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Housing and Feeding Practicesof Dairy Animalsin Eastern
Uttar Pradesh

Abstract

ORIGINAL ARTICLE Rendering protection, neat, clean and dry
placefor animal ropingisan important aspect of
animal careand management. Accordingtotable
most urban dairy owner swerehavingkacchashed,
however puccawasinrural. Particularly buffalo
was loosely maintained by urban area dairy
ownersnear to house. Animal wasreared under
natural conditions. Only some, well- managed
Authors farmscovered by thetarpaulin. Inrural areasheds
werecommonly madelocally availablematerials,
€g, sugar-cane leaf and bamboos. Some-trained
dairy ownersused bricksand corrugated asbestos
sheetsfor their livestock sheds. Good quality of
feedsand fodder areessential for production and
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I ntroduction

Mostly urban areadairy owners established their shed on public or privateland dueto do not have our
own land. Hence, they could not made puccasheds.Puccashed required dl typesof facilitiessuch fan, water
cooler, water supply, electricity etc. all thesefacilitiesarenot available at dairy shed, so maintained dairy
animalsaredifficult in puccashed, they are hot in summer season. Kacchasheds or |oose house are cheap
and makeeasily. If needed they can beremoved another place, dairy ownersare recommended such type of
sheds. Rural areas dairy owners had more pucca sheds compare to urban areas dairy producers. Fodder
growing wasnot major activity in urban areas because ownershad lessagricultural land, dairy ownerswas
interested growing cash cropsiscreating high cost of green fodder aswell asbig gap between demand and
supply raised by lessareaunder fodder crops. Small land holding isamajor problem of space and loose
hous ng system they do not storewhest straw for long time. That reason the urban dairy ownersare dependent
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on market for feedsand fodder. The green fodder avail ability varied from owner to owner, areato areaand
anima sto animas. Green fodder availability was maximum inrural areathan urban area. Over 86% dairy
ownerswere providing only dry fodder to their animalsin urban area. However, inrura areait was88.93%.
Therewasminimd differencein thefeeding of cow and buffalo.

Materials and Methods

Theinformation was collected from Eastern Utter Pradesh which contribute for about 25% of dairy
animal’s population in the state. Eastern Uttar Pradesh has 24% of the total female bovine population which is
highest than any other respective part of U.P. TheVaranas division of eastern Uttar Pradeshislargecompare
to other twodivisions.

Two digtrictsof Varanas divisionswere selected randomly. ThedistrictswereVaranas and Ghazipur.
Dataon urbantrust or devel oped coloniesof the districtswasfounded. These coloniescongtituteto theurban
areaof thetwo districts. Accordingly, the selected districtswere stratified into two strataviz.(i) urban areaand
(i) rura area. From each area, two sampling units (first phase sampling units) wererandomly selected.

A completelist of wards of selected colonies (urban strata) and villages (rural strata) was prepared,
two wards from each colony and two villages from each community devel opment block were randomly
selected as phase-Il sampling, units. A random sample of 10 milk producerswas sel ected from each ward/
village using proportional alocation method with respect to the total number of the milk producersin each
category. In thisway 40 milk producerswere sel ected from 4 wards of urban strataand 40 milk producers
from4villagesof rurd strata, making atotal sampleof 80 milk producersfor study.

Results and Discussion

Thisisabasic chapter of study and containstheana ytical results based on thefaceto face and door to
door interaction and interview of 80 dairy ownersof urban andrural aress. Theinvestigation wascarried out
during 2020-2021 and 2021-2022.

Rura areadairy shed was more capaci ous compared to urban areas cattle shed, but they were muddy.
Urban areasmall and medium dairy ownersfarm shed was comparatively minima muddy thanrural areas
animal shed. All the shedswere near to houses. Only 5% dairy ownerswere following the face-to-face
system of animal stying and remaining werethe other system astying animasin row. circle, hereand there.
About 90% and over dairy ownerswere not aware the advance technol ogy.

Table 1: Statusof Dairy Shed on Sampled Dairy Farms

Percent
\v f o‘\erEnESS
i Type of Infrastructure Space Drainage about Improved
Parti Sampled =
articulars 0 Systems
Sy Well
Owners | Kachcha | Pucca | Others | Congested | Spacious i Muddy | Yes No
Urban 16.00 40.00 | 25.00 | 35.00 18.00 82.00 20.00 | 80.00 | 0.00 | 100.00
Small ' (6.40) | (4.00) | (5.60) (2.88) (13.60) | (3.20) | (12.80) | (0.00) | (16.00)

50.00 | 35.00 | 15.00 14.00 86.00 50.00 | 50.00 | 20.00 | 80.00
(6.00) | (4.20) | (1.80) (1.68) (10.32) | (6.00) | (6.00) | (2.40) | (9.60-)
60.00 | 25.00 | 15.00 35.000 65.00 25.00 | 75.00 | 20.00 | 80.00

