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ABSTRACT: The study's goal was to examine family poultry feeding practices in Maradi's urban (UA) and Peri-urban (PU) areas. In 
each zone, a total of 50 households were surveyed. The flocks were mostly made up of hardy breeds, with an average of 12.3±8.4 
in the UA and 9.1±7.6 in the PA. The feeding formulas were primarily composed of millet (70.4 percent in UA, 69.2% in PA), 
followed by maize and sorghum. Millet bran is the most commonly used feedstuff, accounting for 74.1% in UA and 65.4% in PA, 
followed by maize bran and wheat bran. The amount of feed distributed per chicken was 221.38184.30g (p = 0.017), which was 
higher in the UA than in the PA. Furthermore, nutritional intake fell far short of meeting the physiological needs of the animals in 
all zones. The average cost per animal of standard feed formulas in UA was higher, ranging from 36.10 to 46.80 FCFA/animal/day, 
compared to 11.45 to 13.55 FCFA in PA. The study demonstrates that, despite a clearer trend toward marketing in the PA, we are 
still dealing with farms with relatively small numbers of animals and a low-cost monitoring system, which has an impact on 
productivity.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Over the last 25 years, the concept of food security has 
evolved significantly and is no longer limited to the 
quantitative adequacy of food availability and nutritional 
needs. Physical and economic access, as well as access 
in space and time, are all factors in meeting the needs of 
populations for animal products. Animal production in 
some West African countries remains insufficient to meet 
the population's demand for animal protein due to 
population growth (Mankor, 2009). One of the most 
pressing development issues confronting most 
developing countries is their inability to feed their ever-
expanding populations (Apantaku, 2006).  Most states 
have made attempts to grow the poultry sector in order to 
address these shortfalls, thereby adding to the supply of  
animal products to cities (Bricas et al., 2003; Ojo, 2003, 
Alders, 2005; Ayssiwede et al., 2013). These productions  

 
 
 
 
 
are focused on those that take place in cities and its 
environs, and they span a wide range of realities and 
activities (Bricas et al., 2003). Despite the increase in 
chicken production in some Sub-Saharan African 
countries, most of these countries' poultry consumption is 
still reliant on imports (Ayssiwede et al., 2013). It is 
undeniable that livestock productivity is highly influenced 
by the production systems in place. Poultry production in 
Sub-Saharan nations like as Niger is primarily based on 
traditional extensive or traditional upgraded systems 
(Ayssiwede et al., 2013). Food scraps, kitchen waste, 
crop residues, cereals, insects, and greens are available 
in the extensive one, and chickens are left to eat on the 
food resources available in their immediate environment, 
(Agbedeet al., 1995; Kondombo et al., 2003). Chickens 
are    often   raised    in    semi-cloistered   or   sometimes  
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permanently cloistered conditions in basic chicken 
houses or improvised shelters created from local 
materials in the modified conventional method, 
depending on the farmer's financial means. In this case, 
feeding is fairly regular, more rational and relatively 
balanced to support the productivity of the farm (Riise et 
al., 2005). The chickens forage for their own food, but the 
farmer frequently supplements them in a method that is 
similar to factory farming (Alders, 2005; Riise et al., 
2005). Natural poultry reproduction, animal rusticity, very 
often sumptuous feeding and watering, a near-absent 
sanitary follow-up, and, in the majority of cases, self-
consumed produce are all typical characteristics of these 
farms (Ali et al., 2003, Babacar, 2013). To boost 
production in family poultry farming, it is required and first 
and foremost to improve feeding, which is a major 
stumbling block and a serious problem (Mapiye and 
Sibanda, 2005, Pousga et al., 2005). As a result, the 
current research investigates the poultry farming 
techniques and management in Maradi's urban and peri-
urban farms, with the purpose of identifying defects and 
proposing solutions to improve them. 
 
