on the KoBoToolbox server
(open-source tool). The raw data from the questionnaire survey were obtained as Excel
files from the Kobo Toolbox server to be coded, processed and imported into data analysis
tools. Map of the study area was generated with QGIS version 3.14 (QGIS Development
Team, 2009. QGIS Geographic Information System. Open Source Geospatial Foundation.
http://qgis.org). The level of differences among study sites, type of production and farm
sizes for external and internal biosecurity scores and the associated 10 components, and
the characteristics of the studied chicken farms were computed using chi-squared tests and
t-tests by using STATA version 17 (Stata, College Station, TX, USA).

http://qgis.org
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3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Characteristics of the Study Participants and Poultry Farms

The major demographic characteristics of the participants are presented in Table 2. It
was noted that many of the respondents were farm owners, male, between 26 and 35 years
old and their educational status lies between primary and secondary school.

Table 2. The demographic characteristics of study participants in selected areas of central Ethiopia
(n = 226).

Variables Categories Addis Ababa
N = 56

Bishoftu
N = 70

West of Shaggar
N = 100

Role of
respondent

Farm
owner/co-owner 82.1% 52.9% 88%

Employee 16.1% 41.4% 8%

Owner’s relative 1.8% 5.7% 4%

Sex
Male 60.7% 62.9% 58%

Female 39.3% 37.1% 42%

Age

18–25 years 1.8% 20% 15%

26–35 years 51.8% 52.9% 49%

36–45 years 35.7% 22.9% 27%

>45 years 10.7% 4.3% 9%

Educational
Status

No formal education 7.1% 7.1% 9%

Primary school 26.8% 35.7% 28%

Secondary school 42.9% 28.6% 26%

Diploma and above 23.2% 28.6% 37%
N: Number of respondents.

3.2. The Characteristics of the Studied Poultry Farms

The characteristics of the poultry farms and chickens in the three selected sites of
central Ethiopia were analyzed and the findings depicted in Table 3.

Table 3. Characteristics of the studied chicken farms in selected sites of central Ethiopia (n = 226).

Biosecurity
Measures Responses Addis Ababa

N = 56
Bishoftu

N = 70

West of
Shaggar
N = 100

Chi-square p-Value

Purpose of
chicken

production

Egg 85.7% 64.3% 64%

40.2 <0.001Meat 14.3% 30% 8%

Dual 0% 5.7% 28%

Keeping
different types

of breeds

Yes * 14.3% 2.9% 7%
5.9 0.052

No 85.7% 97.1% 93%

Age of chickens

<2 months 14.3% 30% 14%

17.1 0.009
2–6 months 14.3% 25.7% 29%

7–12 months 42.8% 37.1% 35%

>12 months 28.6% 7.1% 22%

Housing system

Deep litter
system 83.9% 78.6% 99%

19.9 0.001
Cage system 12.5% 18.6% 1%

Both 3.6% 2.9% 0%
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Table 3. Cont.

Biosecurity
Measures Responses Addis Ababa

N = 56
Bishoftu

N = 70

West of
Shaggar
N = 100

Chi-square p-Value

Breeds of
chickens

Bovans
Brown 85.7% 47.1% 57%

56.7 <0.001
Sasso 0% 5.7% 28%

Cobb 500 14.3% 30% 8%

Lohmann
Brown 0% 17.1% 7%

Size of farm

Small scale 73.2% 47.1% 79%

51.6 <0.001Medium scale 26.8% 24.3% 21%

Large scale 0% 28.6% 0%

All-in/all-out
practice

Yes * 78.6% 84.3% 65%
8.7 0.013

No 21.4% 15.7% 35%

Presence of pet
animals

Yes 100% 41.4% 97%
99.1 <0.001

No 0% 58.6% 3%

* Number and percentage of respondents keeping different types of breed separately “Yes”; N: number of studied
chicken farms.

The results revealed that the purpose of chicken farming was predominately for egg
production (157 out of 226). Out of 226 poultry farms, the flock size consisted of 153 small-,
53 medium- and 20 large-scale farms. Most of the chicken production in the country
is small-scale, and it is only recently that commercial poultry farms are becoming very
common, especially in the central highlands of Ethiopia and around major cities [21,26]. In
the present study, Bovans Brown was the dominant breed, followed by Cobb 500, Sasso and
Lohmann Brown, in the farms of central Ethiopia, as illustrated in Table 3. In Ethiopia, it is
a common practice to rear different purposes of chickens in various scales of commercial
farms. However, in the conventional or village production system, the indigenous breeds
are quite frequently used [21,27]. The housing of studied farms was predominately deep
litter system (χ2 = 19.91; p < 0.001) in 47%, 55% and 99% of the poultry farms in Addis
Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar, respectively. It was disclosed that deep litter housing
systems possess the drawback of permitting the accumulation of noxious gases, such as
ammonia, pathogenic bacteria and larvae of parasites, with a potential negative influence
on biosecurity practices [28,29].

Interestingly, some of the poultry farmers in the study areas kept different breeds of
chickens on the same farm. Moreover, the majority of the farms (100% in Addis Ababa,
41.4% at Bishoftu and 97% at West of Shaggar) kept pet animals on the farm. The presence of
pets and other animals can potentially mechanically transmit pathogens [30]. Surprisingly,
21.4%, 15.7% and 35% of the farms did not practice an all-in/all-out system. All these
suggest a poor level of biosecurity practices by farmers and workers.

3.3. Assessment of External Biosecurity Practices

The assessment of external biosecurity practices across the total farms (n= 226) com-
prised eight subcategories, and the respective findings are shown below.

3.3.1. Routines on Chicken Purchasing, Feeding and Watering Practices

The routines on chicken purchasing, feeding and watering practices of the poultry
farms in the study areas are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Routines on chicken purchasing practice, feeding and watering (n = 226).

