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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The baseline survey was conducted to collect solid baseline information and data to establish benchmarks for the indicators in the
Results Framework against which Livestock and Dairy Development Project (LDDP) progress will be assessed during project implemen-
tation. The main aims of the LDDP are to increase productivity, increase market access and increase the resilience of livestock produc-
tion. The findings of the baseline report will assist the project management and implementation teams in understanding and measuring
the current situations of the livestock sector in Bangladesh, such as livestock productivity, feed management, health management,
technology adoption, housing management, capacity enhancement, food safety status, market access, and access to extension ser-
vices. Two main objectives were focused on during the baseline survey processes, including
(1) Establishing baseline data against the LDDP's outcomes, outputs, and indicators; and
(2) Identifying and recommending appropriate results of key project outcomes, outputs and impact indicators that serve
as a baseline to compare the progress and success of the project in relation to its relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
impact, and sustainability.
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A baseline survey has been carried out for different value chains such as Dairy, Beef fattening, Small ruminant (goat and sheep), sonali
chicken, Scavenger poultry (chicken and duck), and commercial poultry (broiler and layer). Baseline information was collected from the
beneficiaries of the LDDP. There are a total of 191,000 beneficiaries under the LDDP project of which 100,000 dairy farmers, 20,000 beef
fattening farmers, 15,000 small ruminants (goat/sheep) farmers, 30,000 scavenger poultry farmers, 16,000 commercial poultry farmers,
and 10,000 Sonali chicken farmers. However, out of total farmers, 165,000 farmers are producer group (PG) members under LDDP, which
comprises of dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, and scavenger poultry value chains. Beneficiary farmers of commercial poultry and
sonali chicken value chains are the individual farmers. Representative sample farmers from each value chain have been selected for
the baseline survey by applying appropriate sampling techniques. A total of 2,723 sample farmers of which 655 dairy farmers, 416 beef
fattening farmers, 412 small ruminant farmers, 423 scavenger poultry farmers, 399 sonali chicken farmers, and 418 commercial poultry
farmers have been selected for baseline data collection from 62 upazila across 25 districts of Bangladesh. About 51% of the total sam-
ple of farmers were female at the aggregate level. Data has been collected using the Kobo toolbox, which has been well designed and
pretested before implementation. Data has been collected by 116 Livestock Extension Officers (LEQs) who are experienced in field-level
livestock production in Bangladesh. Before data collection, the enumerators had been trained in person for three days to make them
familiar with the questionnaire. PMU-LDDP and the FAQ team jointly monitor the baseline data collection to ensure the quality of data.
After data collection, 12 trained data validators cross-checked the data with standard cross-checking tools. The preliminary baseline
findings have been reviewed by different scholars and practitioners from Bangladesh Agricultural University, Sher-e-Bangla Agricultur-
al University, Bangladesh Livestock Research Institute, and other national and international NGOs in related fields.

Survey findings

Out of the total surveyed farmers, about 10% of farmers do not have any education, while the majority (42%) have education up to
secondary level. Besides, about 30% of the total surveyed farmers have education up to the primary level and about 9% of the total
surveyed farmers have a tertiary level of education or more. In terms of the age of the respondents, on average 5% of total farmers
fall within the youth (15-24 years) age category. The majority (83-88 %) of total surveyed livestock farmers fall within the age category
of 25-54 years across all livestock value chains. About 5% of farmers are aged above 60 years in Beef fattening farming, 4% in Dairy
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farming, 3% in Small ruminant farming, and 2% in Scavenger and Commercial poultry farming. Among the total surveyed farm house-
holds, 79% of total farmers fall into the small landholding category having 5-249 decimal of agricultural land available on the farm
household. Besides, 14% of total surveyed livestock farm households fall into the medium landholding category, 2% of total farm
households fall into the large landholding category, and the remaining farm households fall into landless and marginal landholding cat-
egories. Usually, the family members of a livestock farm household also participate in livestock farming. On average, a total of 4 family
members of which 2 male and 2 female are engaged fully or partially in livestock production among the LDDP beneficiary households.

About 34% of total surveyed farmers (aggregated overall value chain) did not adopt (reqular use) any category of improved agricultural
technologies and practices in livestock farming. For those who are using any technology, on average, each farmer uses 1.61 improved
agricultural technologies and practices in livestock farming. In terms of female farmers, the majority (56% of surveyed female farmers)
did not adopt any improved technologies and practices in livestock farming. On average each female farmer regularly uses 0.97 num-
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ber of improved agricultural technologies and practices in livestock farming. Among different value chains, 94% of scavenger poultry
rearing farmers and 70% of small ruminant farmers did not adopt any improved agricultural technologies and practices. In terms of
Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) technologies and practices, about 34% of the total surveyed farmers did not adopt any category of
CSA technologies and practices in livestock farming. Besides, each farmer on average uses 1.53 CSA technologies and practices in live-
stock farming. About 56% of the total surveyed female farmers did not adopt any CSA technologies and practices in livestock farming.

On average, each female farmer uses 0.95 CSA technologies and practices in livestock farming. Overall, the rate of different technology
adoption is very low in the livestock sector in Bangladesh. In addition, the adoption rate of different technology and practices by female
farmers are much lower compared to that of male farmers. Hence, interventions should be addressed on this issue to improve the
livestock sector in Bangladesh.

Baseline findings indicate that on average milk productivity per day per cattle (cow and buffalo) is about 5.66 litres per day per cow.
However, milk productivity is slightly lower on the female operated farms which is about 5.25 litres. While disaggregated over cow and
buffalo, milk productivity is about 5.81litres per cow and 2.19 litres per buffalo per day. In terms of female farmers, per day per cow and
buffalo milk, is 5.41 Kg and 2.13 Kg respectively. The average productivity (average live weight per beef) of beef cattle at its slaughter
age is about 247.74 Kg. In terms of female farmers, beef cattle productivity (live weight) is 239.67 Kg per beef cattle at its slaughter
age which is slightly lower compared to this for total beef fattening farmers. The average live weight of a goat and sheep during its
slaughter age, is found to be about 14.96 Kg per goat and the average live weight of a sheep is found to be about 11.91 Kg per sheep.
Baseline findings also note that the average carcass weight of scavenger chicken and scavenger duck is about 0.49 Kg per chicken and
1.13 Kg per duck during its slaughter age and sale. The average carcass weight of Sonali chicken is found to be about 0.57 Kg per bird,
which is almost similar to that for male farmers. The average carcass weight of broiler and culled hen is about 1.17 Kg and 1.39 per bird
at its slaughter age, respectively. Hence, productivity-related information from the baseline could be an important source to target the
future improvement in productivity of the livestock sector through LDDP.

In terms of market access, the aggregated selling value of target species, as well as an aggregate overall value chains, could be a basis
for assessing the improved market access. Baseline findings indicate that the aggregate sale value of dairy, beef fattening, small ru-
minant, and sonali chicken value chains is about Tk 728,680,128 (USD 8,428,921) during the baseline period. While considering all value
chains together (dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, sonali chicken, scavenger chicken, and commercial poultry), the aggregate sell
value in the bassline period becomes 1,391,605,126 (USD 16,097,225). In terms of female farmers, the aggregated selling value for dairy
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for dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, and sonali chicken value chains is Tk 201,442,550 (USD 2,330,163). Considering all value chains
together, the aggregate selling value in the baseline period for female farmers becomes Tk 250,078,331(USD 2,892,751). An increase in
the value of sales from the baseline period using the base year price will inform the progress in the access to the market in the livestock
sector.

Food safety is now a growing concern to ensure food quality both for animal production and human health. Baseline findings uncover
that about 59% of total surveyed livestock farmers did not adopt any of the food safety measures. In addition, each farmer adopted
an average of 0.87 food safety measures. The rate of adoption of food safety measures for female farmers is much lower compared
to male farmers. Baseline findings show that about 71% of total female farmers did not adopt any kind of food safety measures. A
female farmer adopted an average of 0.47 food safety measures on their farm. Among different value chains, the adoption of food
safety measures is higher in the case of sonali chicken farming and commercial poultry farming. About 72% of the total sonali chicken
farmers and 82 % of the total commercial poultry rearing farmers adopted at least one category of food safety measure. On the other
hand, anly 17% of the total scavenger poultry rearing farmers, 30% of the total dairy farmers, 24% of the total beef fattening farmers,
and 30% of the total small ruminant rearing farmers use at least one food safety measure on their farm. Overall, food safety measures
are essential to improve the quality of production, which will contribute to increased productivity, better market access, and resilient
production.
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One of the aims of LDDP is to increase the resilience to selected risks of livestock farming. On average, five risks have been selected
for each value chain based on the severity of the risks, such as frequently occurring diseases, lack of climate-resilient housing to
protect against the climatic risks and most importantly inadequate feed or fodder where appropriate. Farmers could increase their
resilience by using regular vaccination of disease, having an alternative source of feed during the crisis and having climate resilient
housing. Baseline findings indicate that about 47% of the total surveyed farmers (1,270 farmers out of 2,723 farmers) did not adopt
any measures against the selected risks. Moreover, on average, each farmer uses only one measure out of five measures to increase
resilience. This scenario is worse in the case of female farmers. About 63% of the total female farmers (879 out of 1,402 farmers) did
not adopt any measures against the selected risk. On average, one female farmer adopted 0.60 measures against the selected risks.
Overall, the majority of surveyed dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, and scavenger poultry rearing farmers did not reqularly use any
measures against the selected risks. Besides, the average number of measures used by each farmer is also very low. Although the
larger proportion of sonali chicken and commercial poultry rearing farmers use measures against selected risks, the average number
of measures are still low. Nevertheless, the female farmers are using less measures compared to this for male farmers. The adoption
rate of measures against selected risks to increase resilience needed to be increased by the LDDP intervention. The decrease in the
proportion of non-adopters of measures against selected risks and the increase in the average number of measures against selected
risks will inform the progress of the increase in resilience against the selected risks in livestock production.

Productivity of the farm largely depends on the efficiency in the use of farm inputs. A well-planned business development plan could
contribute to efficiently using the farm resources. However, the baseline findings reveal that all the surveyed farmers do not have any
training on the business development plan. Besides, many surveyed farmers do not have any training on different technologies and
practices. Hence, training on different technologies and practices as well as business development is indeed necessary for the capacity
enhancement of the livestock farmers.
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Access to health services is crucial for livestock production. The baseline findings show that about 66% of the total surveyed livestock
farmers do not have access to health services, while about 74 % of total surveyed female farmers do not have access to health services.
Hence, proper initiative is necessary to increase the health services to the livestock farmers.

Proper vaccination against different diseases is critical for livestock production. Although farmers are using vaccination for different
diseases for dairy, beef cattle, poultry, and goat and sheep, the rate of occurrence of the respective diseases is still high in some cases.
Hence, the quality and efficacy of vaccines should be well maintained and monitored to increase their effectiveness. Similarly, in the
case of dairy, although 65% of the total surveyed dairy farmers adopted artificial insemination for their dairy cattle, about 39% of the
total dairy farmers reported the repeat breeding problem on their farm. Hence, measures should be taken to make artificial insemina-
tion effective to transform the local breed into a crossbreed to commercialize dairy farming. Most alarmingly, about 30% of total goats
rearing farmers and 71% of total sheep rearing farmers use inbreeding on their farm. Hence, the awareness regarding the problem of
inbreeding should be enhanced.
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The baseline findings also show that although about 57% of total dairy farmers cultivate green grass, a very low proportion of farmers
in other value chains (21% of total beef fattening farmers and 11% of goat and sheep rearing farmers) cultivate green grass. Hence,
proper extension service should be taken to increase the improved green grass cultivation and fodder preservation which could reduce
the risk of inadequate feed in the respective value chains.