 
METHODOLOGY  
 
The study was based on producers located in the urban 
(UA) and Peri-urban (PA) areas of the city of Maradi. 
Surveys made it possible to collect quantitative and 
qualitative data on the mode of operation and 
zootechnical characteristics of the poultry farms 
surveyed. In the PA, four (4) administrative villages were 
involved: Dan Dania (Latitude North: 6°80, Longitude 
East: 13°89), Dan Kare (Latitude North: 13°43, Longitude 
East: 7°41), Tarna (Latitude North: 13°45, Longitude 
East: 7°11) and Kataré (Latitude North: 13°54, Longitude 
East: 7°14). For the UA, the survey concerned four (4) 
administrative districts of Maradi: Ali Dan Sofo (Latitude 
North: 13°29.474, Longitude East: 7°6.984), Soura Bildi 
(Latitude North: 13°30.755, Longitude East: 7°5.599), 
Hassaou (Latitude North: 13°29.427, Longitude East: 
7°3.484) and Zaria (I) (Latitude North: 13°30.742, 
Longitude East: 7°6.742). A total of 100 households were 
surveyed, 50 in each area. Households were surveyed 
using data collection forms, and were targeted according 
to their accessibility and geographical location in relation 
to the city of Maradi.  

The identification and name of the breeds are provided 
by the breeders. On each farm, the number of animals 
were determined by direct counting. The discursive 
method was used to determine the "handshake" as a 
common unit of measurement among farmers. A series of 
handshake weighings of the various cereals and their by-
products were performed to estimate the quantities 
distributed. Thus, fifty (50) measurements were taken for 
each type of feed, and the average was taken as the 
weight corresponding to the handshake of the said feed.   

 
 
 
 
The cost of the food formulas was calculated by 
estimating the cost of each ingredient based on market 
prices and the various amounts used in the formulas. The 
nutritional intake of the feeds was estimated using the 
compositions provided on the Feedipedia | Animal Feed 
Resources Information System website, and the total 
intake of some common formulas was estimated to 
assess coverage of the animals' needs. The following 
(approximate) values were used as a reference for the 
chickens' theoretical daily requirements: 125g feed; 3000 
kcal energy; 20g protein; 4g calcium; 0.37g phosphorus 
 
 
Data analysis  
 
The collected data was organized processed initially with 
Microsoft Excel 2013 spreadsheet, R 3.6.2. (2019-12-12) 
was used for the figures.  
 
 
RESULTS 
 
Characteristics of farmers  
 
The distribution of people involved in chicken farming 
(Table 1) reveals a male predominance in each zone, 
with a much higher rate in the PA (86% vs 60%). Women 
are also involved in farming (in lower proportions) and at 
a higher rate in the UA (40% vs 14%). In the PA, more 
people over the age of 50 (30) are involved in chicken 
farming, whereas in the UA, the number of people 
between the ages of 30 and 50 and those over 50 is 
relatively equal (18 and 21 respectively). Young people 
under 30 who are involved in chicken farming are mostly 
married men, with a small number of young women 
participating. The educational level of the herders differed 
significantly between the two zones (Table 2). The UA 
shows a higher rate of people with higher secondary 
education (26% vs 12%). There is also a high rate of 
Koranic education in this zone (68%), but this rate is 
higher in PA (76%).  
 
 
Structure of livestock in households  
 
The study discovered three hardy breeds that are 
preferred on family farms, either single-breed or mixed-
breed (Table 3). The hardy breed known locally as 
'Bâchâmey' is the most widely used single breed in both 
PA (36%) and the UA (72%). It is a short-sized chicken 
(Figure 1a) with a very good weight performance and a 
high hatching rate (80%according to the breeders). It is 
followed by the breed known locally as 'Gogoré' (Figure 
1b), which is also used in single flocks and accounts for 
14 percent of the PA versus 4% of the UA. Because of 
her low weight and poor chick hatching performance, the 
female is less commonly used in breeding. 
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Table 1: Distribution of the number of poultry farmers by gender, age 
and marital status 
 

Peri-urban area 

Age 
 

<30 years 30<age>50 > 50 years Total % 

Men  Maried 10 5 26 41 82 

Singles 0 2 0 2 4 

Women  Maried 3 0 4 7 14 

Singles 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 13 7 30 50 100 

Urban area 

Age 
 

<30 years 30<age>50 >50 years Total % 

Men  Maried 8 1 9 18 36 

Singles 0 10 2 12 24 

Women  Maried 3 5 9 17 34 

Singles 0 2 1 3 6 

Total 11 18 21 50 100 
 
 

Table 2: Distribution of poultry farmers by education level 
 

Peri-urban area (%) 
 Hommes Femmes Total 
Primary 2 2 4 
Secondary 6 2 8 
Higher level 4 0 4 
Koranic 68 8 76 
Other 2 0 2 
None 4 2 6 
Total 86 14 100 
Urban area (%) 
Primary 2 2 4 
Secondary 16 2 18 
Higher level 6 2 8 
Koranic 36 32 68 
Other 0 0 0 
None 0 2 2 
Total 60 40 100 

 
Table 3: Structure of chicken flocks in surveyed households. 
 