Biosecurity
Measures Responses Addis Ababa

N = 56
Bishoftu

N = 70

West of
Shaggar
N = 100

Chi-
square p-Value

Type of chicken
purchased

Day-old
chicken 53.6 65.7% 41%

10.2 0.006
Pullets 46.4% 34.3% 59%

Source of
purchased chicken

Well-known
supplier 78.6% 85.7% 82%

8.6 0.196Local chicken
supplier 14.3% 14.3% 10%

Middleman 7.1% 0% 8%

Delivery of
chicken from same

source

Yes, always
the same

source
10.7% 72.9% 55%

89.3 <0.001No,
sometimes

vary
46.4% 25.7% 43%

No, mostly
vary 42.9% 1.4% 2%

Batch mixing
practices

Yes 21.4 15.7% 35%
8.7 0.013

No 78.6% 84.3% 65%

Inspection routine
while purchasing

Overall
examination 17.9% 15.7% 18%

23.3 <0.001
Random size

and/or
weight

12.5% 34.3% 7%

No known
inspection 69.6% 50% 75%

Separate delivery
of purchased

chicken

Yes * 26.8% 17.1% 2%
21.4 <0.001

No 73.2% 82.9% 98%

Source of feed

Purchased
from

companies
69.6% 94.3% 95%

42.7 <0.001In-house
manual feed

mix
7.1% 5.7% 55%

Mixed 23.2% 0% 0%

Sealed feed
storage against

water

Yes * 71.4% 98.6% 77%
19.2 <0.001

No 28.6% 1.4% 23%

Sealed feed
storage against

vermin

Yes * 8.9% 82.9% 58%
69.8 <0.001

No 91.1% 17.1% 42%

Source of drinking
water

Tap water 87.5% 94.3% 1%

221.2 <0.001Well water 0% 0% 98%

Mixed 7 (12.5%) 5.7% 1%

* Number and percentage responded “Yes”; N: Number and percentage of respondents per study site. N reference
to number of Respondents per study site.

In all the study sites, a significantly higher proportion of the poultry owners purchase
day-old chicks (χ2 = 10.2; p = 0.006). Although the majority of poultry farmers obtained
their chicken from reputable suppliers, there was no significant difference among the
various sources of chicken suppliers (χ2 = 8.6; p = 0.196). For instance, in Bishoftu, the
highest proportion of farms 46 (65.7%) purchased day-old chickens. In all three study sites,
good biosecurity practices were noted in terms of obtaining chickens from well-known
suppliers. There was not much batch mixing, and purchasing feed from well-known
producing companies occurred. These good biosecurity practices were in alignment with
the standard recommendations [15]. On the contrary, the majority of the farms performed
no routine inspection while purchasing the chickens. There was no separate per farm
delivery of purchased chickens. The results of the study revealed that 73.2%, 82.9% and
98% of the farms in Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar, respectively, lack separate
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delivery of purchased chickens. Such variations among farms might arise from differences
in farm managers’ knowledge and altitude about biosecurity practices related to chicken
purchasing inspection and delivery practices [24,31]. The practices related to inspection
and delivery of purchased chickens should be critically considered in view of the increased
risk of disease introduction [32]. In addition, some of the farms did not have separate sealed
feed storage to protect the feed from vermin and spilled water. Similarly, the practices of
having sealed feed storage against water and vermin were found to be essential preventive
methods to avoid feed contamination. Ensuring feed not to be contaminated with water
and vermin averts the risk of pathogen transmission [9].

3.3.2. Routines on Management of Wastes and Farm Entry Restriction Practices

The vast majority of the poultry farms in Addis Ababa (82.1%) and Bishoftu (77.1%)
did not have separate waste disposal systems (Table 5). Meanwhile, 74% of the farmers
at West of Shaggar had waste disposal systems. This difference in waste disposal systems
among the study sites was statistically significant (χ2 = 64.7; p < 0.001). The results of this
study revealed that a higher proportion of poultry farmers did not use personal protective
equipment during waste handling and other operations. For instance, 69.6%, 65.7% and
69% of the farmers in Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar, respectively, did not use
gloves while removing waste materials. No statistically significant difference (p > 0.05) was
observed among the study sites.

Table 5. Routines on management of waste and farm entry restriction practices (n = 226).

Biosecurity Measures Responses Addis Ababa
N = 56

Bishoftu
N = 70

West of
Shaggar
N = 100

Chi-
square p-Value

Separated waste
disposal area

Yes * 17.9% 22.9% 74%
64.7 <0.001

No 82.1% 77.1% 26%

Handling waste

Composting in
pit 16.1% 54.3% 67%

69.3 <0.001

Stored in sealed
bag 25% 15.7% 15%

Immediate
removal 17.9% 24.3% 16%

No recognized
system 41.1% 5.7% 2%

Use of gloves during
waste handling

Always 1.8% 2.9% 6%

6.8 0.555Sometimes 28.6% 31.4% 25%

Never 69.6% 65.7% 69%

Washing after waste
handling

Always 48.2% 80% 70%

17.2 0.002Sometimes 50% 18.6% 26%

Never 1.8% 1.4% 4%

Destination of farm
waste

Disposed
around farm 28.6% 62.9% 12%

155.8 <0.001
Sell for other

uses 5.4% 25.7% 51%

Taken by dirt
collectors 12.5% 1.4% 37%

Mixed 53.6% 10% 0%

Visitors register
Yes * 10.7% 15.7% 4%

6.9 0.032
No 89.3% 84.3% 96%

Presence of farm
specific clothes

Yes, always 1.8% 20% 4%

55 <0.001Yes, sometimes 33.9% 41.4% 7%

No 64.3% 38.6% 89%
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Table 5. Cont.

Biosecurity Measures Responses Addis Ababa
N = 56

Bishoftu
N = 70

West of
Shaggar
N = 100

Chi-
square p-Value

Handwashing and
disinfection during

farm entry

Always 10.7% 35.7% 4%

95.6 <0.001Sometimes 53.6% 44.3% 9%

Never 35.7% 20% 87%

Employees working in
different farms

Yes * 26.8% 5.7% 54%
44.9 <0.001

No 73.2% 94.3% 46%

* Number and percentage responded per farm “Yes”; N: Number and percentage of respondents per study site.

The observations of the present study dealing with waste management were in agree-
ment with the study conducted in Gharbia Governorate, Egypt by [33], who similarly
reported that about 75% of farms had no special designated area for poultry waste disposal
and more than 85% never wore protective gloves or protective masks.

The farms included in this study disclosed the status of farm entry restriction practices.
As presented in Table 5, 89.3%, 84.3% and 96% of the poultry farms did not register visitors
coming to their farms, and only very few of the farms (1.8% in Addis Ababa, 20% at Bishoftu
and 4% at West of Shaggar) provided farm-specific clothes. Surprisingly, 26.8%, 5.7% and
54% of the poultry farms in Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar, respectively,
indicated that their farm attendants/employees work on other poultry farms. Visitors can
potentially act as vectors for transmission of pathogenic agents in the farms [34,35]. Human
movements between farms are believed to have been a key factor in the spread of highly
pathogenic avian influenza in the 2003 outbreak in The Netherlands [36,37]. Due to the
absence of farm-specific protective clothes, employers working for different farms coupled
with the absence of handwashing and disinfection during entry may favor the transmission
of diseases [35,38].