Manure and waste management are very important for environmental concerns. Baseline findings shows that most of the farmers keep
manure and wastes in the open space which could be a great environmental issue. Proper extension service and training are necessary
to improve the farm level manure and waste management to address the challenges of environmental effects from livestock farming.
For instance, training on biogas production and vermicompost production from manure or waste could improve the manure and waste
management.

In terms of gender, baseline findings show that men’s in the farm household mostly manage outside work and their mobility is well
accepted in the society, but women are mainly responsible to manage the housing assignment as their mobility is restricted which is
reflected on the farm management assignment (e.g. women's limited access in contracting with input supplier, buyer and vet services).
In addition, female farmers have lower farm productivity, lower market access, lower adoption of technology and practices, food safety
measures, and lower access to extension services, and lower training on technology and practices compared to male farmers. Hence,
there is a need to explore the opportunity of increasing productivity, market access, and resilience production in livestock farming.
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1.1 Introduction

Although the contribution of the animal sub-sector to Gross Domestic Product (GDP) was very small, about
1.43 percent in the financial year 2019-2020 at a constant price, it makes an immense contribution to meet-
ing the households' daily requirement of animal protein in Bangladesh (BER 2020). Also, this sector could
significantly contribute to the employment generation in Bangladesh. Hence, the government of Bangla-
desh has initiated several initiatives to develop this sector, such as breed up-gradation through artificial
insemination, production and distribution of vaccine and medicine for poultry and livestock for prevention
and control of anthrax, foot and mouth disease, avian influenza and other infectious diseases, supply of
ducklings and Day-0Id Chick (DOC) at a cheaper price. However, it is evident that the development of the
livestock sector faces numerous challenges related to productivity, market access, climate-resilient pro-
duction, and so forth (Rahman et al., 2014; Redoy et al., 2017). The Department of Livestock Services (DLS)
received USD 500 Million from the World Bank to implement the Livestock and Dairy Development Project
(LDDP) targeting all main livestock value chains in the country, encapsulates dairy , poultry, and ruminants
(cattle, buffaloes, sheep, and goats). Nevertheless, a project’s successful evaluation might depend on the
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comparative judgment of the development results of the project implemented with the current knowledge gaps existing at the be-
ginning of the project (FAQ, 2013). Hence, a baseline survey is required to be conducted to get the knowledge of the current status of
livestock production at the farm level before the project implementation.

The Baseline Survey is a step in the project that gathers cross-sectional key information early in a project so that later judgments can
be made about the quality and development results achieved by the project (FAQ, 2013). The monitoring and evaluation unit of a project
is responsible for verifying the result indicators against the targeted objectives listed in the log frame of the project. The baseline
survey is a crucial element in the monitoring and evaluation plan that helps to systematically assess the circumstances in which the
project commences. In addition, the baseline survey helps to find the priority areas for project intervention. Also, it provides the basis
for subsequent assessment of how efficiently the activity is being implemented and the eventual results achieved.

1.2  Background

The livestock sector is vital to subsistence and economic development in Bangladesh. It not only contributes to the household's food and
nutritional security but also helps to generate income and employment. In addition, the livestock sector forms an important livelihood
base for millions of resource-poor livestock keepers in Bangladesh. About 75 percent of people rely on livestock to some extent for
their livelihood, which clearly indicates that the poverty reduction potential of the livestock sub-sector is high (DLS, 2007). Also, hides
and skins of cattle, buffaloes, goats, and sheep are valuable export items, and these have great potential to increase foreign income.

Despite a high density of cattle in Bangladesh, the current production of milk and meat are quite inadequate to meet the current re-
quirements, and the deficits are estimated to be 57 percent and 33 percent respectively (7" FYP). Moreover, there is a larger room to
improve productivity in the livestock sector. For instance, the Government of Bangladesh (GoB)s 7" Five-Year Plan reported that the
average weight of local cattle and bulls is about 25-35 percent less compared to Indian cattle. In terms of milk production, the average
milk yield per cow per 10 months lactation period is lower than that in India, Pakistan and for all Asia by about 50 percent, 69 percent,
and 64 percent respectively. Besides, on the poultry side, there is also a dearth in the availability of eggs.
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Figures 1,2, and 3 present domestic production of milk, meat, and egg compared to corresponding demand in different years, respec-
tively. It can be seen that there is a shortage in the production of milk (Figure 1) and eqg (Figure 3) compared to corresponding domestic
demand. Although meat production has exceeded the domestic demand for meat in 2019 (Figure 2), an increase in the production of
safe and quality meat has a great potential for export earnings. However, the development of the livestock sector faces a number of
constraints, as identified in the National Livestock Development Policy (DLS, 2007). For instance, limited knowledge and technical skills
of smallholder farmers, scarcity of quality feed, frequent occurrence of disease, lack of advanced technology, lack of credit support,
and lack of insurance facilities are some of the main constraints to livestock production.

Marketing is another weak link in the livestock sector and is largely exploited by the middlemen, thereby reducing the profit margin for
the farmers coupled with unstable weather and price fluctuations (Rahman, 2014). There is no developed marketing network and market
information system for milk and milk products to support smallholder dairy farmers in rural areas. Milk Vita, a cooperative, along with
some other private companies such as Aarong, Pran and Aftab recently are commercially meeting the demand for processed milk prod-
ucts in the country. On the other hand, the oligopolistic nature of the egg market exists in Bangladesh, which is mainly controlled by the
Aratder. The Aratder extends credit to the poultry farmers and in turn, the farmers are obliged to sell eggs through the Aratdars for loan
repayment (7" FYP). Livestock production is also vulnerable to climatic shocks such as extreme hot or cold weather, flood, cyclone, and
so forth. For instance, extreme temperatures (hot or cold) could cause physiological changes in cattle and poultry which would result in
less production of milk, meat, or egg (MoEF, 2012). Livestock biodiversity, breeding, genetics, livestock rearing, and marketing systems
could also be affected by the effect of climate change (Ahmed et al., 2013). Rainfall variability, drought, and rising salinity could also
reduce the productivity of grazing lands and forage cultivation, as well as increase competition with crop production for scarce land
and water resources. Further, disease prevalence may occur due to various climatic shocks.
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To unlock the growth potential in the livestock sector while addressing the key challenges in Bangladesh, the Department of Livestock
Services (DLS) is implementing the Livestock and Dairy Development Project (LDDP) with financial support from the World Bank. The
GoB has requested the Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) in Bangladesh to provide technical assistance (TA) to PMU-LDDP to im-
plement LDDP. Referring to the Contract Document UTF/BGD/077/BGD signed between the FAQ in Bangladesh and DLS of the Government
of Bangladesh, a baseline survey was conducted to establish benchmarks for the indicators in the Results Framework against which
LDDP project progress will be assessed during project implementation.

1.3  Objectives
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1.3.1 0verall objective

The overall objective of this baseline survey is to collect solid baseline information and data to establish benchmarks for the indicators
in the Results Framework against which LDDP project progress will be assessed during project implementation.

1.3.2 Specific objective

Find the status of livestock

Find the status of X X -
market access and  neusing systems inrelation - Go|lect the information
- . to climate-resilient lated to th
business facilities housing management at re age tot e status
for different livestock oo ol of different livestock
Gather the information value chains at the diseases and disease

related to farmers'current  farm level management
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related risk management

Find the status of knowledge
and a climate-resilient

and management of E 38
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@ system at the farm level.

food safety and
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certification related
issues at the farm level
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1.4 Conceptual Framework for Baseline Survey
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FIGURE 4

Conceptional framework for baseline survey for LDDP
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The project development objective (PD0) is to improve the productivity, market access, and resilience of smallholder farmers and
agro-entrepreneurs operating in selected livestock value chains in target areas. Based on the extensive review of related documents
(Ahmed et al., 2013; DLS, 2007; FAO, 2018a; MoEF, 2012; Quddus, 2012; Rahman et al., 2014; Redoy et al., 2017; Siddiky, 2017; 7" FYP) along

with the Project Appraisal Document (PAD), following analytical domains and variables of analysis have been identified for the baseline

study:

Table 1: Main analytical domains and related variables of for baseline study

T

Farm characteristics

Productivity

Feed production and
management

Food safety and public
health

Capacity enhancement

Market access

Housing and management

Animal health

Extension service

Manure management

Climate risk management

Livestock decision making
by gender

Farm identification, number of livestock, value of livestock, PG linkage

=
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Production per cattle/poultry breed wise production, quantity produced etc.
Feeding system, fodder cultivation, etc

Biosafety, Biosecurity, good farming practice, traceability, safe and quality production, safe and quality
feeding, drug withdrawal period, feed and livestock product product quality testing, quality certification
etc.

Status of farmers’ trainings, training needs on different technologies, training participation based on
gender, etc.

Gross quantity of sell, selling price, place of selling, product buyer, transport system, feed seller, market
access issues related to gender etc

Type of housing, biosafety, biosecurity, proper ventilation system, proper colling system, proper waste
management, proper stocking, alternative energy source, animal quarantine facility, record keeping for
zoonotic disease etc.

Record of any contagious and infectious, reproductive, metabolic, and other TBD or EID, status of
preventive measure or treatment, death of livestock due to disease

Access to different extension service

Manure storage system, use of manure in different purpose

Type of climatic shocks, effects of shocks

Ownership of the farm, selling livestock and livestock products, buying livestock, choosing breed,
fodder production, feed rationing, livestock feeding, manure management, waste management, food
safety, training participation, vet service, marketing

The remaining sections of the baseline report are organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the methodology of the baseline survey.
Section 3 discusses the baseline findings aggregated overall value chains mainly focusing on the PDO indicators of the LDDP. The base-
line findings of dairy value chain is presented in Section 4 while the baseline findings of the beef fattening value chain are discussed in
Section b. Besides, Section 6 presents the baseline findings of Small ruminant value chain and Section 7 presents the baseline findings
of the Scavenger poultry value chain. Section 8 discusses the baseline findings of the sonali chicken value chain. Section 9 presents
the baseline findings of commercial poultry value chain and Section 10 concludes.
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Chapter 2.
Methodology
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2.1 Determining the sample size

First, we have to select the total sample required for each value chain to represent each value
chain’s targeted population. The statistical formula is used to determine the appropriate sample
size. larossi, G. (2006) proposed a formula to calculate a representative sample from a given pop-
ulation as follows:

72P1 - P)
-2z ;
n; = TP (i 12,..6) (1)
2
e+ Zy N
7 N

here, n, is the sample size of i" value chain (1=Dairy cattle, 2= Beef cattle, 3= Goat and sheep, 4= Scavenging poultry, 5= Sonali chicken,
6= Commercial Poultry, Z_(a/2) =Z distribution corresponding to « level of confidence, P is the population proportion assumed to be
known, e, is the desired level of precision, N is the population size of the i" value chain. Assuming population proportion at 0.50, and
95% confidence level, we now calculate the required sample size for i value chain. We considered 5% level of precision for all value
chains except dairy cattle. Assuming comparatively higher variation in farm characteristics (capital investment, number of dairy cat-
tle, breed, farm income variation etc.) within the dairy value chain over other value chains, we assume 4% level of precision for the
required sample calculation for the dairy value chain. Applying the formula specified in equation (1), we calculated the required sample
size for each value chain. We increased the calculated sample size by 10% to cover the attrition and or nonresponse error. Thus, the
total sample for the baseline survey ends up at 2,720. However, the actual sample collected in the Baseline survey is 2,723.

The final required sample size for each value chain is presented in Table 2 below. The male and female sample distributions are also
shown in Table 2 based on PAD criteria. For the first four VCs (SI. 1-4), we know that the population is the members of the corresponding
(5,500) PGs while the remaining 26,000 households in the last two value chains are non-PG LDDP beneficiaries.

