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Introduction

• Poultry farms are conducive environments for Aspergillus fumigatus
[1].

• Aspergillus fumigatus is a major pathogen and the main causative
agent of respiratory diseases [1].

•  A. section Fumigati species can grow at human body temperature, a
key indicator of pathogenic potential [2].

• The occurrence of thermotolerant Aspergillus section Fumigati in
poultry farms remains few explored [3]

• Workers’ awareness of fungal hazards is poorly characterized [4,5].
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Results and discussion

Methods:

Conclusions
✓ Poultry farms constitute a relevant source of pathogenic fungi.

✓ Workers limited use of respiratory protection, increasing occupational 
exposure risks.

✓ Low perception of fungal hazards can undermine the adoption of
biosafety practices.

• Thermotolerant Aspergillus section Fumigati was found in 96.25 %
(388/405) of samples, indicating widespread presence of potentially
pathogenic species in poultry farms [6].

• From the 168 isolates of A. section Fumigati, 159 were identified as
Aspergillus fumigatus sensu stricto (94.64%) and 41 (25.79%) in air
samples), suggesting increased occupational exposure risks [7,8]

Table.1- Aspergillus section Fumigati detection

Isolates
Sub-culture (50ºC)

Aspergillus  fumigatus

95%

Aspergillus  section  Fumigati
5%

Fungal characterization Thematic analysis

• Biosafety measures were highly explored (41.13%, 51/124), and
focused on pavilions management and pest control.

• Respiratory protection was rarely mentioned (5.88%, 3/51),
suggesting limited awareness of airborne exposure risks [3,4].

• Microbial hazards were mainly focused on bacteria and viruses,
(14.5%, 18/124), highlighting that fungal pathogens are still a
neglected concern [3,7].

Figure.2 – Distribution (%) of thematic categories derived workers
interviews (n=3)

Recomendations

This study aims to assess both, thermotolerant Aspergillus 
section Fumigati prevalence and worker awareness of 
microbial risks in poultry farming. 

Objective:
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Establish surveillance programs targeting fungal pathogens in
poultry production

Strengthen multisectoral collaboration to support capacity-building
initiatives to reduce occupational exposure risks

Promote education and training programs on fungal
hazards and biosafety practices

Environmental (27ºC) Thermotolerant (37ºC)

AIR 34.04% (16/47) 68.09% (32/47)

EDC 17.24% (15/87) 100% (87/87)

BED 4.59% (4/87) 100% (87/87)

SWABS 17.24% (15/87) 100% (87/87)

FEED 9.47% (9/95) 98.95% (94/95)

FILTER MASKS 0% (0/2) 50% (1/2)

TOTAL 14.57% (59/405) 95.80% (388/405)

Figure.1 – Methodological strategy
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