  Urban area Peri-urban area 

Breeding of single breed 
 

Bâchâmey 72% 36% 

Gogoré 4% 14% 

Exotics  6 % 2% 

Breeding with association of races ♀Bâchâmey x ♂Gogoré 4% 38% 

Bâchâmey x Isa Brown 12% 6% 

Others  2% 4% 

Number of animals 

Mean 12,3 9,1 

Ecart-type 8,4 7,6 

Minimum 1 1 

Maximum 40 50 

Median 10 7,5 
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Figure 1: a : Bachamey female; b : Gogoré female; c : Gogoré male. 

 
 

 
                UA                    PA  

 
Figure 2: Distribution of poultry 
numbers in urban and peri-urban areas. 

 
 
The use of exotic breeds in single breeding is relatively 
low, with a percentage of 2% in PA and 6% in UA. The 
Bâchâmey female and Gogoré male are the most 
common among producers who use a combination of 
breeds (Figure 1c), accounting for 38% in the PA and 4% 
in the UA. The Bâchâmey female meets a certain number 
of the associated qualities mentioned above, while the 
Gogoré male is used to improve the herd because he has 
a long stature. According to the breeders, this 
combination would produce medium-sized offspring with 
a high commercial value. Another association used by 
the breeders to improve their production is the Bâchâmey 
associated with the Isa Brown breed with a proportion of 
12% in UA against 6% PA.  The average number of 
chickens recorded per household in the urban area was 
12.3±8.4 and 9.1±7.6 in the Peri-urban area. The 
difference is not statistically significant (p = 0.7), with a 
maximum of 40 in the urban area and 50 in the Peri-
urban area. The distribution of poultry numbers in urban 

areas is slightly higher than in Peri-urban areas, as 
shown in (Figure 2). However, the variability of the 
numbers is greater in the Peri-urban area, and there are 
also 'outliers' indicating extremely high numbers when 
compared to other farms in the area. 
 
Production objectives according to the breeding area  
 
Sale and self-consumption were the two priority 
objectives pursued in the PA with a total of 60%, while in 
the urban zone it is mainly self-consumption that is 
favoured with a total of 62% (Table 4). It should be noted 
that the single objective of marketing is overall half as low 
in the UA (10%) as in the PA (20%).  
 
Animal feeding and nutrition  
 
A large number of feed formulas are used by farmers 
(Table 5), and their composition is  as    varied    as    the 
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Table 4: Destination of poultry production in households 
 
Production  Self-consumption Marketing Self-consumption and Marketing 
PA Men 16% 18% 52% 
 Women 4% 2% 8% 
UA Men 24% 8% 28% 
 Women 38% 2% 0% 

 
 

Table 5: Different formulas used in the farms. 
 
 Urban area Peri-urban area 
Number of farmers 50 50 
Number of feed formulas identified 27 26 
Formulas composed of a single feed (%) 11,11 11,54 
Formulas with a combination of feeds (%) 88,88 88,46 
Formulas with 2 food combinations (%) 18,52 23,08 
Formulas with 3 food combinations (%) 37,04 30,77 
Formulas with 4 food combinations (%) 18,52 23,08 
Formulas with 5 food combinations (%) 11,11 11,54 
Formulas with 6 food combinations (%) 3,7 0 

 
 

Table 6: Types of food used in feed formulas. 
 
 Urban area Peri-urban area 
Millet use in formulas (%) 70,37 69,23 
Millet bran use in formulas (%) 74,07 65,38 
Use of corn in formulas (%) 22,22 26,92 
Use of maize bran in formulas (%) 51,85 30,77 
Sorghum use in formulas (%) 22,22 34,62 
Sorghum bran use in formulas (%) 22,22 15,38 
Wheat bran use in formulas (%) 40,74 50 

 
 
number of formulas (Table 6). 
 