Table 2: Sample distribution among six value chains

Required sample size

. Beneficiary Calculated sample 10% addition to Total* Men Women
#SL| Value chains households (HH) Pased on equation| cove attrition | Sample sample | sample

1 HH HH HH
U T 2 O T A/

2 Beef cattle 20,000 371 38 415 3N 104

4 Scavenging poultry 30,000 379 38 417 0 417

6 Commercial poultry 16,000 375 38 413 388 25

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Table 3: Sample size distribution among different value chains by sub-category

Required sample size
Total sample | *Proportion of sample | Total sample

#SL | Value chains rop . Male Female
Hh :‘!,}:;"n DGR HH sample HH Sample HH
0 e W ® e
= Beef cattle
(=)
—
o
(=]
=)
Fa
Lt La Scavenging chicken 79.69 332 332
= 417
4b Scavenging duck 20.31 85 85

Commercial layer

Commercial broiler

413

40.00
60.00

165
248

155
233

10
15

*Proportions are calculated based on Upazila wise allocation of PGs and individual farmers informed by the PMU-LDDP
Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

The subcategory within different value chains has already been informed by PMUs allocation of PGs and individual farmers across
different Upazilas. Therefore, the total required number of samples has been distributed proportionally for each of the sub-category
within the value chain. The required number of samples under each value chain and sub-category is presented in Table 3. Upazila wise
distribution of the final sample based on the value chain has been presented in Appendix 2-6.

2.2  Selection of sample area

According to the PAD, the primary geographic focus of the project will be rural and peri-urban areas of the high-potential regions (i.e.
secondary growing cities) where livestock production systems play a critical role in animal-sourced food production and diets and/or
are vulnerable to climate-induced risks. Considering the guidelines in PAD, livestock potential areas have been selected using animal
density per square kilometer'. However, the distribution of density of different livestock seems to be highly skewed? in 61 districts of the
LDDP targeted areas. To avoid skewness, livestock density within six® hotspot areas (Coastal region, Haor region, crosscutting areas,
Barind, and drought-prone areas) of the Hotspot of Bangladesh Delta Plan (BDP-2100) was considered for district selection. The hotspot
areas were developed while respecting variations in agriculture and land management, climate change, environment, ecology, and
biodiversity of the country (BDP- 2100). Thus, the selection of sample areas among the Hotspot satisfies the guidelines of area selection
for LDPP, such as livestock production and diet potential, market accessibility, and climate-induced risks. Within a hotspot area, a
tentative list of an initially selected districts has been prepared based on the animal density higher than the average of corresponding
density in this hotspot area.

' Data available in Agriculture Census in 2019 have been used for density calculation.

2 The density ranges from 99 to 636, 18 to 517, and 641 to 5,974, respectively, for cattle & buffalo, goat & sheep, and chicken & ducks

* Major rivers, and adjoining areas and peri-urban areas will be addressed while samples will be collected from a district since these two hotspots are overlapped at
the district level.
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Location of baseline data collection from LDDP beneficiaries in Bangladesh
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Figure 5: Combined map of selected Upazilas for all value chains (Dairy, Beef, Goat & Sheep, Scavenger poultry, Commercial poultry)
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In the next stage, we purposively selected representative districts based on their livestock density, favorable agro-climatic condition,
and representation of administrative boundary from each hotspot for baseline sampling. For example, in the case of the dairy value
chain, 8 districts were purposively chosen for the baseline survey considering the total number of the sample which were Barguna,
Netrokona, Dhaka, Satkhira, Sirajganj, Nilphamari, Cox’s Bazar, and Sylhet. Barguna represents the coastal zone as well as the Barisal
division. Netrokona was selected from the Haor region which also represents the Mymensingh division. Dhaka represents the urban
area that occupies the highest density among all the districts as well as represents the Dhaka division. Satkhira covers the peri-urban
area as well as the Khulna division. The Barind area is also a potential region for the dairy value chain and hence we have taken two
districts from here to be included in the baseline survey. Sirajgan;j from the Rajshahi division is selected as this is known as the milking
capital of Bangladesh and is agro-ecologically suitable for milk production. Nilphamari is selected from the Rangpur division which
has a comparatively high livestock density and vulnerability to poverty. Cox’s Bazar and Sylhet districts are selected to represent the
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Chattogram and Sylhet divisions respectively along with their respective agro-climatic conditions. Similarly, 4 districts for each of the
other value chains except sonali chicken and commercial poultry have also been purposively selected considering the animal/poultry
density, potentiality, vulnerability, and other characteristics. Based on the PMU-LDDP beneficiary allocation along with other character-
istics 7 districts have been chosen for sonali chicken and commercial poultry sampling. The selected districts for each value chain are
presented in Table 4. A combined map of selected Upazilas for all value chains are presented in Figure 5.

Table 4: Selected districts under different value chains for baseline survey

(M (2) (3)

1 Dairy cattle Barguna, Netrokona, Dhaka, Satkhira, Sirajganj, Nilphamari, Cox’s Bazar, Sylhet
2 Beef cattle Jashore, Mymensingh, Patuakhali, Dinajpur

3 Goat and Sheep Kustia, Kurigram, Rajshahi, Rajbari

4 Scavenging poultry Joypurhat, Gazipur, Barishal, Noakhali

5 Sonali chicken

Bogura, Gazipur, Mymensingh, Gaibandha, Comilla, Narshingdi, Tangail
6 Commercial poultry

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

In Figure 6, we have portrayed the required sample distribution for each value chain for baseline survey. First, we purposively choose
sample districts for different value chains considering several issues such as hotspot areas, animal density, potentiality, vulnerability,
and administrative coverage. In the second stage, two or three Upazilas are selected in each district based on the density of available
farmers (Producer Group members) for a specific value chain. For sonali chicken and commercial poultry value chains, a total of 21
Upazilas across 7 districts have been selected based on the available individual poultry beneficiaries of the LDDP. The PMU informed
the Upazila wise allocation of PGs and the data from the PG characterization survey helped to select the Upazilas under each selected
district. An Upazila base sampling framework for male and female livestock farmers, where appropriate, will be deployed with the help
of local DLS/PMU officials. DLS/PMU-LDDP has been contacted to provide relevant information (list of farmers) regarding final sampling.
At the final stage, a random sampling technique is applied to choose the final samples from the sampling frame at the Upazila level.
Finally, 62 Upazilas across 25 Districts have been finally selected for baseline data collection. The distribution of final samples of dif-
ferent value chains within different Upazilas has been presented in Appendices 2-6.
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Sample districts Sample Upazilas Male farmers™ sampling
considering hotspot, based on density frame

animaldensity, potentiality, of available livestock
administratitive coverage farmers Female farmers™ sampling
frame

FIGURE 6

Sampling framework for baseline survey

N.B. Figure 6: is completely applicable to dairy, beef, commercial poultry and sonali chicken value chains. For goat & sheep and scav-
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enging poultry value chains only, female farmers are surveyed based on the PAD instruction.

2.3  Selection of enumerator and training on data collection

FAO has trained a total of 116 Livestock Extension Officers (LEOs) as enumerators (45 female) in person for three days in 4 batches from
27" September to 12" October 2021 on baseline data collection using the Kobo mobile data toolkit. Enumerators did practical sessions
with invited real farmers (one farmer for three enumerators) from different value chains during the training session. It helps them to be
more confident in their baseline data collection. Besides, 62 Upazila Livestock Officers (ULOs) have been been trained on 30" Septem-
ber and 20 Monitoring Officers (10 female) have been trained on 18" -19™ October 2021 for baseline data collection.
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2.4  Questionnaire design

The baseline survey data has been collected using a pre-structured baseline questionnaire. The individual value chain-based baseline
questionnaires are drafted and translated into Bangla. All the set of questions are designed to respond to the requirement of LDDP
impact quantifications which encapsulate farmer's adoption of improved technology, increased productivity, market access and cli-
mate-resilient production, and so forth. After approval from PMU-LDDP, the questionnaires are transferred to the Kobo mobile toolkit
for data collection. The approved questionnaires have been used for ex-ante data collection from selected beneficiaries in selected
areas for the baseline survey.

2.5 Data collection validation and report writing

METHODOLOGY

After successful completion of training to the enumerators (LEOs), ULOs and MOs, on questionnaires, techniques of mobile data toolkit,
and field protocols, baseline data have been collected from 31t October to 17" November 2021. Field level data collection has been
monitored by 6 FAO team members in 28 Upazilas across 24 districts during data collection. To validate the collected data, 12 final year
and MS students from Patuakhali Science and Technology University have been trained on questionnaires and data cross-checking
using a standard data checking toolkit from 15™ - 16" November 2021. After data collection, the validator started data validation from
19™ November 2021. However, due to various challenges during data collection, validators required time to finish the validation and the
validation finished on 12" December 2021. After validation of collected the data, data has been analyzed considering the result indica-
tors indicated in PAD along with the objectives and variables considered for the baseline survey. The draft report has been reviewed by
different scholars, professors, researchers, and practitioners through 6 workshops. The review comments have been rechecked and
incorporated where appropriate. Based on the findings of the analysis the baseline report is prepared.

This baseline survey is only targeting the beneficiaries of the LDDP who have been selected based on some specific criteria. For in-
stance, a dairy farmer must have at least 2 lactating cows or 5 litres of milk production per day, a beef fattening farmer must have at
least 2 fattening beef and both the dairy and beef fattening farmers must have the opportunity to cultivate green grass. A goat and
sheep farmer must have at least 5 goats or sheep on the farm. A scavenger poultry farmer must have at least 20 scavenger chickens
or ducks on the farm. Hence the findings of this baseline survey will not purely represent the national data due to exclusion of some
extremely poor farmers from the LDDP. However, the baseline data certainly will inform the baseline indicators and farming practices
which will be solid ground to check the progress of the LDDP interventions. Besides, the findings will help the concerned stakeholders
to understand the present status of livestock production concerning various dimensions such as productivity, market access, the resil-
ience of production, food safety, health management, housing management, feeding management, technology adoption, and capacity
enhancement.
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Chapter 3.
Baseline Findings of
Aggregated Value Chain
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3.1 Demographic profile of the respondent farmers

The average number of family members in the surveyed farming households are presented in Table
5. The total number of family members is the total count of family members. As can be seen, on
average b members are present in a livestock farming household which is comprised of 3 males and

2 females. The average number of family members is consistent with the national Data (BBS, 2021).
However in terms of small ruminant value chain, the average number of female 3 and male 2. The

reason might be that, most of the female headed household are engaged in small ruminant farming.

Table 5: Average number of family members in a livestock farming household

Type of livestock

U] (2)

1 Dairy

2 Beef fattening

3 Small ruminant

4 Scavenger poultry

5 Sonali chicken

6 Commercial poultry
Average

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Table 6: Distribution of respondent farmers based on gender

Type of livestock m
(3)

(1 ()

1 Dairy 270
2 Beef fattening 130
3 Small ruminant 412
4 Scavenger poultry 418
5 Sonali chicken 132
6 Commercial poultry 40
Total 1,402

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Although a total of 2,720 samples were distributed during the sampling, a total of 2,723 farm households have been surveyed during
data collection based on availability. The distribution of surveyed respondent farmers of all livestock value chains (2,723 farmers) based
on their gender is presented in Table 6. It can be seen that out of the total 2,723 livestock farmers surveyed during baseline, about 51%
are female considering all livestock value chains together.

Table 7 presents the distribution of respondent farmers into different livestock value chains based on the level of education. It can be
seen from column (9) that about 10% of total farmers (2,723 farmers) do not have any formal or informal education. The proportion
of illiterate farmers are highest in Small ruminant farms (23%), followed by dairy farms (12%), scavenger poultry farms (10%), sonali
chicken farms (6%), and commercial poultry farms (4%) and beef fattening farms (3%). In all cases, most of the farmers have edu-
cation up to secondary level. For instance, out of the total 655 dairy farmers, 214 and 251 farmers have education up to primary and
secondary level respectively. However, in the case of Sonali and Commercial poultry farming, most of the farmers have education up
to the secondary level.