Medium 12.00

Large 12.00

(7.20) | (3.00)| (1.80) | (4.20) (7.80) | (3.00) | (9.00) | (2.40)| (9.60)

e 1333 | 5000 [2833]2167 2233 77.52 | 3167 | 6833 | 13.33 | 86.67
(587 | (373 | 3.06) | (2.92) (1.57) | (333) | (027 | (1.60) | (11.73)

Rural 1600 | 6000 [2500] 1500 | 15.00 85.00 | 40.00 | 60.00 | 10.00 | 90.00
Small ' (9.60) | (4.00) | (2.40) | (240) | (13.60) | (6.40) | (9.60) | (1.60) | (14.40)
Mebioe il 1200 ' "ooo 15.00 | 15"'.oq | 000 | :1'0('}.'00" ~ 35.00 | 65.00 | 12.00 88.00
(8.40) | (1.80)| (1.80) | (0.00) | (12.00) | (4.20) | (7.80) | (1.44) | (10.66)

Larce 1200 | 3500 | 6500 000 25.00 75.00 | 3500 | 65.00 | 33.00 | 67.00
= (4.20) | (7.80) | (0.00) | (3.00) (9.00) | (4.20) | (7.80) | (3.96) | (8.04)

55.00 | 35.00 | 10.00 1333 86.67 36.67 | 63.33 | 18.33 | 81.67

3.33 i :
e 13331 76n @3] a3 | aen | aren | 633) | (7.00) | 2.00) | 11.33)
Overall | .o | 5370 [2873 | 1748 | 1748 8252 | 3623 | 63.77 | 8.78 | 91.22
Mean 20 (1 68| 233 @33 | 1100) | @.83) | (8.50) | (1.17) | (12.15)

(S‘ou'rcé:' Primary Data)
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According to table-1. most urban dairy ownerswere having kacchashed, however puccawasinrural.
Particularly buffalo wasloosely maintained by urban areadairy ownersnear to house. Animal wasreared
under natura conditions. That housewas having not roof onthe pensandthey wereopeninall timetorainand
sun, around theyear. Some-trained dairy ownersused bricksand corrugated asbestos sheetsfor their livestock
sheds. Some of thelivestock ownershaving other type of tin and asbestoses. Shelter irrespectiveof rura and
urban were more speciousin 83.52% cases. Urban area shed was comparatively congested torural area
(22.51%).

Table2: Placeof Animal Tethering on Sampled Dairy Farms

Percent
No. of Type Drainage Shed
Particulars| Dairy : Un-
owners Pucca | Kaccha | Drained Muddy | Covered Covered

Urban | 100.00 | 3500 | 6500 | 54.00 | 4600 | 80.00 20.00
Smal | (16.00) | (5.60) | (10.40) | (13.00) | (8.64) | (12.80) | (3.20)
10000 | 16.00 | 84.00 | 40.00 | 60.00 | 100.00 0.00

Medium | 1500) | (192) | (10.08) | (480) | (7.20) | (1200) | (0.00)
Lage | 100.00 | 2000 | 8000 | 3000 | 7000 | 7500 | 2500
(12.00) | (2.40) | (9.60) | (360) | (4.80) | (9.00) | (3.00)

Ve, | 10000 | 2367 | 7633 | 4133 | 5867 | 800 | 1500

(1333) | (3.31) | (1002 | (7.13) | (6.28) | (11.27) | (2.07)
Rura | 10000 | 4500 | 5500 | 80.00 | 2000 | 90.00 10.00
Smal | (16.00) | (7.20) | (8.80) | (12.80) | (3.20) | (14.40) | (1.60)
10000 | 2500 | 7500 | 7500 | 2500 | 100.00 0.00

Medium | 1500) | (300) | (900) | (9000 | (300) | (1200 | (0.00)
Lage | 10000 | 1600 | 8400 | 3400 | 6600 | 8400 | 1600
(12.00) | (1.92) | (10.08) | (408) | (7.92) | (10.08) | (1.92)

Vieay | 10000 | 2348 | 6700 | 6300 | 37.00 | 9133 9.50

(13.33) | (3.00) | (10.33) | (9.33) | (4.00) | (12.33) | (1.00)
Overal | 10000 | 19.99 | 8001 | 5499 | 4500 | 86.27 13.73
Mean | (13.33) | (2,26) | (1067) | (7.33) | (6.00) | (11.50) | (1.83)

(Source: Primary Data)