3.3.3. Routines on Material Sharing, Farm Infrastructure and Biological Factors

The practice of sharing materials with other farms was quite evident and observed
among 44.6%, 97.1% and 94% of the farms in Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar,
respectively (Table 6). Some of the farmers did not disinfect the materials shared before
use. This was revealed by 37.5%, 27.1% and 85% of the farms in Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and
West of Shaggar, respectively.

Table 6. Routines on material sharing, farm infrastructure and biological factors (n = 226).

Biosecurity Measures Responses Addis Ababa
N = 56

Bishoftu
N = 70

West of
Shaggar
N = 100

Chi-
square p-Value

Material being shared
with other farms

Always 6 (10.71%) 0% 1%

96.6 <0.001Sometimes 19 (33.93%) 97.1% 93%

Never 55.4% 2.9% 6%

Disinfect materials
after receiving prior

usage

Always 16.1% 28.6% 4%

68.1 <0.001Sometimes 46.4% 44.3% 11%

Never 37.5% 27.1% 85%

Material of chicken
farm wall made of

Brick wall 42.9% 40% 6%

57 <0.001

Wire mesh 51.8% 34.3% 53%

Soil plastered
wall 3.6% 10% 31%

Bamboo and
others 1.79% 15.7% 10%
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Table 6. Cont.

Biosecurity Measures Responses Addis Ababa
N = 56

Bishoftu
N = 70

West of
Shaggar
N = 100

Chi-
square p-Value

Access of chickens to
the outside (open air)

Yes 26.9% 5.7% 23%
11.4 0.003

No * 73.2% 94.3% 77%

Access of wild birds to
the farm

Yes 60.7% 64.3% 18%
45.6 <0.001

No 39.3% 35.7% 82%

Vegetation potentially
harbors other animals

Yes 91.1% 32.9% 0%
135.2 <0.001

No* 9% 67.1% 100%

Manifestation of
vermin (e.g., rats, mice,

etc.)

Yes 98.2% 38.6% 65%
48.7 <0.001

No * 1.8% 61.4% 35%

Access of pet animals
(cats and dogs)

Yes 26.8% 42.9% 4%
37.8 <0.001

No * 73.2% 57.4 96%

* Number and percentage responded “No”; N: Number and percentage of respondents per study site.

Aside from the role of shared materials, the absence of proper disinfection of visitors
and vehicles can also serve as a disease transmission vector [39]. Most farms have protective
wall materials made of brick wall and mesh wire, hindering access of chickens to open air
and also access of pet animals to barns. As presented in Table 6, the access of wild birds
to the poultry houses was found to be a common challenge observed in 60.7%, 64.3% and
18% of the farms of Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar, respectively. Similarly,
access of pet animals, mainly cats and dogs, to the farms was another challenging scenario.
The high degree of manifestation of vermin (rats, mice, etc.) was noted in all three study
sites. Vegetation cover with the potential to harbor animals and rodents is available on
91.1% of the farms in Addis Ababa and 32.9% of the farms in Bishoftu, whereas none of the
farms at West of Shaggar had vegetation cover. Rodents were observed in 98.2%, 38.6% and
65% of the farms in Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar, respectively. It was also
indicated that bushy surroundings around poultry farms would allow breeding of insects
and rodents [39]. Furthermore, pathogens can be introduced on the farm by rodents, wild
birds and insects but also via pet animals and other farm animals serving as biological as
well as mechanical vectors of pathogens [35]. It has been clearly demonstrated that rodents
are an important vector of Salmonella Typhimurium and Salmonella Enteritidis, which are
among the worldwide top five serotypes responsible for human infections [34,39,40]. For
instance, wild birds are responsible for the spread and occurrence of various pathogens,
mainly avian influenza virus, Newcastle Disease virus, Mycoplasma spp., Campylobacter spp.,
Salmonella spp., Yersinia spp. and Mycobacterium avium [34,35,41–45].

3.3.4. Farms’ Relative Location

The present study disclosed that the majority of the poultry farms had close proximity
to the main road that has access to various vehicles. For instance, about 55% and 42% of
the poultry farms were situated within 100 m of the main road in Addis Ababa and West of
Shaggar, respectively (Table 7). Only 3.6%, 18.6% and 35% of the farms were located farther
than 200 m away from the main roads in Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar,
respectively. Similarly, a high number of farms were found close to human residence areas,
within 100 meters (82.1% in Addis Ababa, 62.9% Bishoftu and 95% in West of Shaggar).
Nearly 90 % of the farms are located less than 1 km from each other. Worth mentioning
is that 66.1%, 34.3% and 69% of the farms in Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar,
respectively, were located less than 500 m from each other (Table 7). Chi-squared tests
revealed a statistically significant association (p < 0.05) among the three variables (close
proximity to main road, the proximity to human residence area and approximate distance
from nearest poultry farm) and the poultry farms.
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Table 7. Geographical locations of the poultry farms relative to main road, residence area and other
poultry farms (n = 226).

Biosecurity Measures Responses Addis Ababa
N = 56

Bishoftu
N = 50

West of
Shaggar
N = 100

Chi-
square p-Value

Farm relative location
from main road

Main road
within 100 m 55.4% 34.3% 42%

27.5 <0.001Main road
100–200 m 41.1% 47.1% 23%

Main road > 200
m 3.6% 18.6% 35%

Residence area close to
farm location

House within
100 m 82.1% 62.9% 95%

29.6 <0.001House within
100 –200 m 8.9% 24.3% 3%

House > 200 m 8.9% 12.9% 2%

Approximate distance
from nearest poultry

farm

<500 m 66.1% 34.3% 69%

30.1 <0.001
Between 500 m

and 1 km 21.4% 41.4% 25%

>1 km 12.5% 24.3% 6%

N: Number and percentage of respondents per study site.