Table 7: Distribution of respondent farmers based on the level of education

Level of education No Total % of total
e farmers
Secondary Higher Tertiary education have no
secondary fermers | egucation
0

(72
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1 Dairy cattle 214 251 52 60 78 655 12

2 | Beef fattening 147 167 39 50 13 416 3

3 Small ruminant 144 145 19 9 95 412 23

4 Scavenger poultry 175 173 19 8 43 418 10

5  Sonali chicken 60 192 59 63 25 399 6

6 Commercial poultry 66 209 70 63 15 423 4
Total 806 1137 258 253 269 2,723 10
:ﬁ’s‘:otr:’;::“ 30 42 9 9 10 100

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

In terms of tertiary education, almost the same number of farmers (60-63) are educated up to tertiary level in dairy, sonali chicken
and commercial poultry farming. On the contrary, only 8 and 9 farmers have tertiary level education in scavenger poultry and small
ruminant farming respectively. Overall, 42% of total surveyed farmers have education up to secondary level, 30% have education up to
primary level, while 9% have education at tertiary level. Small ruminant farmers are comparatively less educated than other livestock
farming categories.

The distribution of farmers based on different age categories is presented in Table 8. It can be seen from column (4) that on average
5% of total farmers fall within the youth (15-24 years) age category. Besides, youth (15-24 years) engagement is slightly higher (6%)
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in sonali chicken farming and lower (4%) in dairy farming compared to other categories of livestock farming. About 83-88% of the
livestock farmers fall within the age category of 25-54 years in the case of all livestock value chains.

Table 8: Distribution of farmers based on different age categories

Age categories

Total

15-24 years m b5-60 years | Above 60 years
sample

o | % | come | % | com | % | com | % |
(3) (4) (5) (6) 7 (8) (9)

(10) (m)

Type of livestock

M (2)

1 Dairy 25 4 542 83 61 9 21 b 655
2 Beef fattening 19 5 353 85 22 5 22 5 416
3 Small ruminant 22 b 355 86 24 6 n 3 412
4 Scavenger poultry 22 5 369 88 18 4 9 2 418
5 Sonali chicken 25 6 346 87 20 5 8 2 399
6 Commercial poultry 22 5 366 87 27 6 8 2 423
Total 135 5 2,331 86 172 6 85 3 2,723

*Proportion (%) is calculated from the total farmer of respective value chain

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline Survey, 2021

In terms of the age category of 55-60 years, it can be seen from column (8) of Table 8 that, about 9% of the sample farmers are aged
between 55-60 years which is the highest compared to other livestock value chains. A total of 85 farmers out of 2,723 sample farmers
are found aged above 60 years considering all livestock categories. About 5% of farmers are aged above 60 years in beef fattening
farming 4% in dairy farming, 3% in small ruminant farming, and 2% in scavenger, sonali, and commercial poultry farming.

Table 9 presents the distribution of marital status of respondent farmers of all value chains. Column (3) shows that most of the sample
farmers of all value chains are married. In terms of dairy farming, 44 farmer's marital status is unmarried/single following 7 widowed
farmers out of the total of 655 dairy farmers. On the other hand, 33 single and 1widowed farmer are engaged in beef fattening farming.
In the case of small ruminant farming, two (2) unmarried, one separated, 25 widowed and 7 divorced farmers are engaged in farming.
Likewise, 4 unmarrieds, 2 separated, 26 widowed and 6 divorced farmers are engaged in scavenger poultry farming out of a total of 418
farmers. Besides, 27 farmer's and 33 farmer's marital status is found single for sonali chicken and commercial poultry farming respec-
tively. Overall, it can be seen from columns (6) and (7) that a higher number of farmers are widowed and divorced in small ruminant and
scavenger poultry farming compared to other categories of livestock farming.
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Table 9: Marital status of the respondent farmers

Marital status
m 3) (4) (5) (®) (7 ®)

1 Dairy 604 bk 0 7 0 655
2 Beef fattening 382 33 0 1 0 416
3 Small ruminant 371 2 1 25 7 412
4 Scavenger poultry 380 4 2 26 6 418
5 Sonali chicken 369 27 0 2 1 399
6 Commercial poultry 389 33 0 1 0 423

Total 2,501 143 3 62 14 2,723

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Agricultural landholdings by all categories of livestock farm households are presented in Table 10. It can be seen from column (4) that
about 5% (19 farmers) out of total 412 small ruminant rearing farmers are landless. In addition, 2% (9 farmers) of commercial poultry
rearing farmers are found as landless. About 1% farmers of dairy, beef fattening, sonali chicken, and commercial poultry farming fall
into the marginal category. On the contrary, about 9% (38 farmers) and 6% (25 farmers) farmers fall into the marginal farming cate-
gory in small ruminant and scavenger poultry rearing farms respectively. Column (7) indicates that the highest number of farmers in all
livestock categories falls into the small farming landholding category having 5-249 decimal land. Column (8) shows that about 81-89%
of total farmers in respective livestock categories fall into the small landholding category while about 66% of dairy farmers fall into
the small landholding category.

Table 10: Agricultural landholdings by livestock farm households, all categories

Landholding categories

Landless Marginal Small Medium Large (750

) f livestock
ype of livestoc (no land) (1-4.99 (5-249 (250-749 and above)

decimal) decimal) decimal)
Count | % | Count | %° | Count| % | Count| %" | Cout | %

M (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ) (8) (9) (10) (m) (12) (13)
1 Dairy 0 0 5 1 434 66 177 21 39 6 655
2 | Beef fattening 0 0 3 1 336 81 74 18 3 1 416
3 Small ruminant 19 B 38 9 340 83 14 3 1 0 412
4 | Scavenger poultry 0 0 25 6 374 89 18 4 1 0 418
5  Sonali chicken 0 0 3 1 342 86 46 12 8 2 399
6 | Commercial poultry 9 2 3 1 331 80 61 14 13 3 423

Total 28 1 T 3 2163 19 390 14 65 2 2,723

NB: Landholding categories has been calculated according to the Agricultural Yearbook, 2019
*Proportion (%) is calculated from the total farmer of respective value chain
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Column (10) shows that 27% of total dairy farm households have land from 250-749 decimal. Among other livestock categories, 18%,
3%,4%,12%, and 14% of farm households of beef fattening, small ruminant, scavenger poultry, sonali chicken, and commercial poultry
farm households, respectively, fall into the medium landholding category. In terms of large farm holding in columns (11-12), it can be
seen that 39 farmers (6%) of dairy farms have a land area of 750 decimal and or above. Among other livestock categories, about 2% (8
farmers) and 3% (13 farmers) of sonali chicken and commercial poultry farmers have 750 decimal or above land. On the contrary, small
ruminant and scavenger poultry farming households do not fall into the large category of landholding.

The average number of family members directly engaged in livestock farming is presented in Table 11. Column (5) indicates that on
average 3 family members are directly engaged in dairy farming and sonali chicken farming while 2 are male and 1is female. In terms
of beef fattening and small ruminant farming, on average 2 family members are engaged in farming one is male, and other one is fe-
male. Although 3 family members also engaged in scavenger poultry farming, females engaged more than that of males in the family.
However, the larger number of family members (4 members) are engaged in commercial poultry farming compared to other categories
of livestock.

Table 11: Average number of family members directly engaged in livestock rearing
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Average number of family members directly

engaged in livestock farming

Type of livestock

U] (2) (3) (4) (5)

1 Dairy 2 1 3
2 Beef fattening 1 1 2
3 Small ruminant 1 1 2
4 Scavenger poultry 1 2 3
5 Sonali chicken 2 1 3
6 Commercial poultry 2 2 4

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

3.2 Farmers adopted improved agricultural technologies and practices

Improved agricultural technologies and practices could play an important role in increasing livestock
productivity and resilient livestock production. Considering the increasing importance of different
improved agricultural technologies and practices (including CSA technologies and practices) several
improved agricultural technologies and practices have been identified across different value chains.
For instance, 22 technologies and practices have been identified for the dairy value chain of which 12
are CSA, 16 technologies and practices have been identified for the beef fattening value chain of which
12 are CSA, and 12 technologies and practices have been identified for the small ruminant value chain
of which 10 are CSA, and 9 technologies and practices have been identified for the poultry (scavenger, sonali and commercial) value
chain of which 6 are CSA. Technology adoption refers to the regular use of any technology and practices.
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3.2.1 Farmers adopting improved agricultural technology, all beneficiary farmers (PDO Indicator 1)

The following table shows that about 34% of the total surveyed farmers (924 farmers) did not adopt any category of improved agri-
cultural technologies and practices in livestock farming. However, it can be seen from column (9) that, on average each farmer uses
1.61improved agricultural technologies in livestock farming. Among different value chains (column 5), about 15%, 35%, 70% and 94%
of surveyed farmers of dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, and scavenger poultry farmers did not adopt any improved agricultural
technology during the baseline period. A list of PDO indicators and IR indicators are shown in Annexure 1.

Table 12: Adoption of improved agricultural technologies across value chains, all farmers

Aggregate of all value chains

% of total Average
of farmers 2,723 sample |number
of technologies
and/ practices
used per

farmer

U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 0 (8) (9)
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1 Dairy 655 96 15 2.49
2 Beef fattening 416 144 35 1.31
3 Small ruminant 412 290 70 0.42 924 34 1.61
4 Sonali chicken 399 0 0 2.74
5  Scavenger poultry 418 394 94 0.07
6 | Commercial poultry 423 0 0 2.15

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

3.2.2 Farmers adopting improved agricultural technology, female beneficiary farmers (PDO Indicator 1a)

The following table presents the adoption of different improved technologies and practices for female farmers surveyed during the
baseline. As can be seen about 56 % of surveyed female farmers (783 female farmers) did not adopt any improved technologies and
practices in livestock farming. In addition, on average each female farmer adopted 0.97 improved agricultural technologies and prac-
tices in livestock farming. Among different value chains (column 5), about 21%, 34%, 70% and 94% of surveyed farmers of dairy, beef
fattening, small ruminant, and scavenger poultry farmers did not adopt any improved agricultural technology during the baseline peri-
od. Overall, a higher proportion of female farmers did not adopt improved agricultural technologies compared to all surveyed farmers.
In addition, the average number of improved technologies and practices use per farmer is also lower than that of the total surveyed
farmers. Hence, the decrease in the proportion of nonadopters and increase in the number of average technology and practices used
per farm will indicate the increase in the improved technology adoption.
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Table 13: Adoption of improved agricultural technologies across value chains, female farmers

Female farmers did Aggregate of all value chains
not adopt any

Total number| technology or " % of total
of technologies | of female 1,402 female |Average number

practice . .
and practices | farmers did |farmers who |°f téchnologies
% of total |used per female | not use any |did not use and/ practices
surveyed (farmer technologies |any technolog used per female
farmers or practices |(and practice farmer
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9)
1 Dairy 270 55 21 2.07
2 Beef fattening 130 L4 34 1.36
3 Small ruminant 412 290 70 0.42
783 56 0.97
4 Sonali chicken 132 0 0 2.712
5 Scavenger poultry 418 394 94 0.07
6 Commercial poultry 40 0 0 1.83

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline Survey, 2021

3.3 Farmers adopted CSA technology and practices

To address climate change challenges, and boost economic growth as well as agricultural development,
Climate Smart Agricultural (CSA) technologies could play an important role. In Bangladesh, technology or 3 = x\l
practice is considered a CSA if it could enhance food security as well as at least one of the other objec- “.:j, ﬁ E A
tives of CSA (adaptation and/or mitigation of climate change (World Bank, 2017)" . According to the CSA :
guidelines of the World Bank®, cattle productivity could be improved through improved feed production % o

and feeding, improved animal health management, appropriate manure management and so forth. There < , -

are three main CSA technologies and practices for the livestock sector identified for Bangladesh within
the CSA country profile for the Asia series (World Bank, 2017). These CSA technologies and practices are mainly categorized as

(1) Manure and waste management (compost and biogas production),

(2) Commerecial livestock rearing, and

(3) Improved fodder production
Besides, three CSA technologies and practices for the livestock sector are also identified in the Climate-smart agriculture investment
plan for Bangladesh namely:

(1) Increasing intake of protein-rich fodder grass and feed concentrate,

(2) Increasing the share of crosshred cows in the total cattle population and

(3) Biogas production.
In livestock farming, improved fodder production denotes improved fodder cultivation, cutting and distribution, while livestock feeding
and management services include ration balancing, total mixed rations, silage making, UMS, and UMB/UMMB preparation. Improved

% World Bank. 2017. Climate-Smart Agriculture in Bangladesh. CSA Country Profiles for Asia Series. International Center for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT); World Bank.
Washington, D.C. 28 p. Climate-Smart Agriculture in Bangladesh (cgiar.org)

¥ Practices | Climate-Smart Agriculture Guide (csa.quide)

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY 57

(7]
(2=}
=
[=]
=
[F'
(WU}
—
-
Ll
(72}
<t
=]
[=]
L
-
T
(4=}
L
o=
(4=}
(4=}
<t

;



fodder and feeding of balanced nutrition have a direct linkage with the GHG emissions from the livestock. Artificial insemination tech-
nology considers the transformation from the local breed to crossbreed dairy cows for better production. The increase in the share of
rearing crossbreed and high yielding breeds will ensure an increase in productivity by reducing GHG with proper management. Manure
and waste management includes compost and/or biogas production which is also directly related to the reduction of GHG emissions.
Animal disease prevention and health control are other important CSA practices for livestock production®.

