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[Abstract] Objective To understand the exposure and the infection status of virus among
people engaging in breeding or butchering ducks in the suburb of Beijing. Methods People from six
districts (Daxing, Fangshan, Huairou, Miyun, Shunyi, Tongzhou) who engaged in breeding or
butchering ducks were studied and the status of infecting avian influenza virus was obtained by testing
antibody level in serum. Information on demographic characteristics, status of regular exposure and
exposure to sick or dead poultry were collected through a self-designed questionnaire. Results 1741
people were involved in this study in which 313(18.0% ) were workers in duck-breeding enterprise,
562 (32.3% ) were workers in duck slaughterhouse, 261 (15.0% ) farmers were in individual
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small-scale duck farms, 605 (34.7% ) were farmers raising duck in backyard. Among farmers raising
duck in backyard, the percentage of people whose ducks ever contacted with wild birds was higher
than the other three groups (66.8% ) (P<<0.05). Among farmers who bred their ducks in the backyard
(35.2%) and those abattoir workers (31.3%) , the percentage of people who had contacted ducks but
not been vaccinated with avian influenza vaccine was higher than the other two groups (P<0.05}.
Regarding the status on cleaning and disinfection among the studied farmers who had bred their ducks
in the backyard, the percentage of people who had closer contact with ducks would clean the settings
more than 4 times per month (8.8% ) and disinfected those places more than 12 times per year
(27.3% ) but still lower than the other three groups (P<0.05). Among those farmers who bred ducks
in the backyard, the percentage of people who had ever touched duck with their hands was high
(34.4% ) (P<0.05). Regarding exposure to sick or dead poultry, higher proportion was found among
those who had ever closely contacted sick or dead poultry commercial duck raisers (36.1% ) and
individuals who raise large amount of ducks (36.0%). 70.8% of the individual duck raisers had never
taken any protective measures when closely contacting the sick or dead poultry. Among 1741 samples,
0 were positive to avian influenza virus H5 and H7 subtypes. 12 were positive to H9 subtype (positive
rate was 0.7% ) , in which 10 were farmers raising ducks in backyard (the positive rate of 1.7% ).
Differences between H9 subtype antibody positive rates difference in 4 population groups were
statistically significant (*=13.699, P<<0.05). Conclusion  Farmers who bred their ducks in the
backyard had greater risk of contracting the avian influenza. Individual duckers who raise ducks in
large scale and the farmers who bred their ducks in the backyard were in lack of protective measures
when contacting the sick or dead poultry. Our findings suggested that some intervention measures
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should be taken to reduce the risk of avian influenza infection.
[Key words] Avian influenza; Waterfowl; Exposure
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