The relative farm location remains crucial because the close proximity of the farms
to each other favors the increased likelihood of airborne pathogen transmission [23,46,47].
According to Geladude et al., 2014, a minimum distance of 500 me between two different
poultry farms (preferably more than 1 km) may significantly reduce the risk of spread
of airborne transmission of pathogens between poultry farms. This distance also applies
to the location of a farm with respect to hobby poultry farms [35,47]. The present study
disclosed that the relative placement of the farms from neighboring farms, human houses
and the major roads was the first severely violated component of external biosecurity.
This observation that revealed the compactness of poultry farms was comparable to a
study conducted elsewhere [33]. On the other hand, the results of this study were quite
different from those of studies conducted in developed countries such as Scotland on small-
and medium-scale poultry farms. In the assessment in Scotland, most of the respondents
(>50% overall) had seldom or never seen neighbors’ poultry and livestock farms within
100 meters [48].

3.4. Internal Biosecurity Assessment Practices
3.4.1. Routines on Disease Management Practices

The routine disease management practices of the poultry farmers were assessed. The
results revealed that 71.4%, 95.7% and 55% of the farms were practicing fixed vaccination
programs in Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar, respectively (Table 8). These
results concur with the previous findings, which reported an encouraging status in disease
diagnosis and vaccination programs (92.8%) in different parts of Ethiopia, including the
Tigray, Amhara, Oromia and Addis Ababa regions [7]. However, the result is different
from the report from Kenya since most farmers (38.5%) do not vaccinate their birds against
the common preventable diseases [49]. Although poultry farmers practiced chicken health
monitoring in all the study sites, the frequency of monitoring was variable. The frequency
of practice of health status monitoring was extended, being more than 2 weeks in Bishoftu
(47.1%), West of Shaggar (86%) and Addis Ababa (71.4%), where they often monitored flock
health status every week or less. About 28.1% of the farms did not achieve professional
health monitory services. On the other hand, 53.6%, 27.1% and 59% of the farms found in
Addis Ababa, Bishoftu and West of Shaggar had no separate rooms and practices for the
removal of dead birds (Table 8).
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Table 8. Responses on disease management practices (n = 226).

Biosecurity Measures Responses Addis Ababa
N = 56

Bishoftu
N = 50

West of
Shaggar
N = 100

Chi-
square p-Value

Fixed vaccination
program

Always
followed 71.4% 95.7% 53%

36.4 <0.001Sometimes
followed 28.6% 4.3% 47%

Monitory of health
status

Every week or
less 71.4% 12.9% 2%

135.5 <0.001Every two
weeks 19.6% 40% 12%

More than two
weeks 8.9% 47.1% 86%

Professional help for
health status monitory

Private animal
health workers 16.1% 84% 58%

186.3 <0.001Government
animal health

worker
8.9% 4.3% 40%

By farm workers 75% 7.1% 2%

Keeping different age
groups

Yes 78.6% 10% 8%
6.5 0.038

No 21.4% 90% 92%

Removal of dead birds

Separated in
isolation room 8.9% 27.1% 59%

42 <0.001

Separated at
corner of room

with apparently
healthy
flocks

37.5% 64.3% 17%

No separation
room 53.6% 27.1% 59%

Isolation of sick birds

Immediately
after

observation
5.4% 67.1% 98%

81.1 <0.001Can be kept up
to 24 h 28.6% 32.9% 2%

Can be kept for
> 24 h 5.4% 0% 0%

N: Number and percentage of respondents per study site.

Among disease management practices, vaccination remains as the main prophylactic
measure to combat highly pathogenic diseases of poultry along with other activities, such
as removing dead birds [46,50,51].

3.4.2. Routines on Cleaning and Disinfection Practices

Observation was also carried out on the cleaning and disinfection practices of the
poultry farms. Cleaning of the premises was well-practiced after each production cycle on
the majority of the farms in Addis Ababa (91.1%) and Bishoftu (77.1%), whereas it was less
practiced by poultry farms at West of Shaggar (56%) (Table 9).

Surprisingly, the absence of a footbath was observed on 58.9% of the farms in Addis
Ababa and 71% of the farms in West of Shaggar. Encouragingly, 100% of the poultry farms
had the presence of a footbath facility in Bishoftu. Although a footbath was available,
visitors and workers had access to the interior of the farms without using the footbath in
58.9% in Addis Ababa and 71% in West of Shaggar, while it was the case in only 2.9% of the
farms in Bishoftu (Table 9). With regard to the level of practice of cleaning and disinfection
of farm materials, inconsistency in its applicability was observed.
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Table 9. Responses on cleaning and disinfection practices (n = 226).

Biosecurity Measures Responses Addis Ababa
N = 56

Bishoftu
N = 50

West of
Shaggar
N = 100

Chi-
square p-Value

Cleaning of poultry
farm after each

production cycle

Always 91.1% 77.1% 56%
71.3 <0.001

Sometimes 8.9% 22.7% 44%

Presence of footbath
facility

Yes * 41.1% 100% 29%
88.6 <0.001

No 58.9% 0% 71%

Probability of accessing
farm without footbath

Never 41.1% 81.4% 29%

91.8 <0.001Sometimes 0% 15.7% 0%

Frequently 58.9% 2.9% 71%

Frequency of changing
footbath

Everyday 1.8% 2.9% 1%

100.7 <0.001
Every two days 12.5% 55.7% 5%

Every three or
more days 26.8% 40% 23%

Not applicable 58.9% 1.4% 71%

Cleaning and
disinfection of farm

materials

Always 91.1% 77.1% 56%
23.3 <0.001

Sometimes 8.9% 22.9% 44%

* Number and percentage responded “Yes”; N: Number and percentage of respondents per study site.

Cleaning and disinfecting are of great importance for the control of diseases in poultry.
It should be avoided for chicks to come into contact with litter, dust, feathers and other
debris from the previous flock [52,53]. Some pathogens can survive for a long time in
the environment without the presence of poultry [54]. Therefore, the following steps
of the complete cleaning and disinfection protocol should be carried out between two
production cycles: dry cleaning, wet cleaning, disinfection, vacancy period and monitoring
the efficacy [55,56]. Not only the interior of the stables (including the drinking and feeding
lines) but also the environment around the stables may form a potential reservoir for
several pathogens, including Campylobacter spp. [57]. Campylobacter spp. is a significant
cause of bacterial zoonosis responsible for enterocolitis in humans and contamination of
poultry flocks at the farm level, and it often leads to transmission of Campylobacter along
the poultry production chain and contamination of poultry meat at retail [58]. The findings
of the later study also show the importance of taking hygienic measures before entering
the poultry house.