Table 14: List of selected CSA technologies and practices used livestock farming

Different livestock value chains
Name of the CSA

technology and practices Beef Scavenger Sonali Commercial
fattening poultry chicken poultry

g | ¢

1 Improved fodder cultivation
2 Silage making

3 Total mixed ration
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4 Ration balancing
5 UMS

6 UMMB/UMB

Artificial insemination/
Improved breed rearing

8 Routine vaccination

9 Routine deworming

NN B B
S B B
NN B A

10 Manure management

n Waste management™*

SAY CAY SAY CAY CAY € RS

SAYCAY CAY CAY S A
SAY CAY CAY S AN ¢

v v v

12 Climate-resilient housing

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

The higher the animal health, the higher the productivity. Hence, healthy livestock will shrink the herd overhead by reducing the unpro-
ductive animals which in turn will reduce the GHG emission in the long run (FAQ, 2018b). The list of CSA technologies and practices used
for different livestock categories is presented in the following table. Considering the increasing importance of different CSA technolo-
gies, 12 CSA technologies and practices are identified for dairy and beef fattening value chains. Besides, 10 and 6 CSA technologies and
practices are identified for small ruminant and poultry value chains, respectively.

8 B2 - 3 Climate-smart livestock production systems in practice | Climate Smart Agriculture Sourcebook | Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
(fao.org); FAO (2018b) Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries, Climate smart agriculture: Training Manual for Agricultural Extension Agents in Kenya.
* Waste Management- In terms of poultry value chain it is difficult to separate poultry manue and other poultry waste. Mostly poultry manure mixed up with waste.

Hence we did not consider waste management technology separately for the poultry value chain.
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3.3.1 Farmers who have adopted livestock CSA technologies and practices, all farmers (IR Indicator 9)

The following table shows the number and proportion of total surveyed farmers who have adopted livestock CSA technologies and
practices. As can be seen, about 34% of the total surveyed farmers did not adopt any category of CSA technologies and practices in
livestock farming. Besides, it can be seen from column (9) that, on average each farmer uses 1.53 CSA technologies and practices in
livestock farming. In terms of different value chains, the majority of total farmers of the small ruminant (70%) and scavenger poultry
(94%) value chains did not use any CSA in livestock farming. Moreover, the average number of CSA practice by each farmer is also
0.41, and 0.07 for small ruminant and scavenger poultry, respectively. On the other hand, all farmers in sonali chicken and commercial
poultry value chains are using on average 2.73 and 1.89 CSA technologies and practices respectively. The reason behind that all the
farmers in sonali chicekn and commercial poultry value chains rear improved breed which is a CSA technology.

Table 15: Adoption of CSA technologies and practices across value chains, all farmers

Farmers did not Aggregate of all value chains

i:lol:;:tlg:echnology Average number | 1o15) nymber |% of total
o tamer T of sample  |2,723 sample |Average number

surveyed surveyed used per farmer | o+ o any |did not use and/ practices

technologies (any technology \ysed per farmer
or practices [and practice

U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 7 (8) (9)

1 Dairy 655 96 15 2.35
2 Beef fattening 416 144 35 1.30
3 Small ruminant Ly 291 7 0.41
925 34 1.53
4 | Sonali chicken 399 0 0 2.73
5  Scavenger poultry 418 394 94 0.07
6 Commercial poultry 423 0 0 1.89

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

3.2.2 Farmers who have adopted livestock CSA technologies and practices, female farmers (IR Indicator 9.1a)

The following table presents the adoption of different CSA technologies and practices for female
farmers surveyed during the baseline survey across all value chains. As can be seen from column
(8) about 56% of total surveyed female farmers did not adopt any CSA technologies and practices
in livestock farming. In addition, on average each female farmer uses 0.95 CSA technologies and =

practices in livestock farming. Overall, the adoption rate of CSA technologies and practices are lower
for females compared to this for all surveyed farmers including males. In addition, the average number of CSA technologies and
practices used per female farmer is also lower than that for all surveyed farmers as well as male farmers. Hence, the decrease in the
proportion of nonadopters and the increase in the number of average CSA technology and practices used per farmer will indicate the
increase in the CSA technology adoption.
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Table 16: Adoption of CSA technologies and practices across value chains, female farmers

(2)
1 Dairy

2 | Beef fattening

3 Small ruminant

4 ' Sonali chicken

5  Scavenger poultry

6 | Commercial poultry
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Female farmers did
not adopt any

Total number technology or
of female practice

farmers
surveyed

Average number
of technologies
and practices

9% of total |Used per female

surveyed [farmer
farmers

(3) (4) (5) (6)

270 55 20 1.99
130 bk 34 1.36
412 291 70 0.41
132 0 0 2.70
418 394 94 0.07
40 0 0 1.63

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Aggregate of all value chains

% of total
1,402 female
farmers who
did not use
any technology
and practice

Total number
of female
farmers did
not use any
technologies
or practices

Average number
of technologies
and/ practices
used per female
farmer

0 (8) (9)

184 56 0.95

3.4 Productivity of targeted species by direct beneficiaries (PD0 Indicator-2)

The productivity of different value chains has been calculated based on the baseline survey data using different measurement units.

For instance, the average milk per day per cattle is used as a measure of dairy productivity. Likewise, the average live weight (Kg) per
beef and small ruminant at its slaughter age is used as the measure of the productivity of the beef and small ruminant value chain.

However, the average carcass weight (Kg) per bird at the slaughtering age is used as the measure of poultry productivity. Productivity

related detail report has been presented in the relevant section of each value chain. However, the following table presents the produc-
tivity of the targeted species of the LDDP briefly.

Table 17: Productivity of targeted species by direct beneficiaries

m
(1) (2)

Livestock
category

(4)

1 Dairy cattle Cow Milk 5.81
indi litres/day/cattl
(PDO indicator 2.a) Buffalo (litres/day/cattle) o1
Beef fattening . live weight
2 | (PDOindicator 2.  Deeffattening . ., .ite at slaughter age) 24774
3 Small ruminant — live weight 14.96
(PDO indicator 2.c) Sheep (Kg/ sheep at slaughter age) .91
Sonali chicken s Carcass weight
A (PDO indicator 2.d) Sonali chicken (Kg/ bird at slaughter age) 0.57
Chicken : 0.49
9| BT LR (Kl b0 ot slacgor age)
Duck 9 Y 113
) Broiler meat Carcass weight 117
6 Commercial poultry Culled hen (Kg/ bird at slaughter age)
meat 1.39
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
60/

Livestock category Value chain wise
wise productivity productivity
e e T
farmers) farmers
(5)

(6) (7) (8)

5.41
5.66 5.25
213
239.67 247.74 239.67
14.96
14.53 14.53
1n.91
0.56 0.56 0.57
0.49
0.60 0.60
113
1.15
1.19 1.17
1.38
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As can be seen from column (5), of Table 17 each cow on average produces 5.81 litres of milk per day and each buffalo produces 2.17
litres of milk per day. In terms of beef fattening, productivity is about 247.74 Kg (live weight) per cattle at slaughter age while produc-
tivity for females is a little lower (239.67 Kg per cattle) than this for the total farmer. Among small ruminants, goat productivity seems
to be 14.96 Kg (live weight) per goat and sheep productivity seems to be 11.91 Kg per sheep. However, sonali chicken meat productivity
becomes 0.57 Kg (carcass weight) per bird during the slaughter age. Among scavenger poultry, scavenger chicken productivity is about
0.49 Kg (carcass weight) per bird while scavenger duck productivity is about 1.13 Kg (carcass weight) per bird. The average carcass
weight of broiler and culled hen is about 1.17 and 1.39 Kg per bird respectively. In terms of the female farmer, the average carcass weight
of broiler and culled hen is found about 1.15 Kg and 1.38 Kg per bird respectively.

3.5 Total value of sales across different livestock categories during baseline period, all farmers (PDO Indicator 3)

The PDO indicator 3 will assess the increase in the market access by all direct beneficiaries under LDDP by the incremental sales ag-
gregated over all targeted value chains in real value in the project areas.

Table 18: Total value of sell across different livestock categories during baseline period, all farmers
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Quantity Total Total sold value duri
Average . otal sold value during
. Number of sold per A quantity baseline period
Livestock | gyryeyed farm per | Pr'C® sold during P

category | farmers year perunit | celine Tk usp
(unit) Tk/Unit year(unit) 1=Tk86.45
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
3,064 51.42 1,927,256 99,099,504 1,146,322

1 Dairy cattle Milk
BRI E 2 e 26 ek 692 7469 7992 1343822 15,545
Beef fattening . live weight
2 (PDO indicator 2.b) Beef fattening 416 (Kg) 508.54 305.16 211,553 64,557,404 746,760
5 Smallruminant 00t 37 veweight 4233 34189 15535 531209 61438
G G G 45 (Kg) 4713 305.74 2121 648429 7,501
Sonali chicken - Carcass weight
4 (PDO indicator 2.d) Sonali chicken 399 (Kg) 5,042 271.23 2,011,758 557,719,670 6,451,355
Chicken 332 . 9.34 552.93 3,101 1,714,570 19,833
5  Scavenger poultry Carca(sKs \;velght
Duck 86 9 20.44 618.07 1,758 1,086,468 12,568
Broiler 252 . 12,837 185.82 | 3,234,924 601,113,578 6,953,310
6 Commercial poultry Carca(sKs \;velght
Culled hen m 9 1,319 261.63 225,549 58,010,385 682,596
Total Value 1,391,605,128 16,097,225

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
Note: Total quantity sold during the baseline year= quantity sold per farm per year * number of surveyed farmers during baseline. Total
sold value during the baseline year = total quantity sold during the baseline year * average price per unit during the baseline year.

Table 18 presents the total value of sales across the different categories of livestock and poultry as well as value chains for all surveyed
farmers. As can be seen from the table above, the total sale value of livestock aggregated overall value chains during the baseline

period was Tk 1,391,605,126 (USD 16,097,225). While considering only four value chains namely dairy, poultry, small ruminant, and sonali
chicken, the total selling value of livestock aggregated overall value chains was Tk 728,680,128 (USD 8,428,921).
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3.5.1 Total value of sales across different livestock categories during baseline period, female farmers (PDO Indicator 3.a)

The PDO indicator 3.a will assess the increase in the market access by all female direct beneficiaries under LDDP by the incremental
sales aggregated over all targeted value chains in real value in the project areas.Table 19 presents the total value of sales across dif-
ferent value chains for female surveyed farmers during baseline. As can be seen from the table below, the total sale value of livestock
aggregated overall value chains for female farmers during the baseline period was Tk 250,078,331 (USD 2,892,751). While considering
only four value chains namely dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, and sonali chicken, the total selling value of livestock aggregated
overall value chains for female farmers was Tk 201,442,550 (USD 2,330,163).