Food formulas  
 
The survey revealed the use of six (6) different formulas 
in urban areas and five (5) in Peri-urban areas (Table 5). 
For both zones, the most used formulas are composed of 
two (2), three (3) or four (4) distinct foods representing a 
total of 74% and 77% respectively in urban and Peri-
urban areas. But the formula with three (3) feeds is the 
most used for both zones, and the percentage of farmers 
using this formula is higher in UA (37%) than in PA 
(30.8%).  
 
The main foods used in the formulas  
 
In both urban and Peri-urban areas, the most commonly 
used cereal is millet (70.4% in the UA and 69.2% in the 
PA), followed by sorghum (34.6%) and maize (26.9%) in 
Peri-urban areas (Table 6). In urban areas, maize and 
sorghum are used in the same proportions (22.2%). 
Milling by-products are used more in urban areas with 
74.1% for millet bran, 51.9% for maize bran and 22.2% 
for sorghum bran, while in Peri-urban areas these 

proportions were 65.4% for millet bran, 30.8% for maize 
bran and 15.4% for sorghum bran. On the other hand, 
wheat bran is used more in Peri-urban areas (50%) than 
in urban areas (40.7%).  
 
Quantities of feed distributed  
 
The quantities of feed distributed on a daily basis were 
estimated using the 'handshake' unit of measurement 
used by the farmers. Table 7 shows the weighing values 
for each of the feeds in the feed formulae. Thus, the 
estimated averages for the amount of feed received per 
animal per day were 78.48±121.27 g for the urban area 
and 221.38±184.30 g for the Peri-urban area 
respectively. The difference is significant between the two 
areas with a p-value = 0.017. The minimum was 6.47 g 
for the UA, and 11.60 g for the PA, and the maximum 
was 698.52 g for the urban area and 744.7 g for the Peri-
urban area.  Figure 3 shows that the overall trend in the 
amount of food distributed is higher in urban area 
(median = 163) than in Peri-urban areas (median = 46.7), 
with greater variability in urban areas. When the 
correlation between the number of people, the quantity of 
food distributed and the type of food formula is examined, 
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Table 7: Estimated 'handshake' weight for each food (g) 
 
 Millet Sorghum Maize Millet bran Sorghum bran Wheat bran Maize bran 
Number of weighings  50 50 50 50 50 50 50 
Mean ± Ecart-type 71,18±5,07 73,38±2,98 81,98±4,16 69,78±3,20 66,74±6,53 72,1±3,3 69,46±6,6 
Min – Max 60-85 67-79 73-93 61-76 54-89 65-79 55-80 

 
 

                                        PA                                                 UA 
 

 
Figure 3: Quantities of food distributed in the two zones. 

 
 

Table 8: Correlations (r) between the number of animals, the type of feed formula and the quantities of 
feed distributed per animal for the two zones. 
 
Average number of animals Number of feeds per feed formula Average amount of feed per animal 
UA r = 0.21 r = -0.28 
PA  r = 0.07 r = -0.08 

 
 
 
 

Table 9: Frequency of feed distribution 
 

Number of distribution/Day Zone ZP Zone ZU 
1 time 8% 10% 
2 times 22% 14% 
3 times 60% 56% 
4 times 10% 18% 
5 times 0% 2% 

 
 

Table 10: Average quantities of each type of feed/animal/day in the two zones. 
  
Aliment (g) Millet Millet bran Maize Maize bran Sorghum Sorghum bran Wheat bran 
PA  24 19 17 16 25 14 16 
UA 101 68 48 46 101 47 49 

 
 
both in urban and Peri-urban areas, no correlation is 
found between the variables (Table 8).  
 
Food distribution rhythm and daily quantities  
 
Feed distribution varies from 1 to 5 times/day depending 
on the farmer, in the PA, 22% and 60% distribute feed 2 

and 3 times/day respectively against 14% and 56% in the 
UA (Table 9). In addition, 10% of the farmers in the PA 
compared to 18% in the ZU fed four times a day, and 
very few farmers distributed feed only once a day with a 
proportion of 8% in the PA compared to 10% in the UA. 
Finally, only 2% of the UA feed 5 times a day. The 
quantities distributed are relatively higher in the UA.  
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Table 10 gives an estimate, for each feed, of the quantity 
received per animal based on the rate of distribution and 
handshake weighing.  
 