3.5. Adoption Level of Biosecurity Components

The level and extent of the external, internal and overall biosecurity practices with
regard to the ten components and the comparison with the global average are indicated
in Table 10. Concerning external biosecurity practices, it was noted that feed and water
management of the poultry farms were highly implemented across most farms at 69.9%,
even higher than the global average, which is 58%. On the contrary, farm relative location,
farm infrastructure status, inter-farm material sharing, farm entry restrictions and waste
and manure management practices were vastly violated by most of the farms, resulting in
the low level of implementation with a statistically significant variation (p < 0.05) observed
as opposed to the respective global average. Within the category of external biosecurity,
chicken purchasing practices and feed water management practices showed no statistically
significant variation (p > 0.05) with the respective global average [15,24]. In general, the
external biosecurity score was significantly lower than the global average (40.7 versus 64.6;
p < 0.001). From the internal biosecurity point of view that encompasses disease manage-
ment, cleaning and disinfection practices in central Ethiopia were implemented by 52.6% as
opposed to the global average of 64%. Similarly, the levels of those two internal biosecurity
components were also below the global average (DM—disease management 48.98% vs 73%
and CD—cleaning and disinfection 56.2% vs 61%) (Table 10).
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Table 10. The status of external, internal and overall biosecurity scores of the poultry farms (n = 226)
in the study areas, central Ethiopia in comparison with the global average.

External Biosecurity
Components

Addis Ababa
(%)

Bishoftu
(%)

West of
Shaggar

(%)

Overall for
Central

Ethiopia (%)

Global
Average

(%)

t-Test,
p Value

CPP 43.2 51.4 41.8 45.5 56 0.1440

FWM 59.4 92.5 57.6 69.9 58 0.2347

WMM 18.2 31.1 43 30.8 59 0.0012

FER 24.1 41.4 14.5 26.7 69 0.0005

IMS 35.7 15.7 5 18.8 56 0.0066

FIS 42.9 40 6 29.6 77 0.0571

CBV 39.3 63.1 78 60.1 77 0.0494

FRL 8.3 18.6 14.3 13.8 65 0.0000

Overall external biosecurity 40.7 64.6 0.0000

Overall external biosecurity computed out of 80% 32.6

DM 34.6 58.3 54 49 73 0.0163

CD 55.4 78.3 35 56.2 61 0.5423

Overall internal biosecurity 52.6 64 0.0578

Overall internal biosecurity computed out of 20% 10.5

Overall biosecurity practices * 43.1

Overall biosecurity global average 64.3

* Total was obtained after converting external and internal biosecurity values to 80% and 20%, respectively, and
computing the average. Abbreviations: CPP (Chicken Purchasing Practice), FWM (Feed and Water Management),
WMM (Waste and Manure Management), FER (Farm Entry Restriction), IMS (Inter-farm Material Sharing), FIS
(Farm Infrastructure Status), CBV (Control of Biological Vector), FRL (Farm Relative Location), DM (Disease
Management) and CD (Cleaning and Disinfection).

However, there was no statistically significant difference (p > 0.05) between the scores
of disease management and cleaning and disinfection practices and those of the global
average [15,24]. The overall, external and internal biosecurity scores of the studied poultry
farms in the three study areas along with their subcomponents were demonstrated in
Table 10. The overall biosecurity practices for the three study sites were computed by
considering 80% for external and 20% for internal scores. The findings of the present
study revealed no observed uniformity among farms in their compliance with most of the
subcategories of external and internal biosecurity scores. As a result, the biosecurity scores
for external, internal and overall were noted to be lower than the global average. The global
averages for the overall, external and internal biosecurity practices were obtained from
Biocheck.Ugent, (Ghent University, Merelbeke, Belgium) [15].

It was disclosed that the overall biosecurity score of 43.1 for central Ethiopia was
far below the global average score of 64.3 [24]. The external and internal biosecurity
scores prior to conversion to 80% and 20% were 40.7 and 52.6, respectively (Table 10). A
comparison of the findings of the present study to the highly developed European countries
indicated wider gaps in the mean overall biosecurity score (43.1 vs 70.9). Similarly, the
observed mean external (40.7) and internal (52.6) biosecurity scores were much lower than
the European average (68 external and 76.6 internal) [23].

The boxplots for overall biosecurity practices for the three study sites revealed differ-
ences as depicted in Figure 2. Accordingly, the median biosecurity score was highest for
farms in Bishoftu and lowest for farms in West of Shaggar.

The variations in the overall biosecurity practices in the three study sites could be
linked to the type of farms and their management systems. In Bishoftu, all the commercial
large-scale farms were mainly concentrated, and extensive farming experience might
contribute to the highest overall biosecurity level compared to small- and medium-scale
farms [27].



Animals 2023, 13, 3719 16 of 19

Animals 2023, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 15 of 18 
 

Restriction), IMS (Inter-farm Material Sharing), FIS (Farm Infrastructure Status), CBV (Control of 
Biological Vector), FRL (Farm Relative Location), DM (Disease Management) and CD (Cleaning and 
Disinfection). 

However, there was no statistically significant difference (p > 0.05) between the scores 
of disease management and cleaning and disinfection practices and those of the global 
average [15,24]. The overall, external and internal biosecurity scores of the studied poultry 
farms in the three study areas along with their subcomponents were demonstrated in Ta-
ble 10. The overall biosecurity practices for the three study sites were computed by con-
sidering 80% for external and 20% for internal scores. The findings of the present study 
revealed no observed uniformity among farms in their compliance with most of the sub-
categories of external and internal biosecurity scores. As a result, the biosecurity scores 
for external, internal and overall were noted to be lower than the global average. The 
global averages for the overall, external and internal biosecurity practices were obtained 
from Biocheck.Ugent, (Ghent University, Merelbeke, Belgium) [15]. 

It was disclosed that the overall biosecurity score of 43.1 for central Ethiopia was far 
below the global average score of 64.3 [24]. The external and internal biosecurity scores 
prior to conversion to 80% and 20% were 40.7 and 52.6, respectively (Table 10). A compar-
ison of the findings of the present study to the highly developed European countries in-
dicated wider gaps in the mean overall biosecurity score (43.1 vs 70.9). Similarly, the ob-
served mean external (40.7) and internal (52.6) biosecurity scores were much lower than 
the European average (68 external and 76.6 internal) [23]. 