Table 19: Total value of sells across different livestock categories during baseline period, female farmers

Quantity | pyerage . Total sold value during
Livestock sold per | hrice A baseline period
farm per 5
categor per unit .
9oy LKL Tk/Unit : D
(unit) 1=Tk86.45
) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 7 (8) (9) (10)
| Dairy cattle Cow 257 Milk 2,296 51.1 590,072 30,152,679 348,787
. (litres)
(PDO indicator 2.a) pyffalo 13 618 70 8,034 562,380 6,505
2 :3:;:] fi:li';'t':i ,p Beef fattening 130 ""e(‘}’(":;ght 45278 | 293.14 58,861 17,254,631 199,591
5 Smallruminant Goat 367 live weight 4233 341.89 15,535 5,311,299 61,438
(PDO indicator 2.c) gheep 45 (Kg) 47.13 305.74 2,121 648,429 7,501
4 (s;’;g'l'ncd':'c‘;‘;f]:z o Sonali chicken 152 Carca(sng‘;"Eig'“ 4029 | 277.37 531828 147513132 1,706,340
Chicken 332 . 9.34 552.93 3,101 1,714,570 19,833
5  Scavenger poultry Carca(sl,(s ‘)"e'ght
Duck 86 9 20.44 618.07 1758 1,086,468 12,568
Broiler 23 . 9,749 182.3 224,227 | 40,876,582 472,835
6 Commercial poultry Carca(sks \;velght
Culled hen 17 9 1157 252.08 19,669 4,958,162 57,353
Total Value 250,071,787 2,892,751

Source: FAO-LDDP Baseline survey, 2021

Note: Total quantity sold during the baseline year= quantity sold per farm per year * number of surveyed farmers during baseline. Total sold value during

the baseline year = total quantity sold during the baseline year * average price per unit during the baseline year.

3.6 Increasing the resilience to selected risks by livestock farmers (PDO indicator 4

Many risks could affect livestock production adversely. Based on the severity and frequency of occurrence, several risks have been
selected for which the increase in the resilience could be measured. For instance, some diseases like FMD, LSD and Mastitis are most
common in dairy farming that causes huge production as well as economic loss every year (Ahmed et al., 2012; Hasib et. Al., 2021; Sarker
et al., 201). Hence, these diseases have been selected as the risk in the dairy value chain. It is assumed that the control and preven-
tion of these diseases by using regular vaccination and treatment could increase the resilience against these selected risks. Besides,
shocks due to climate change could also adversely affect livestock farming. Different climatic shocks such as flood/waterlogging, tor-
nado/cyclone, extreme temperature, and so forth affect livestock farming every year. The use of climate-resilient housing in livestock
farming could increase resilience against climatic effects (Biswas et al., 2019). Besides, the outbreak of PPR is a common cause of a
huge proportion of morbidity and mortality of goat in Bangladesh (Nabi et al., 2018). Several diseases such as Newcastle, avian influenza
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fowl cholera, and gumboro are considered as high risk in the poultry value chain due to the severity and frequency of these diseases
(Biswas et al, 2008; Belgrad et al., 2018; Rabbi et al., 2014). Feeding is the crucial input for livestock production. Due to various reasons
such as climatic shocks, limited grazing land, and high price of feed ingredients, uncertainty of adequate feed becomes another chal-
lenge and risk in livestock production specially in dairy, beef fattening, and small ruminant value chains (Ahmed et al., 2012).

Table 20: Measures taken to increase the resilience to selected risks, all farmers

- Based on specific value chain Aggregate of all value chains g
—
by —— Number of Average Total number | % of total Average —
€ 5 Name of ¢ umaero farmers do | number of | of surveyed  |2723 surveyed pumber of =
= 2 selected risk armers Use | notuseany | measures | farmers did farmers who | measures e
g E measslre.s measure for | used per not use any did not use used per 'E'
Lo} for this risk _— —
this risk farmer measure any measure | farmer
m| @ | ® () (5) (6) (7 (8 (9) (10) =
(=)
1 FMD 249 o
2 LSD 9 >
3 Mastitis n 8
E 655 4 Lack of climate 70 294 0.84 s
=] resilient housing Py
<T
Inadequate
5 improved 214
fodder / grass
1 FMD 143
= 2 LSD 39
s Lack of climate
B 416 E resilient housing E 248 0.53
k3 Inadequate
o 4 improved 23
fodder / grass
PPR 129
= 2 FMD 7
s 3 Lack of climate 5
g 412 resilient housing 268 0.37 1270 47 1.0
= Inadequate
5 4 improved n
fodder / grass
1 Newcastle 23
2 Fowl Cholera 16
=
= 3 Avian 0
= .
S 48 influenza 386 0.12
=) 4 Duck plague 8
% 5 Duck cholera 4
& Lack of climate
6 o A 0
resilient housing
1 Newcastle 351
= 2 Fowl Cholera 68
= Avian
£ 399 3 | influenza 44 35 2.15
‘_g" 4 Gumboro 326
w .
5 Lac.k. of cllmaFe 67
resilient housing
1 Newcastle 332
= 2 Fowl Cholera 126
3 Avian
o
= 423 3 influenza 121 39 2.10
S 4 Gumboro 264
E 5 Lack of climate 97
S resilient housing

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Table 20 presents the status of resilience against the selected risks during the baseline period. As can be seen from columns (8 and 9),
about 47% of the total surveyed farmers (1,270 farmers out of 2,723 farmers) did not reqularly use any measures against the selected
risks. In addition, each farmer on average reqularly uses 1 measure against the selected risks. While disaggregated over different value
chains, it can be seen that a total of 294 dairy farmers out of 655 farmers (45% of total surveyed farmers) did not use any measures
against the selected risks. Likewise, 60%, 65%, and 92% of total surveyed farmers of beef fattening, small ruminant, and scavenger
poultry value chains respectively did not regularly use any measures against selected risks. However, only 9% of the total surveyed
farmers both in sonali chicken and commercial poultry value chains did not use any measures against selected risks. Besides, dairy
farmers, beef fattening farmers, small ruminant farmers, and scavenger poultry rearing farmers use on average 0.84, 0.53, 0.37, and
0.12 measures against selected risk respectively. On the other hand, sonali chicken and commercial poultry rearing farmers use on
average 2.15 and 2.10 measures against selected risks respectively.

Table 21 presents the status of resilience for female farmers against the selected risks during the baseline period. As can be seen
from columns (8 and 9), about 63% of total surveyed farmers (879 female farmers out of a total surveyed of 1,402 female farmers) did
not reqularly use any measures against the selected risks. In addition, each farmer on average reqularly uses a 0.60 measure against
selected risks. While disaggregated over different value chains, it can be seen that a total of 135 female dairy farmers out of 270 female
farmers (50% of total surveyed female dairy farmers) did not use any measures against the selected risks. Likewise, 56%, 65%, and
92% of total surveyed female farmers of beef fattening, small ruminant, and scavenger poultry value chains did not reqularly use any
measures against selected risks. However, only 10% of total surveyed female farmers in sonali chicken and commercial poultry value
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chains did not use any measures against selected risks. Besides, female farmers in dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, and scaven-
ger poultry value chain use on average 0.71, 0.57, 0.37, and 0.12 measures against selected risk respectively. On the other hand, sonali
chicken and commercial poultry rearing female farmers use on average 2.14 and 2.05 measures against selected risks respectively.

Overall, the majority of surveyed dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, and scavenger poultry rearing farmers did not reqularly use any
measures against the selected risks. Besides, the average number of measures used by each farmer is also very low. Although the
larger proportion of sonali chicken and commercial poultry rearing farmers use measures against selected risks, the average number
of measures is still low. Nevertheless, the female farmers are using fewer measures compared to the male farmers. Hence, proper
intervention is indeed necessary to increase the resilience of selected risks. The decrease in the proportion of non-users of different
measures and increase in the average number of measures used will reflect the increase in the resilience to selected risks.
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Table 21: Measures taken to increase the resilience to selected risks, female farmers

Based on specific value chain Aggregate of all value chains

Total number of
farmers surveyed

(1 (2)

270

Dairy

130

Beef fattening

412

Small ruminant

418

Scavenger poultry

132

Sonali chicken

Commercial poultry

(3)

S AN =

g 2N N= O o5& N =

a & NN =

Name of
selected risk

(4)
FMD
LSD

Mastitis

Lack of climate
resilient housing
Inadequate
improved
fodder / grass
FMD

LSD

Lack of climate
resilient housing

Inadequate
improved
fodder / grass

PPR

FMD

Lack of climate
resilient housing
Inadequate
improved
fodder / grass
Newcastle

Fowl Cholera
Avian

influenza

Duck plague
Duck cholera
Lack of climate
resilient housing
Newcastle

Fowl Cholera

Avian
influenza

Gumboro

Lack of climate
resilient housing
Newcastle

Fowl Cholera
Avian

influenza
Gumboro

Lack of climate
resilient housing

Source: FAO-LDDP Baseline survey, 2021
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Number of
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farmers use

R
for this risk

(5)
97

18

69

48

10

129

Number of
female
farmers do
not use any
measure for
this risk

(8)

135

73

268

386

Average
number of
measures
used per
farmer

(7)

0.7

0.57

0.37

0.12

2.14

2.05

% of total

Total number 1,402 Average
of surveyed surveyed number of
female farmers | farmers measures
did not use any | who did used per
measure notuseany | female

measure farmer
(8) (9) (10)
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3.7 Food safety measures used in livestock farming (PDO Indicator 5)

Food safety measures are crucial for quality and safe livestock production as well as for public health. A
total of 18 food safety measures have been identified for the dairy value chain to understand the current
food safety status of dairy farmers. Besides, a total of 12 food safety measures have been identified to
understand the food safety status of the beef fattening, small ruminant, and poultry value chains in the
baseline survey. The list of food safety measures for different value chains is presented in Table 22.

Table 22: List of selected food safety measures regularly used by the farmers

Different livestock value chains

Food safety and certification particulars Beef

w
1)
=
=)
=
L
(]
=
|
[WH]
)
<t
=)
= fattening
-
<<
)
Ll
ac
)
o
=

g \

1 Do you wash your hand before entering the farm? /\//\ N /\/> /\///\
Do you use foot bath containing disinfectant at the entrance of ?

2 the farm? Qy Q?X
Do you control visitor/other animal, bird and pest access on the >

3 farm? P o & N o
Do you monitor and maintain records for the above-mentioned

p | B0 v ~ 2
activities?

5 Do you keep record of parent’s information, treatment, vaccination < P <\//\ </> /\\//\

and Al information for each farm animal?

Do you test the quality (Nutrient compositions) and safety
6 (Antibiotic, Heavy metals, Pesticide residue, Microbial hazard)
parameters of your cattle/buffalo feed

S
S
N
S

A

S
&
Q
8

7 Do you transport animal with animal comfort?

A

8 Do you test mastitis of milking cow regularly?

Are all the utensils cleaned and sanitized properly with safe water

and disinfectants before and after use?

10 Do you wash your hand, clean and disinfectant milking cows udder
before milking?

1 Do you keep milk in cleaned covered pan on height to prevent

urine and cow dung cross contamination into the milk?

Y ¢

$
\

\\// ]

12 Do you preserve milk below 50 C (cool temperature) after milking

Do you transport and sell milk by maintaining cool chain below 5

Y CRY S RY ¢

13 dgree C before milk marketing?