 
Feed costs and coverage of animal needs  
 
Tables 11 and 12 are based on the quantities distributed 
in each zone and the formula applied by the farmer. 
Some examples of formulas applied in each zone are 
shown in order to estimate the nutritional intake and cost 
of each formula. The results show that animals receive 
much more feed in urban areas than in Peri-urban areas. 
However, despite their relatively higher quantity, the feed 
intake does not meet the theoretical needs of chickens in 
this area. Thus, the cost of feeding per animal is directly 
related to the quantities distributed and remains much 
higher in urban areas.  
 
 
DISCUSSION  
 
The study identified two (2) preferred hardy breeds used 
in family farms, either as a single breed or as a 
combination of breeds (hardy + hardy or hardy + exotic). 
The hardy breeds are the most commonly used, most 
likely due to their resistance to breeding and 
environmental conditions, lower cost, and availability on 
local markets. Breed combinations are created by 
integrating good males into the herd, particularly in UA, 
with the goal of improving the progeny in terms of weight 
and conformation. Most breeders in PA practice a single-
breed breeding, with the "Bachamey," whose female 
bachamey is used as a "breeding mother."  The "Gogoré" 
breed is rear, although only in small numbers. According 
to the breeders, the female is less prolific, which is why 
only the giant male is used in crossbreeding to increase 
the value of progeny, while the female is utilized for 
family consumption and donations. Exotic breeds are 
used by a small number of breeders because to the high 
costs associated with their production, which 
necessitates a more logical and balanced food ration as 
well as more veterinary care because they are less hardy 
than the native variety. However, in some farms the 
breeds are combined, most frequently "Bachamey" was 
associated with the exotic breed, then "Bachamey" with 
"Gogoré". The objective of the farmers in this association 
is essentially to achieve rapid growth of the chickens and 
a higher economic value. In general, these systems are 
neither exclusively commercial nor exclusively for self-
consumption as defined by Centrès (1996). This double 
objective of the farms, and the cost of the investment are 
therefore the factors that determine the choice of breeds 
and their association. Chicken rearing is done on a small 
scale, according to the means of the farmers, who 
employ a wide range of traditional management and 
feeding methods. Indeed, it is a traditional system known  

 
 
 
 
as "picking," according to Ayssiwede et al. (2013). 
According to the same author, chickens are typically 
raised in semi-claustration (locked up in the morning and 
then released for a few hours of roaming in the afternoon) 
or, in rare cases, permanent claustration. The farming 
systems identified in this study correspond to 'System 4' 
in the poultry farm classification system (FAO, 2009). 
These are primarily village or backyard poultry farms 
where animals are free to roam from morning to evening 
in search of food. The variation in farm numbers does not 
indicate a significant difference between the two zones. 
These farms are typically developed by households with 
limited resources. In the past, family poultry farms were 
labeled as small-scale (CIRAD, 2006). With a few 
exceptions, the number of birds per household in the 
current study is relatively small in each zone, generally 
around 10, confirming the numbers of around 12 reported 
by Bell and Abdou in Niger (1995).  

The same values were given by Centrès (1996) in the 
cities of Bamako and Bobo-Dioulasso, but also in 
Cameroon (Ngoupayou, 1990) with a value of 10.3, or in 
Senegal (Buldgen et al., 1992) where numbers range 
from 5 to 15. In the Central African Republic and in agro-
breeding areas, the average reported per family was 7 
birds (Kotcho, 2006).  Larger numbers have also been 
reported. Our findings are lower than those of Amadou et 
al. (2010) in rural Dakoro, where average numbers of all 
species ranged from 18 to 154, 21 birds reported in Togo 
by Aklobessi (1990), 20 to 30 birds observed in Mali by 
Kounta (1991), 20-50 birds in Madagascar (Raveloson, 
1990), 10-45 birds per household in Cameroon's North 
and Far North Provinces (Awa and Tenghe, 2008), and 
14-27 (Mopate and Maho, 2005; Mahamat and Mouktar, 
2006; Ban-Bo et al., 2013). As in the Centrès (1996) 
study, the current study shows that numbers are often 
higher in urban areas than in Peri-urban areas, which is 
likely due to the fact that civil servants with higher 
incomes practice livestock farming. Indeed, surveys by 
Arbelot et al (1997) in the Cape Verde area of Senegal 
revealed that 62% of poultry farmers worked in the civil 
service or the private sector. According to the findings of 
this study, cereals are the primary feed for the animals. 
This is consistent with the findings of Amadou et al. 
(2010), who discovered that in almost all of the farms 
studied (99 percent), the poultry received a daily feed 
intake consisting of locally produced cereals and/or by-
products, as well as kitchen waste. As a result, it appears 
reasonable to assume that the availability of food for 
human consumption in the household influences the 
variability of the feed formulas encountered. Sonaiya and 
Swan (2004) demonstrated that herd feeding is 
dependent on the human population and its household 
and crop residues, as well as the availability of food for 
the household and other peckable food resources. The 
results also show that chickens are fed without any 
special investment, which does not fit with the vision of 
true flock productivity, despite the improvement initiatives 
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Table 11: Nutrient intake and cost (per animal/day) of typical three- and four-feed formulas used in the PA. 
 