The boxplots for overall biosecurity practices for the three study sites revealed differ-
ences as depicted in Figure 2. Accordingly, the median biosecurity score was highest for 
farms in Bishoftu and lowest for farms in West of Shaggar. 

 
Figure 2. Boxplots of overall biosecurity scores by study sites. 

The variations in the overall biosecurity practices in the three study sites could be 
linked to the type of farms and their management systems. In Bishoftu, all the commercial 
large-scale farms were mainly concentrated, and extensive farming experience might con-
tribute to the highest overall biosecurity level compared to small- and medium-scale farms 
[27]. 

Figure 2. Boxplots of overall biosecurity scores by study sites.

4. Conclusions

In a nutshell, the current study on the assessment of biosecurity implementations
for small-, medium- and large-scale poultry farms revealed a lack of application of vari-
ous external and internal biosecurity components and indicated room for improvement.
Principally, six of the eight components of the external biosecurity measures were highly
disrupted. Likewise, internal biosecurity practices were implemented lower than the global
average, indicating lower performance and relaxation in biosecurity measures. Accordingly,
biosecurity practices comprising external and internal components with low scores must
be ranked for further emphasis and improvement. Considering the above-concluding
remarks, the following recommendations are forwarded. The government at large and
the Ministry of Agriculture in particular should be actively involved in supporting and
participating in enhancing biosecurity practices to ultimately halt the existing widespread
occurrence of diseases and spread at the national level. The agricultural sector of Ethiopia
should place emphasis on the provision of extension services to overcome the low level
of biosecurity practices in the poultry farms of the study area and beyond. Hygiene and
sanitation play a major role in any effective disease control program for poultry production
premises. Thus, it is critically important to prioritize biosecurity guidelines and strategies,
awareness creation campaigns, advocacy on the concept and implementation of biosecurity
and pertinent contextual training to all relevant sectors and professionals. The enforcement
of the application of biosecurity practices should be an obligatory prerequisite for license
renewal and establishment of new farms.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, H.W., K.A., H.A. and G.A.; methodology, H.W., K.A., H.A.
and G.A.; investigation, H.W., T.M., Y.M. and S.A.; writing—original draft preparation, H.W., T.M.,
Y.M., S.A., B.M.B., K.A., H.A. and G.A.; writing—review and editing, H.W., B.M.B., K.A., H.A. and
G.A. supervision, H.W., G.B., T.K., B.M.B., K.A., H.A. and G.A. All authors have read and agreed to
the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by Addis Ababa University by the Office of the Vice President
for Research and Technology Transfer.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was approved by the Animal Research Ethical
Review Committee of Addis Ababa University, College of Veterinary Medicine and Agriculture,
Ethiopia (protocol code: VM/ERC/04/13/021).

Informed Consent Statement: Verbal consent was obtained from the farm owners or managers in
line with the approved protocol.



Animals 2023, 13, 3719 17 of 19

Data Availability Statement: The data in the present study are available from the corresponding
author upon reasonable request.

Acknowledgments: We thank the poultry farm owners/workers for their time and sharing their experiences.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Milkias, M. Chicken meat production, consumption and constraints in Ethiopia. Food Sci. Qual. Manag. 2016, 54, 1–12.
2. Ebsa, Y.A.; Harpal, S.; Negia, G.G. Challenges and chicken production status of poultry producers in Bishoftu, Ethiopia. Poult.

Sci. 2019, 98, 5452–5455. [CrossRef]
3. Belay, F.; Oljira, A. Socioeconomic importance and production characteristics of village poultry production in Ethiopia: A review.

Niger. J. Anim. Sci. 2019, 21, 112–122.
4. Tolasa, B. Current status of indigenous and highly productive chicken breeds in Ethiopia. Adv. Agric. 2021, 2021, 8848388.

[CrossRef]
5. The Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, Central Statistical Agency, Agricultural Sample Survey. Volume II Report on

Livestock and Livestock Characteristics (Private Peasant Holdings); Statistical Bulletin 589; Central Statistical Authority: Addis Ababa,
Ethiopia, 2021.

6. Habte, T.; Amare, A.; Bettridge, J.M.; Collins, M.; Christley, R.M.; Wigley, P. Guide to Chicken Health and Management in Ethiopia: For
Farmers and Development Agents; ILRI Manual; ILRI: Nairobi, Kenya, 2017.

7. Asfaw, Y.T.; Ameni, G.; Medhin, G.; Gumi, B.; Hagos, Y.; Wieland, B. Poultry disease occurrences and their impacts in Ethiopia.
Trop. Anim. Health Prod. 2021, 53, 1–10. [CrossRef]

8. Sarrazin, S.; Cay, A.B.; Laureyns, J.; Dewulf, J. A survey on biosecurity and management in selected Belgian cattle farms. Prev. Vet.
Med. 2014, 117, 129–139. [CrossRef]

9. Robertson, I.D. Disease control, prevention and on-farm biosecurity: The role of veterinary epidemiology. Engineering 2020, 6,
20–25. [CrossRef]

10. Barcelo, J.; Marco, E. On Farm Biosecurity. In Proceedings of the 15th International Pig Veterinary Society Congress, Birmingham,
UK, 5–9 July 1998.

11. Carr, J.; Howells, M. Biosecurity on pig and poultry farms: Principles for the veterinary profession. Practice 2018, 40, 238–248.
[CrossRef]

12. FAO. Biosecurity Guide for Live Poultry Markets; FAO Animal Production and Health Guidelines No. 17; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2015.
13. Dewulf, J.; Van Immerseel, F. (Eds.) Biosecurity in Animal Production and Veterinary Medicine: From Principles to Practice; CABI:

Leuven, Belgium, 2018; pp. 133–154.
14. Siekkinen, K.M.; Heikkilä, J.; Tammiranta, N.; Rosengren, H. Measuring the costs of biosecurity on poultry farms: A case study in

broiler production in Finland. Acta Vet. Scand. 2012, 54, 12. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Gelaude, P.; Schlepers, M.; Verlinden, M.; Laanen, M.; Dewulf, J. Biocheck.UGent: A quantitative tool to measure biosecurity at

broiler farms and the relationship with technical performances and antimicrobial use. Poult. Sci. 2014, 93, 2740–2751. [CrossRef]
16. Dawit, A.; Tamirat, D.; Serge, F.S.N.; Devesh, R. Overview and Background Paper on Ethiopia’s Poultry Sector: Relevance for HPAI

Research in Ethiopia; Africa/Indonesia Region Report; International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI): Washington, DC, USA,
2009; p. 47.