Do you perform regular health check-up of animals and farm
¥ orkers (TB, Jaundice, Brucellosis etc.)? Q7 Qy Qy
5 Do you keep records of health check-up of animals and farm <V//\ C//\ C//\

workers (TB, Brucellosis etc

Do you test quality (Fat%, SNF) and food safety (microbial count,
16 antibiotics, and heavy metals) parameters of your farm’s milk
and milk products?

S

17 | Do you maintain withdrawal period of antibiotic/hormone? Q//\ <V//\ C//\ Q//\
18 Do you test any milk safety parameters (e.g. microbiological, Qy

antibiotic, heavy metals) before sale?
19 | Do you get any cattle health certificate before sale? <V//\ C//\ Q//\

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Table 23 presents the food safety status of all surveyed livestock and poultry farmers aggregated overall value chains. As can be seen
that, about 59% of total surveyed farmers (column 8) did not adopt any food safety measures on their farms. Adoption refers to the
reqular use of any food safety measure. However, on average each farmer uses 0.87 measures for food safety on their farm. Besides,
column (5) shows that more than 70% of total surveyed farmers of dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, and scavenger poultry rear-
ing farmers did not adopt (reqular use) any kind of listed food safety measures. However, most of the Sonali poultry and commercial
poultry rearing farmers adopted food safety measures. Only 28% and 18% of sonali chicken and commercial poultry rearing farmers,
respectively, did not adopt any food safety measures. Nevertheless, the average number of food safety measures adopted by each
farmer is very low.

Table 23: Adoption of food safety measure across all value chain, all farmers

Farmers did not Aggregate of all value chains

adopt any food Average number
Total number| safety measure | of food safety | 10tal number jo; ¢ 14151 2 723
of farmers measures of sample  |sample farmers

Average number|

% of total | adopted by farmers did : of food safety
surveyed | aach farmer measures used
farmers

surveyed

(U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) 7 (8) (9)

1 Dairy 655 458 70 0.44
2 | Beef fattening 416 316 76 0.40
3 Small ruminant 412 291 70 0.20 1,603 59 0.87
4 | Sonali chicken 399 n2 28 2.00
5  Scavenger poultry 418 349 83 0.21
6  Commercial poultry 423 7 18 2.26

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Table 24 presents the food safety status of all female surveyed livestock and poultry farmers aggregated overall value chains. As can
be seen that about 71% of total surveyed female farmers (column 8) did not adopt any food safety measures on their farm. However,
on average each female farmers use 0.47 measures of food safety on their farm. Besides, column (5) shows that above 70% of total
surveyed female farmers of dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, and scavenger poultry rearing farmers did not adopt (reqular use) any
kind of listed food safety measures. In contrast, most of the sonali chicken and commercial poultry rearing female farmers adopted
food safety measures. About 35% and 15% of sonali chicken and commercial poultry rearing farmers respectively did not adopt any
food safety measures. Nevertheless, the average number of food safety measures adopted by each farmer is very low. Overall, many
livestock farmers did not adopt (reqularly use) any kind of food safety measures and the average number of measures used by each
female farmer is very low. In addition, the adoption rate of food safety measures for female farmers is lower compared to male farm-
ers. Hence, proper intervention is required to increase the adoption of food safety measures in livestock farming. The increase in the
reqular use of food safety measures could be tracked in two ways. First, the decrease in the proportion of non-adopters will inform the
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progress and second, the increase in the used of the average number of food safety measures used by each farmer will inform the

increased use of food safety measures.

(1) (2)
1 Dairy

2 | Beef fattening

3 Small ruminant

(7¢]
D
=
[=]
=
[N
L
=
—
Ll
(7¢)
<T
o
[=]
Ll
-
<t
(=)
[NW]
o=
(4=}
(d-)
<t

4 | Sonali chicken

5  Scavenger poultry

6  Commercial poultry

(3)
270

130
412
132
418
40

Total number
of female
farmers
surveyed

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Farmers did not
adopt any food
safety measure

(4)
206

102
291
4
349

Average number
of food safety
measures

% of total | agopted by
surveyed | gach female

female
farmers

(5)
76

80
70
35
83
15

farmer

(6)
0.14

0.mn
0.20
1.77
0.21
2.56

Table 24: Adoption of food safety measure across all value chains, female farmers

Aggregate of all value chains

Total nEMOeT lo, of total 1,402 /Average number
tarmers dig _[emale farmers of food safety
ot edopt any who did adopt |measures used
food safety (@Y food safety by each female
measures | measures

0 (8)

998 n 0.47

3.8 Farmers have received business development skills training (PDO Indicator 8)

The PDO indicator 8 of LDDP is to increase the number of farmers (including females) with business development training. Table 25
shows that farmers of all value chains did not receive any training on business development for their livestock.

Table 25: Number of farmers who received business development skill training

m
(1) (2)

1 Dairy

2 Beef fattening

3 Small ruminant

4 Sonali chicken

5 Scavenger poultry

6 Commercial Poultry
Total

Total Female Total Female Total
farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers
(3) (4) (5) (6) V)

655

416
412

399
418

423

2,723

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Number of farmers
surveyed

270

130
412

418
132

40

1,402

Number of farmers who
received business

% of surveyed farmers
who received business

0

0
0

Female
farmers

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
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3.9 Overall satisfaction regarding the LDDP services (IR indicator 22)

About 28.27% of total respondent (770 out of 2723) are found to be satisfied with LDDP services. The breakdown of 770 respondent
farmers and the satisfaction level are presented in table 26.
Note that this 28.27% respondent farmers have received cash incentive from the CERC-EAP.

Table 26: Farmers overall level of satisfaction with LDDP services, all value chain

Total farmers (IR indicator 22) Female farmers (IR Indicator (22a)

Overall satisfaction | Numberof | ° °f total 770 Number of | - Of total 228 female

with LDDP services | ¢armers | [armers whoresponded | omale farmers who responded

to satisfaction related o to satisfaction related
question question

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1 Excellent 338 bk m 45
2 Good 432 56 125 b5
3 Moderate 0 0 0 0
4 Bad 0 0 0 0
5 Very bad 0 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

3.10 Number and proportion of farmers received food safety and nutrition related information

(IR indicator 18)

Figure 7 presents the number and proportion of sample households that received both food safety and nutrition-related information. It
can be seen from the figure (a) that only about 8% (205 farm HHs) of the total surveyed farm HHs received information related to both
food safety and nutrition. On the other hand, only 5% of the total surveyed female farmers received information related to food safety
and nutrition. Note that LDDP has presented some TV programs related to food safety and nutrition with the help of SAARC before the
commencement of the baseline survey.
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205,8% 71,5%

(a) Total farmers (b) Female farmers

2,518,92%
‘ Number of farmers received information . Number of farmers received information
. Number of farmers did not receive information Number of farmers did not receive information
FIGURE 7

Number and Proportion of farmers received both food safety and nutrition related information
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3.11 Number of farmers with access to animal health services (IR Indicator 21)

Access to health services does not merely refer to the supply or adequacy of services. Rather, access to health services depends on
some other factors such as availability, affordability, physical accessibility, and acceptability of services (Gulliford et al., 2002). For
instance, if any health service is available and physically accessible, but not affordable to the farmer due to high cost, then this farmer
does not have access to this service.

(a) Total farmers (b) Female farmers

@ Farmers' have access to health services @ Farmers' have access to health services
@ Farmers' do not have access to health services Farmers' do not have access to health services
FIGURE 8

Number and Proportion of farmers received both food safety and nutrition related information

Five health facilities have been considered to measure the access to health services in the livestock sector for the baseline survey,
such as access to veterinary and consultancy services, access to vaccination services, access to deworming services, access to mobile
veterinary services, and access to online treatment services. Since most of the services selected above are an integral part of the
animal health service, it is considered that a farmer has access to animal health services if this farmer has access to at least threeoft-
he listed health services. Figure 8 shows that about 66% of total farmers (figure a) do not have access to animal health services. In
addition, about 74% of all surveyed female farmers do not have access to animal health services.
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Tahle 27: Access to health services across different value chains, all farmers

Aggregate of all value chains

Number of % of surveyed |‘Number of % of 2.723

VLN DGy farmers do not | farmers do not farmers who

of farmers

have access to | have access to | 4o not have sample
surveyed health service | health services | 5ocess to farmers who

health service| 9° MOt access

(1) 2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) A
1 Dairy 655 299 46 =
=
2 Beef Fattening 416 194 47 :
=
3 Small Ruminant 412 358 87 1788 66 o
=T
4 | Sonali chicken 399 251 63 =
-
5 Scavenger poultry 418 369 88 §
o=
6 | Commercial Poultry 423 31 75 =

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Table 27 presents the number and proportion of farmers who do not have access to animal health services across different value
chains. As can be seen, about 87%, 63%, 88% and 75% of small ruminant rearing farmers, sonali chicken rearing farmers, scavenger
poultry rearing farmers, and commercial poultry rearing farmers do not have access to animal health services respectively. This means
that farmers do not have access to at least three of the listed health services for their livestock.

Table 28: Access to health services across different value chains, female farmers

—— % of surveyed Aggregate of all value chains

Total number | female farmers| female farmers [Number of

Value chains of female who do not who do not female farmers % of 1,402 female
farmers have access to| have access to |Who do not farmers who do
surveyed health service | health services [have access to| have not access

health service

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

1 Dairy 270 137 51

2 Beef Fattening 130 66 51

3 Small Ruminant 412 358 87 1,062 Th
4 Sonali chicken 132 79 60

5 Scavenger poultry 418 369 88

6 Commercial Poultry 40 33 83

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
Table 28 presents the number and proportion of female farmers who do not have access to animal health services across different
value chains. As can be seen, about 87%, 60%, 88% and 83% of small ruminant rearing farmers, sonali chicken rearing farmers,
scavenger poultry rearing farmers, and commercial poultry rearing farmers do not have access to animal health services, respectively.
Overall, female farmers have less access to animal health services compared to males. Hence, proper interventions are indeed neces-
sary to increase the access to animal health services for the farmers.
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Chapter 4.
Baseline Finding of
Dairy Value Chain

FINDINGS OF DAIRY LIVESTOCK CATEGORY
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There were 100,000 dairy farmers under different producer groups as the direct beneficiary of the LDDP. A total of 655 sample farmers
from the direct beneficiary dairy farmers across 8 districts have been surveyed during the baseline survey. The criteria for dairy farmer
selection of dairy producer groups were to have at least 2 milking cattle and 5 liters milk of per day per farm.

4.1 Dairy farm characteristics

The average number of Cattle/Buffalo per farm is presented in Table 29. As can be seen, on average, the same number (6 per farm) of
cattle and buffalo are present on each dairy farm. However, there are 2 lactating cows and 3 lactating buffalos on average present in
each dairy farm among the collected sample farms.

Table 29: Average number of cattle per dairy farm

Type of dairy farm

FINDINGS OF DAIRY LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

Bulls

Bull calf

Heifer

Source: FAO-LDDP Baseline survey, 2021

The following table presents the distribution of farmers based on different farm sizes in dairy value chain. The dairy cattle farm size
is classified as small (1-3 cattle), medium (4-5 cattle), and large (above 5 cattle). As can be seen, that about 22% of total dairy farmers
surveyed who were the group members of the LDDP project fall in the category of small farms. Besides, about 38% of total surveyed
farmers fall into the category of medium farms and about 40% of total surveyed farmers fall into the category of large farmers.