Formulas in PA Nutritional Benefits Cost (Fcfa) 
quantity(g) Energy (kcal) Protein (g) Ca (g) P (g) 

 Millet Millet bran Maize bran 59 127,45 4,18 0,09 0,22 9,147 
 Millet Millet bran  Wheat bran 59 118,02 4,21 0,04 0,31 9,790 

 Maize Millet bran Wheat bran 52 107,08 3,77 0,04 0,28 9,283 
 Millet Maize  Sorghum 66 169,84 4,05 0,02 0,18 14,065 
 Millet Millet bran Sorghm 68 153,50 4,32 0,03 0,24 13,300 

 Millet Sorghum Wheat bran 65 138,72 4,03 0,03 0,27 13,097 
Mean 61,50 135,77 4,09 0,04 0,25 11,45 

Millet bran Millet bran Maize bran Wheat bran 75 147,85 5,33 0,11 0,35 11,851 

Millet bran Millet bran Maize bran Sorghum 84 183,33 5,45 0,10 0,29 15,172 
Sorghum Millet bran Sorghum bran Wheat bran 74 138,15 4,75 0,05 0,36 13,778 

Millet bran Sorghum Maize  Millet bran 85 205,01 5,50 0,04 0,28 16,972 
Millet bran Millet bran Sorghum bran Wheat bran 73 144,72 5,10 0,05 0,37 12,121 

Maize Millet bran Sorghum bran Wheat bran 66 133,78 4,66 0,05 0,34 11,425 
Mean 76,17 158,81 5,13 0,07 0,33 13,55 

 
 
Table 12: Nutrient intake and cost (per animal/day) of typical three- and four-feed formulas used in the UA. 
 

UA Formulas 
Nutritional Benefits 

Cost (Fcfa) 
Quantity (g) Energy (kcal) Protein (g) Ca (g) P (g) 