17. Mtui, G. Biosafety systems in Eastern and Central Africa. Afr. J. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2012, 6, 80–93.
18. Dessie, T.; Ogle, B. Village poultry production systems in the central highlands of Ethiopia. Trop. Anim. Health Prod. 2001, 33,

521–537. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
19. Dana, N.; Van der Waaij, L.H.; Dessie, T.; van Arendonk, J.A. Production objectives and trait preferences of village poultry

producers of Ethiopia: Implications for designing breeding schemes utilizing indigenous chicken genetic resources. Trop. Anim.
Health Prod. 2010, 42, 1519–1529. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Asfaw, Y.; Ameni, G.; Medhin, G.; Alemayehu, G.; Wieland, B. Infectious and parasitic diseases of poultry in Ethiopia: A
systematic review and meta-analysis. Poult. Sci. 2019, 98, 6452–6462. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

21. FAO. Poultry Sector Ethiopia; FAO Animal Production and Health Livestock Country Reviews No. 11; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2019.
22. Wondmeneh, E.; Alemayehu, A.; Bewket, S.; Tsigereda, F. Status of Commercial Poultry Production in Ethiopia; Poultry Working

Group, Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries: Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 2017.
23. Van Limbergen, T.; Dewulf, J.; Klinkenberg, M.; Ducatelle, R.; Gelaude, P.; Méndez, J.; Maes, D. Scoring biosecurity in European

conventional broiler production. Poult. Sci. 2018, 97, 74–83. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
24. Tanquilut, N.C.; Espaldon, M.V.O.; Eslava, D.F.; Ancog, R.C.; Medina, C.D.R.; Paraso, M.G.V.; Dewulf, J. Quantitative assessment

of biosecurity in broiler farms using Biocheck.UGent in Central Luzon, Philippines. Poult. Sci. 2020, 99, 3047–3059. [CrossRef]
25. Caekebeke, N.; Jonquiere, F.J.; Ringenier, M.; Tobias, T.J.; Postma, M.; Van den Hoogen, A.; Dewulf, J. Comparing farm biosecurity

and antimicrobial use in high-antimicrobial-consuming broiler and pig farms in the Belgian–Dutch border region. Front. Vet. Sci.
2020, 7, 558455. [CrossRef]

26. Tadelle, D.; Kijora, C.; Peters, K.J. Indigenous chicken ecotypes in Ethiopia: Growth and feed utilization potentials. Int. J. Poult.
Sci. 2003, 2, 144–152.

https://doi.org/10.3382/ps/pez343
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/8848388
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11250-020-02465-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2014.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eng.2019.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1136/inp.k2593
https://doi.org/10.1186/1751-0147-54-12
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22373060
https://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2014-04002
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1012740832558
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11770206
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11250-010-9602-6
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20512411
https://doi.org/10.3382/ps/pez521
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31801311
https://doi.org/10.3382/ps/pex296
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29077940
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psj.2020.02.004
https://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2020.558455


Animals 2023, 13, 3719 18 of 19

27. Moredaa, E.; Mesekel, K.G. Importance of Traditional, Small Scale and Commercial Poultry Production in Ethiopia: A Review. Br.
J. Poult. Sci. 2016, 5, 01–08.

28. Iyiola-Tunji, A.O.; Ojo, I.H.; Hiikyaa, A.N.; Adesina, M.A.; Iyiola-Tunji, M.O.; Ojo, O.A. Neighborhood Acceptability of Poultry
Farms Located in Residential Areas in Nigerian Metropolis. Niger. J. Anim. Sci. 2013, 15, 206–215.

29. Eze, C.O.; Chah, J.M.; Uddin, I.O.; Anugwa, I.J.; Igbokwe, E.M. Bio-security measures employed by poultry farmers in Enugu
State Nigeria. J. Agric. Ext. 2017, 21, 89–104. [CrossRef]

30. Amass, S.F. Biosecurity: Stopping the bugs from getting in. Pig J. 2005, 55, 104.
31. Ornelas-Eusebio, E.; García-Espinosa, G.; Laroucau, K.; Zanella, G. Characterization of commercial poultry farms in Mexico:

Towards a better understanding of biosecurity practices and antibiotic usage patterns. PLoS ONE 2020, 15, e0242354. [CrossRef]
32. Laanen, M.; Maes, D.; Hendriksen, C.; Gelaude, P.; De Vliegher, S.; Rosseel, Y.; Dewulf, J. Pig, cattle and poultry farmers with a

known interest in research have comparable perspectives on disease prevention and on-farm biosecurity. Prev. Vet. Med. 2014,
115, 1–9. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Eltholth, M.M.; Mohamed, R.A.; Elgohary, F.A.; Elfadl, E.A.A. Assessment of Biosecurity Practices in Broiler Chicken Farms in
Gharbia Governorate, Egypt. Alexandria. J. Vet. Sci. 2016, 49, 68–77.

34. Amass, S.F.; Baysinger, A. Disease surveillance in swine population. In Diseases of Swine; Blackwell Publisher: Hoboken, NJ, USA,
2006; pp. 1075–1098.

35. Lister, S.A. Biosecurity in poultry management. In Poultry Diseases; WB Saunders: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2008; pp. 48–65.
36. Thomas, M.E.; Bouma, A.; Ekker, H.M.; Fonken, A.J.M.; Stegeman, J.A.; Nielen, M. Risk factors for the introduction of high

pathogenicity Avian Influenza virus into poultry farms during the epidemic in the Netherlands in 2003. Prev. Vet. Med. 2005, 69,
1–11. [CrossRef]

37. Vieira, A.R.; Hofacre, C.L.; Smith, J.A.; Cole, D. Human contacts and potential pathways of disease introduction on Georgia
poultry farms. Avian Dis. 2009, 53, 55–62. [CrossRef]

38. Dorea, F.C.; Berghaus, R.; Hofacre, C.; Cole, D.J. Survey of biosecurity protocols and practices adopted by growers on commercial
poultry farms in Georgia—USA. Avian Dis. 2010, 54, 1007–1015. [CrossRef]

39. Racicot, M.; Venne, D.; Durivage, A.; Vaillancourt, J.P. Evaluation of strategies to enhance biosecurity compliance on poultry
farms in Québec: Effect of audits and cameras. Prev. Vet. Med. 2012, 103, 208–218. [CrossRef]