Figuresin Percentage arethe number of dairy owners. Place of tethering havedirect re ation to physical
and veterinary problemsfor dairy animals. Data has been presented in Table-2. All dairy owners had the
kacchafloor for animal shed. Among these, M edium dairy ownerswere having maximum 84% kacchafloor
followed by large 80.00% and small 65% in urban area. Theurban dairy ownersfloor shed waswell -drained
but muddy. The situation was better in rural areathan urban area concerned to drainage. 80.01% dairy
ownerswere having kacchafloor inrura areas. Covered shed (86.27%) was higher in rura areathan urban
area (85%).
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Table 3: Status of feed and Fodder Availability on Sampled Dairy Farms

Percent
No of Feed Availability Dairy OwnersView
Particulars | Dairy o o

Owners | Owned | Purchased | Sufficient | Deficient
Urban 100.00 | 13.00 87.00 45.00 55.00
Small (16.00) | (2.08) (13.92) (7.20) (8.80)
Medium 100.00 | 14.00 86.00 25.00 75.00
(12.00) | (1.68) (10.32) (3.00) (9.00)
Larae 100.00 | 14.00 86.00 38.00 62.00
g (12.00) | (1.68) (10.32) (4.56) (7.44)
Mean 100.00 | 13.67 86.33 36.00 64.00
(13.33) | (1.67) (11.67) (4.92) (8.41)
Rural 100.00 | 90.00 10.00 100.00 0.00
Small (16.00) | (14.40) (1.60) (16.00) (0.00)
Medium 100.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00
(12.00) | (12.00) (0.00) (12.00) (0.00)
Laroe 100.00 | 90.00 10.00 85.00 15.00
g (12.00) | (10.80) (1.20) (10.20) (1.80)
Mean 100.00 | 93.33 6.67 95.00 5.00
(13.33) | (12.44) (0.89) (12.66) (0.67)
Overadll 100.00 | 52.51 47.51 68.77 31.26
Mean (13.33) | (7.00) (6.33) (9.17) (4.17)

(Source: Primary Data)

Anima health and productivity aredirect rel ated to avail ability of feed and fodder. Percent valuesfor
availability of feedsand fodder regarding to it sufficiency hasbeen presented according to dairy view intable-
3.A perusal of information let out that more than 86.00% of urban dairy ownerswere not having their own
feeds, deficiency of feedsand fodder arealso foundin urban area. All the dairy owners purchased of feeds
and dependent on markets. Deficiency of feedsand fodder of medium dairy owner was (75%) and small
(55.00%) in urban area. Own feed and fodder were conserving by dairy ownersin rural areaand dairy
producers had enough feed and fodder compare than urban areas. Rurd areadairy farmershave agricultura
land and many livestock keepers grown somefodder cropsfor their animals. The wheat and paddy straw
produced intheir fieldsand stored first for their animalsin sufficient quantity. Rural areadairy ownershave
morefeedsand fodder for animal sthan urban aera
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Table4: Green Fodder Feeding Practiceson Sampled Dairy Farms

Percent
Buffalo Cow
No of Chaffing and Chaffing and
. S led Frequency N With Frequency Mixing with
Particulars ;)I:g'} e ) ﬂxSintrgﬁir 4 ) Strgnw

Owner . As per . As per .

Daily |, - aﬂ:’bim}_ Yes | No | Daily A‘_a“:’bim Yes | No
Urban 100.00 | 24.00 76.00 15.00 | 85.00 | 0.00 100.00 15.00 | 85.00
Small (16.00) | (3.84) (12.16) 2.40) [(13.60)| (0.00) | (16.00) 2.40) [(13.60)
Medium 100.00 | 25.00 75.00 2800 | 72.00 | 0.00 100.00 2500 | 75.00
) (12.00) | (3.00) (9.00) (3.36) | (8.64)| (0.00) | (12.00) (3.00) | (9.00)
Large 100.00 | 0.00 100.00 14.00 | 86.00 | 14.00 86.00 50.00 | 50.00
= (12.00) | (0.00) (12.00) (1.68) [(10.32)| (1.68) | (10.32) (6.00) | (6.00)
hfcan 100.00 | 16.33 83.67 19.00 | 81.00 | 24.67 9533 30.00 | 70.00
= (13.33) | (2.28) (11.04) (2.48) [ (10.85)] (0.56) | (12.94) (3.80) | (9.33)
Rural 100.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00( 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00( 0.00
Small (16.00) | (16.00) (0.00) (16.00)| (0.00) | (16.00) (0.00) (16.00) | (0.00)
Medium 100.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00 | 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00| 0.00
) (12.00) | (12.00) (0.00) (12.00)| (0.00) | (12.00) (0.00) (12.00)] (0.00)
100.00 | 75.00 25.00 10000 0.00 | 75.00 25.00 100.00| 0.00
(12.00) | (9.00) (3.00) (12.00)| (0.00) | (9.00) (9.00) (8.00) | (0.00)