 Millet Millet bran Maize bran 215 474,44 15,18 0,28 0,80 34,168 

 Millet Maize  Wheat bran 198 470,69 13,62 0,11 0,83 37,031 

 Maize Millet bran Maize bran 162 357,09 11,72 0,26 0,63 26,154 

 Millet Millet bran Wheat bran 218 451,14 15,48 0,14 1,07 37,067 

 Millet Sorghum  Millet bran 270 614,44 17,07 0,11 0,93 53,127 

 Maize Millet bran Wheat bran 165 333,79 12,02 0,12 0,90 29,053 

Mean  
204,67 450,27 14,18 0,17 0,86 36,10 

Millet Millet bran Maize bran  Wheat bran 264 536,90 18,71 0,33 1,21 42,449 

Millet  Millet bran Sorghum bran Wheat bran 265 540,78 18,46 0,18 1,28 44,258 

Millet  Sorghum  Millet bran Maize bran 316 700,20 20,30 0,30 1,07 58,509 

Millet Millet bran Maize bran Sorghum bran 262 564,08 18,16 0,32 1,01 41,359 

Millet Maize Millet bran Wheat bran 266 596,58 18,79 0,16 1,20 47,435 

Mean 
274,60 587,71 18,88 0,26 1,15 46,80 
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revealed by the type of poultry breed association in which 
farmers occasionally participate. Chickens spend most of 
their time roaming and eating household waste. In all 
areas, however, chickens are typically fed cereals, 
primarily millet and millet bran. Farmers distribute 
supplements based on their perception of each feed's 
palatability. In the formulas, millet, millet bran, maize 
bran, wheat bran, and sorghum are used in high 
proportions, followed by maize and sorghum bran, which 
are used in low proportions. Indeed, millet is the region's 
staple food, as it is throughout Niger. Sorghum and maize 
are more commonly grown in Peri-urban areas. 
According to Kondombo et al. (2003) animals receive 
supplementary food based on the availability of these 
foods in the household. Millet and millet bran are the 
most commonly used feeds in the current study. No 
research, to the best of our knowledge, has classified 
poultry feed resources based on their rate of use in 
poultry diets in Maradi's urban and Peri-urban areas. 
According to Amadou et al. (2010), poultry were fed 
locally produced cereals and/or their by-products (bran 
and meal residues) in 99 percent of the farms surveyed in 
Dakoro district, and in two-thirds of the cases surveyed, 
they were fed both grains (millet and sorghum) and bran. 
According to Kondombo et al. (2003), the most commonly 
used feeds by poultry farmers were millet, red sorghum, 
and maize, in that order. According to Sonaiya and Swan 
(2004), the most commonly used grains for poultry 
supplementation are millet, sorghum, maize, and rice in 
whole or broken form. It should be noted that, in addition 
to this supplementary distribution of grains and their 
derivatives, the share of Residual Pecorable Feed Base 
(RFFB) is quite substantial (Sonaiya and Swan, 2004). 
Food resources are ultimately determined by the human 
population and its household and crop residues, as well 
as the availability of other peckable food resources. It is 
not always easy to determine the quantities distributed 
per animal. The current study found that the average 
amount of feed distributed per animal in urban areas 
(204-274g/subject/day) is nearly three (3) times higher 
than in Peri-urban areas (61-76g/subject/day), indicating 
a clear difference between the two areas. These values 
differ significantly from those reported by Amadou et al. 
(2010) for the Dakoro area, where quantities per subject 
per day ranged from 24 to 28g. This author noted an 
increase in the quantity distributed in relation to the 
increase in the number of livestock, as well as a seasonal 
variation. A previous study in modern rearing in the 
Maradi region (Akourki et al., 2015) revealed average 
quantities ranging from 28 to 45g per chicken, as well as 
temperature variability. Correlation analysis in the current 
study revealed no relationship between the numbers and 
quantities fed, nor with the type of feed formula. The 
trend of a correlation, however, is more visible in urban 
area than in Peri-urban area. In most traditional village 
systems, amounts of 35g per chicken per day have been 
reported (FAO, 2004). Other studies  report  intake  levels  

 
 
 
 
that are quite disparate: 46g/d (Lundblad et al., 2007), 
57g/d (Travis et al., 2006), and 125g/d ((Perez-Maldoado, 
2008). It has been demonstrated that when farmers 
agree to distribute cereals, they always do so in limited 
quantities, as poultry compete directly with the human 
population for cereal consumption, resulting in insufficient 
feed in both quantity and quality (Kampete, 2002). The 
quantities fed do not meet the chickens' physiological 
nutrient requirements in either the UA or the PA. 
However, the intakes of various nutrients, as well as the 
amounts of feed consumed, only reflect the apparent 
values, not taking into account the proportion of other 
peckable feeds. It would thus be interesting to consider 
the share of RFFB in the food ingested in order to 
estimate the real quantities of food ingested and the real 
nutritional intakes. The cost of feed is proportional to the 
quantity distributed, implying higher costs in UA. In the 
PA, it appears that a lack of resources is the primary 
factor limiting not only the number of animals on farms, 
but also the amount of feed the animals receive. This 
corresponds to the gathering system, in which all or a 
portion of the livestock is mobilized for immediate needs, 
contributing to the resilience of these populations. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The farms are centred on single or associated hardy 
breeds, with improvement aspirations based on empirical 
criteria. No significant differences were found between 
the numbers in urban and Peri-urban areas. The level of 
poultry feeding in the households was not related to the 
number of birds or the availability of feed resources used. 
The study reveals that the sources of feed used in the 
household flocks are of local origin. However, in terms of 
the amount of feed distributed per animal, relatively 
higher quantities where distributed in the UA than in the 
PA. Poultry farming in urban areas requires a greater 
investment than in Peri-urban areas, with a higher level 
and cost of feed.  
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