40. CDC (US Center of Disease Control). Preliminary Incidence and Trends of Infections with Pathogens Transmitted Commonly
Through Food—Foodborne Diseases Active Surveillance Network, 10 U.S. Sites, 2016–2019. MMWR. Morb. Mortal. Wkly Rep.
2020, 69, 509–514. [CrossRef]

41. Abah, H.O.; Abdu, P.A.; Assam, A. Assessment of biosecurity measures against Newcastle disease in commercial poultry farms
in Benue state, Nigeria. Sokoto J. Vet. Sci. 2017, 15, 32–37. [CrossRef]

42. Liljebjelke, K.A.; Hofacre, C.L.; Liu, T.; White, D.G.; Ayers, S.; Young, S.; Maurer, J.J. Vertical and horizontal transmission of
Salmonella within integrated broiler production system. Foodborne Pathog. Dis. 2005, 2, 90–102. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Garber, L.; Bjork, K.; Patyk, K.; Rawdon, T.; Antognoli, M.; Delgado, A.; McCluskey, B. Factors associated with highly pathogenic
avian influenza H5N2 infection on table-egg layer farms in the Midwestern United States, 2015. Avian Dis. 2016, 60, 460–466.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Gonzales, J.L.; Elbers, A.R.W.; Beerens, N. Risk factors of primary introduction of highly pathogenic and low pathogenic avian
influenza virus into European poultry holdings, considering at least material contaminated by wild birds and contact with wild
birds. EFSA Support. Publ. 2017, 14, 1282E.

45. Wiseman, A.; Berman, E.M.; Klement, E. Risk factors for Newcastle disease in broiler farms in Israel. Prev. Vet. Med. 2018, 149,
92–97. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Sims, L.D. Risks Associated with Poultry Production Systems. In Proceedings of the International Conference: Poultry in the 21st
Century, Bangkok, Thailand, 5–7 November 2008; pp. 1–24.

47. Van Steenwinkel, S.; Ribbens, S.; Ducheyne, E.; Goossens, E.; Dewulf, J. Assessing biosecurity practices, movements and densities
of poultry sites across Belgium, resulting in different farm risk-groups for infectious disease introduction and spread. Prev. Vet.
Med. 2011, 98, 259–270. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Correia-Gomes, C.; Henry, M.K.; Reeves, A.; Sparks, N. Management and biosecurity practices by small to medium egg producers
in Scotland. Poult. Sci. 2021, 62, 499–508. [CrossRef]

49. Aondo, E.O.; Jackson, N.O.; Joshua, O.; Onduso, R.; Simion, K.O. Poultry Farming and Disease Management Practices in Small-
Scale Farmers in Kisii County, Kenya. Glob. J. Sci. Front. Res. D Agric. Vet. 2020, 20, 1–9.

50. Morton, B. Vaccines and animal welfare. Rev. Sci. Tech. 2007, 26, 157–163. [CrossRef]
51. Cserep, T. Vaccines and Vaccination. In Poultry Diseases, 6th ed.; Patisson, M., McMullin, P.F., Bradburry, J.M., Alexander, D.J.,

Eds.; Saunders Elsevier: Shanghai, China, 2008; p. 66.
52. Gibbens, J.C.; Pascoe, S.J.S.; Evans, S.J.; Davies, R.H.; Sayers, A.R. A trial of biosecurity as a means to control Campylobacter

infection of broiler chickens. Prev. Vet. Med. 2001, 48, 85–99. [CrossRef]
53. Tilli, G.; Laconi, A.; Galuppo, F.; Mughini-Gras, L.; Piccirillo, A. Assessing Biosecurity Compliance in Poultry Farms: A Survey in

a Densely Populated Poultry Area in North East Italy. Animals 2022, 12, 1409. [CrossRef]
54. Butcher, G.D.; Miles, R.D. The Avian Immune System, UF/IFAS Extension; Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences, University of

Florida: Gainesville, FL, USA, 2012.

https://doi.org/10.4314/jae.v21i3.9
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0242354
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2014.03.015
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24703250
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2004.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1637/8364-051608-Reg.1
https://doi.org/10.1637/9233-011210-Reg.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2011.08.004
https://doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm6917a1
https://doi.org/10.4314/sokjvs.v15i3.5
https://doi.org/10.1089/fpd.2005.2.90
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15992303
https://doi.org/10.1637/11351-121715-Reg
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27309288
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2017.11.009
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29290305
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2010.12.004
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21195492
https://doi.org/10.1080/00071668.2021.1894635
https://doi.org/10.20506/rst.26.1.1735
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-5877(00)00189-6
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani12111409


Animals 2023, 13, 3719 19 of 19

55. Meroz, M.; Samberg, Y. Disinfecting poultry production premises. Rev. Sci. Tech. 1995, 14, 273–291. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
56. Huneau-Salaün, A.; Michel, V.; Balaine, L.; Petetin, I.; Eono, F.; Ecobichon, F.; Bouquin, S.L. Evaluation of common cleaning

and disinfection programmes in battery cage and on-floor layer houses in France. Br. Poult. Sci. 2010, 51, 204–212. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

57. Studer, E.; Lüthy, J.; Hübner, P. Study of the presence of Campylobacter jejuni and C. coli in sand samples from four Swiss chicken
farms. Res. Microbiol. 1999, 150, 213–219. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

58. Skarp, C.P.A.; Hänninen, M.L.; Rautelin, H.I.K. Campylobacteriosis: The role of poultry meat. Clin. Microbiol. Infect. 2016, 22,
103–109. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.20506/rst.14.2.839
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7579631
https://doi.org/10.1080/00071661003745794
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20461581
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0923-2508(99)80038-2
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10229951
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmi.2015.11.019

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Area 
	Study Design and Study Population 
	Quantification of Biosecurity Score 
	Data Collection and Analysis 

	Results and Discussion 
	Characteristics of the Study Participants and Poultry Farms 
	The Characteristics of the Studied Poultry Farms 
	Assessment of External Biosecurity Practices 
	Routines on Chicken Purchasing, Feeding and Watering Practices 
	Routines on Management of Wastes and Farm Entry Restriction Practices 
	Routines on Material Sharing, Farm Infrastructure and Biological Factors 
	Farms’ Relative Location 

	Internal Biosecurity Assessment Practices 
	Routines on Disease Management Practices 
	Routines on Cleaning and Disinfection Practices 

	Adoption Level of Biosecurity Components 

	Conclusions 
	References