Mean 100.00 | 91.67 33 10000 | 0.00 | 9167 33 100.00| 0.00
. (13.33) | (12.22 (1.11) (13.33)| (0.00) | (12.22 (1.11) (13.33)] (0.00)
Overall 100.00 | 56.51 4351 5776 | 42.24 | 48.26 51,26 62.52 | 37.50
Mean (13.33) | (7.67) (5.57) (7.83) | (5.50) | (6.50) (6.83) (8.33) | (5.00)

(Source: Primary Data)

Feeding practices of green fodder adopted at sampled dairy farmsare presented in Table-4. Fodders
arenot availablefor feeding of milch anima sin urban areas. Only 24.00% of livestock ownerswere provided
green fodder to animals, the chaffing of fodder and mixing with straw wasfollowed by 15% of owners.
Remain of dairy ownerswere provided un-chaffed fodder to theanimas. The chaffing practicesand mixingin
wheat straw was highest in medium dairy owners. Theavailability of wasquitediffer inrural areaswhere
100% of ownersweregiving daily greenfodder daily. All thedairy farmer were providing green fodder just
after chaffingand mixing with straw.

September to November 2022  www.amoghvar ta.com.com
A Double-blind, Peer-reviewed, Quarterly, Multidiciplinary and bilingual
Research Journal

Impact Factor
SJIF (2022): 4.824

104



Shiv Bachan, R.K. Pal, Ashutosh Singh Yadav,

ISSN : 2583-3189 (E), 2583-0775 (P)
Year-02, Volume-02, 1ssue-02 AMOGHVARTA Page No. 100 - 106

Table5: Practicesof Dry Fodder and Concentrate Feeding on Sampled Dairy Farms

Percent
Feeding of Feeding Frequel_qcy 4l
No. of Straw Concentrate ~eEelne
Sampled Concentrate

Particulars L
Dairy

Owners | Dry Wet |Properly| Sprinkle|During| Only

Urban | 100.00 | 8500 | 15.00 | 15.00 | 85.00 | 1500 | 85.00
Smal | (16.00) |(13.60)| (2.40) | (2.400) | (13.60) | (2.40) | (13.60)

Medium | 10000 | 8600 | 1400 | 000 | 100.00 | 12.00 [ 88.00
(12.00) |(10.32)| (1.68) | (0.00) | (12.00) | (1.44) | (10.56)

Large | 10000 [100.00 000 | 2500 | 7500 | 2500 | 7500
9 (12.00) |(12.00)| (0.00) | (3.00) | (9.00) | (3.00) | (9.00)

100.00 | 90.33 | 9.67 | 1333 | 8667 | 17.33 | 8267
(13.33) |(12.04)| (0.75) | (1.78) | (1158) | (2.31) | (11.01)

Rurad | 100.00 | 0.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 0.00 |10000| 0.00
Smal | (16.00) | (0.00) | (16.00) | (16.00) | (0.00) |(16.00)| (0.00)

100.00 | 0.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00

Mean

Medium | 15 00) | (0.00) | (12.00) | (12.00) | (0.00) |(12.00)| (0.00)
Large | 10000 | 0.00 [ 10000 | 10000 | 000 [10000| 000

% | (12.00) | (0.00) | (12.00) | (12.00) | (0.00) |(12.00)| (0.00)
Meqy | 100.00 | 0.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 10000 000

(13.33) | (0.00) | (13.33) | (13.33) | (13.33) 0 (0.00)
(Source: Primary Data)

Method of concentratefeeding playsanimportant rolein proper feed utili zation and increasing production
and productivity of dairy animals. Thediscussion regarding dry fodder and concentrate feeding have been
summarizedin Table-5. It indicatesthat 86% medium dairy ownersof urban areaweregivenfeedtoanimas
asdry or mixing with little quantity of water and large urban livestock ownersdo not soak or even wet the
straw with water to fed animas. Therewereonly 15% and 14% smd | and medium dairy ownerswho provide
straw after mixingwithwater. Dairy ownersof rurd areaswereproviding straw only after proper mixingwith
weter.

The concentratefeeding after proper mixing was used by 13.33% of urban dairy owners. Tableindicates
that 86.67% owners provided the concentrate by sprinkling over thefeed. It isnotablethat such practices of
concentratefeeding wereregularly followed during milking. Feeding practices of concentratesinrura areas
was quite beforemilking after soaked and mixed with straw.

Conclusion

Anima husbandry isclosdy rel ated with agricultureand play animportant rolein urban aswell asrurd
economy and incul cating living standard of dairy producers. Thefeeding practicesfollowed during different
seasonsa so have significant effect on hedth and lactationyied of animals.

Most of the dairy owners belongs to urban areas do not have or have very less own land so they
establish shed on public land, parks, etc. They maintain animalsin open or loose system with no or partial
arrangements of protection from solar radiation and rains. Animal sheds are specious but muddy. Despite
unhygienic conditions ownersfollow weekly cleaning practices. All the ownersfollow fumigation to keep
insectsaway.
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