7 Datta, A. K., Haider, M. Z., & Ghosh, S. K. (2018). Economic analysis of dairy farming in Bangladesh. Tropical Animal Health and Production. doi:10.1007/s11250-018-
1659-7

Jabbar M.A., Islam S.M.F., Delgado C., Ehui S., Akanada M A.l., Khan M.l and Kamruzzaman M. (2005). Policy and scale factors influencing efficiency in dairy and poul-
try production in Bangladesh. ILRI (International Livestock Research Institute), Nairobi, Kenya, SLP (Systemwide Livestock Programme), Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, and

BSMRAU (Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman Agricultural University), Salana, Gazipur, Bangladesh. 76 pp
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Number of dairy farms

Small farm Medium farm Large farms
(1- 3 cattle) (4-5 cattle) (ahove 5 cattle)

Cox's Bazar

Netrokona

Satkhira

Sylhet

% of total (655 farms)
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

4.2  Milk production per cattle per day in dairy farming

The average productivity per cattle/buffalo per day is presented in Table 31. Although the milk production could be varied based on
different characteristics such as lactation period, age of the cattle, breed type, and cattle feeding, the average milk calculation per
cattle is calculated without considering variations due to these characteristics. However, the average milk production per day per cattle
presented in the table below will reflect the overall productivity scenario on the dairy farms in Bangladesh. To estimate the average milk
production per cattle per day, milk production data for each lactating cattle was collected for three periods, such as the early stage of
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the lactation period, mid stage of the lactation period and at the end of the lactation period. Then the average milk per day per cattle
is calculated for each cattle taking the average of these three periods.
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As can be seen at the bottom of columns (3) and (&), the average milk production per day per cow and buffalo is about 5.81 and 2.19
litres respectively. However, considering both cow and buffalo milk production together, the average productivity of dairy farming is
about 5.66 litres per cattle per day. While disaggregated across different districts, the productivity of cows is the highest (7.95 litres)
in Sirajganj districts following 7.07 litres in Dhaka, 7.04 litres in Satkhira, 6.97 litres in Coxs Bazar, 6.29 litres in Nilphamari, 5.74 litres in
Barguna and 3.71litres in Sylhet districts. The lowest milk production per day per cow is found in the case of Netrokona District which
is about 1.83 litres per cow per day. It should be noted that most of the farmers of the Netrokona district rear indigenous cows for milk
purposes. As can be seen from column (&), the average milk production per buffalo per day is about 2.91 litres in Cox's Bazar district
while it is only 1.65 litres in the Barguna district. It can be seen from column (7) that the average milk production per cattle per day is
about 5.25 litres in the case of female farmers which is a little lower than that of the average of male farmers (5.95 litres). However in
some districts (Barguna, Netrokona and Sirajganj) milk productivity per cattle is slightly higher for female farmers than the male farm-
ers. The most likely reason mightly be that sample female farmers are rearing cross breed cows than the male farmers. Furthermore,
female farmers adoption of other technologies seems to be low.
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Table 31: Dairy cattle productivity per cattle per day

Average milk production per cattle per day

] . . Both cow and buffalo together
District Dairy cow Dairy Buffalo
((iy4)) (26) Average Male (385) Female (270)
farmers farmers
(1

2 Cox’s Bazar

4 Netrokona

6 Satkhira

Sylhet

NB: Productivity per cattle = Average milk production per day per cattle during lactation period. There were one Hariana breed cow and one Murrah breed
buffalo in the surveyed sample giving 12 litres and 11 litres of milk per day. However, the calculation of average milk excluded these two samples since
these two breeds are not common in Bangladesh.
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Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Table 32 presents the milk productivity per year per standing cattle at the herd level. Following the productivity calculation criteria of
the PDO indicator provided by the PMU-LDDP, productivity is computed as the total quantity of milk production (litres) at the herd level
during the last year divided by the total number of standing animals including males and females, not in production. This productivity
reflects the productivity share of animals that are in production at the herd level. As can be seen at the bottom of columns (3) and (4),
the average productivity for the dairy cow at the herd level is about 618.68 litres and 153.67 litres for the dairy cow and dairy buffalo
respectively. However, considering dairy cow and buffalo milk production together, the average productivity per standing cattle of dairy
farming at the head level is about 600.22 litres per cattle per year at the herd level. While disaggregated across different districts, the
productivity of cows is the highest (869.30 litres) in Sirajganj districts following 832.84 litres in Satkhira, 739.83 litres in Dhaka, 730.34
litres in Cox's Bazar, 600.77 litres in Barguna, 628.20 litres in Nilphamari, and 403.19 litres in Sylhet districts. The lowest milk production
per day per standing cattle at the herd level is found in the case of Netrokona District which is 158.02 litres only. As can be seen from
column (4), the average milk productivity per standing buffalo at the herd level per year is about 222.78 litres in Cox's Bazar district while
itis only 103.00 litres in Barguna district. The average milk productivity per standing cattle at the herd level for female farmers is about
537.73 litres which is lower than that of the average of male farmers (644.04 litres).
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Table 32: Milk productivity per year at the herd level

Average productivity per farm per standing cattle per year (Littre)

. .. ) ) Both cow and buffalo together
District Dairy cow Dairy Buffalo

(1)) (26) Average Male (385) Female (270)
farmers farmers

Cox’s Bazar

Netrokona

Satkhira

FINDINGS OF DAIRY LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

Sylhet

NB: Productivity = (Total Milk production last year on the farm / Standing cattle)
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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The average quantity of milk production (litres) per farm per year is presented in Table 33. As can be seen at the bottom of columns (3)
and (4), the average milk production per farm for the dairy cow and dairy buffalo is about 3,777 litres and 1,072 litres per year. However,
considering both cow and buffalo milk production together, the average yearly production of dairy farming is about 3,670 litres per
farm. While disaggregated across different districts, the quantity of milk production of dairy cow rearing farms is the highest (6,302
litres) in Sirajganj districts following 4,435 litres per farm in Dhaka, 4,325 litres in Cox's bazar, 3,929 litres in Nilphamari, 3,723 litres in
Satkhira, 3,680 litres in Barguna, and 3,198 litres in Sylhet districts. The lowest milk production per day per cow is found in the case of
Netrokona District which is about 689 litres per farm per year. As can be seen from column (4), the average quantity of milk production
per buffalo rearing farm per year is about 1,327 litres in Cox's Bazar district while it is only 885 litres in Barguna district. In terms of
female farmers, it can be seen that the average milk production per farm per year is about 2,871 litres which is much lower compared
to the average milk production of male farmers (4,230 litres). This might be due to the small-scale operation of dairy farms by female
farmers.

Table 33: Average quantity of milk production per farm per year

Average production per farm per year (Littre)
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= Both cow and huffalo together
=

District Dairy cow Dairy Buffalo

(629) (26) Average Male (385) Female (270)
farmers farmers

(M (7)

2 Cox's Bazar 4,325 1327 3,918 4,638 2,870
-—-—-——
Netrokona
I_-_-__
Satkhira 3,723 3,723 3,822 3,552
-—-—-——
Sylhet 3,198 3,198 4,410 1,650

NB: Average milk production = total milk production during last year / number of farms
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

In terms of breed wise milk production per day per cow, it can be seen from Table 34 that in terms of crossbreed cows, milk production
per day per cow is the highest for Holstein-Friesian cross (9.24 litres) followed by Jersey cross (8.29 litres), Sahiwal cross (5.79 litres),
and Sindhi cross (4.95 litres)® . Among other breeds, Pabna breeds produce on average 5.27 litres of milk per day and the red Chittagong
breed produces 2.93 litres of milk per day. However, the average milk production of local breed cows is about 1.93 litres per day per
cow. In the case of buffalo, the local breed gives on average 2.14 litres of milk per day.

%The findings related to breed wise milk production per day per cow during the lactation period seem consistent with some local studies conducted in different
regions of Bangladesh (Paul et al., 2013; Amin and Afroz, 2021; Mamun et al., 2015; Das et al., 2021).
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Table 34: Breed wise average milk production in dairy farming
o I N
m (2 3) (4)

Local breed/Deshi

Jersey cross

Sahiwal cross

Pabna breed
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
Table 35 presents the average price of milk per litre disaggregated at the district level. As can be seen at the bottom of columns (3) and

(4), the average price of cow milk and buffalo milk per litre is about Tk 51.42 and Tk 74.69 respectively. However, considering cow milk
and buffalo milk together, the average price of milk is about Tk 52.10 per litre. Nevertheless, it can be seen from the bottom of columns
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(6-7) that the average price (Tk 51.70) for female farmers is slightly lower than that of the average price for male farmers (Tk 52.36).
This might be due to the less access to the market for female farmers compared to male farmers. While disaggregated across different
districts, the average price of cow milk is the highest (about Tk 62/litre) in Cox's Bazar and Dhaka districts. On the contrary, milk price
is the lowest, Tk 34.06 per litre in Satkhira district. In Nilphamari district and Sirajganj District, milk price per litre is about Tk 44.83/
litre and Tk 45.17/litre respectively. Among other districts, milk price is about Tk 60.49, Tk 55.71, and Tk 53.19 in Sylhet, Netrokona, and
Barguna districts respectively. As can be seen from column (4), average price of buffalo milk per litre varies between Tk 70 to Tk 77 per
litre. Overall, the buffalo milk price is higher compared to cow milk. Besides, cow milk price is the lowest in Satkhira district. Farmers’
better access to the market could be reflected at a better price with proper interventions.

Table 35: Average price of milk per litre

Average price of milk per litre (Tk)

L. Dairy cow Dairy Buffalo Total Male (385) Female (270)
District (629) (26) farmers farmers farmers
(1)

Cox's Bazar 62.50 76.82 64.44 64.90 63.79
-—-—-——
Netrokona 55.71 55.71 58.89 50.00
-—-—-——
Satkhira 34.06 34.06 34.21 33.79
-—-—-——
Sylhet 60.49 60.49 61.72 58.94

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY 29 1406

;



>
o=
o
(-]
[NS]
—
<t
(&)
<
(]
(=]
=
(7]
Ll
=
—
>
o=
<T
(=]
[T
(=]
(72
(2]
=
[=]
=
L

The average quantity of milk sold per farm per year is presented in Table 36 disaggregated across different districts.

Table 36: Average quantity of milk sold per farm per year

Average quantity of milk (litre) sold per farm per year

Both cow and buffalo together

District Dairy cow Dairy Buffalo
((71)) (26) Average Male (385) Female (270)

farmers farmers

Cox's Bazar

Netrokona

Satkhira

Sylhet

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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As can be seen from the bottom of columns (3) and (4), average milk sold per farm for dairy cow and dairy buffalo is about 3,064 litres
and 692 litres per year. However, considering both cow and buffalo milk production together, the average yearly sold quantity of dairy
milk is about 2,970 (column 5) litres per farm. While disaggregated across different districts, quantity of milk sold last year for dairy
cow farms is the highest, 5,199 litres in Sirajganj district following 4,009 litres in Dhaka, 3,647 litres in Cox’s Bazar, 3,180 litres in Satkhira,
2,999 litres in Nilphamari, 2,967 litres in Barguna, and 2,446 litres in Sylhet districts. However, the lowest amount of milk sold per farm
per year is found in the case of Netrokona District which is about 131 litres. As can be seen from column (4), the average quantity of
milk sold per buffalo farm per year is about 1,173 litres in Cox’s Bazar district while it is only 339 litres in Barguna district. Nevertheless,
it can be seen from the bottom of columns (6-7) that the average quantity of milk sold per year by the female farmers is about 2,296
litres which is lower than that of the average for male farmers (3,499 litres).

4.3 Dairy farmer’s breed preference (Cow) for artificial insemination

Out of a total 655 surveyed dairy farmers, 629 farmers were cow rearing farmers, and the remaining 26 farmers were buffalo rearing
farmers. Figure 9 shows the dairy cow rearing farmer’s highest preference of breed for artificial insemination. It can be seen from the
figure that the Holstein-Friesian cross is the most preferred breed among the farmers who reported their preference. About 71% of the
respondent farmers prefer the Holstein-Friesian crossbreed for artificial insemination of the dairy cow.
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Among other crossbreeds, 7% of respondent farmers prefer the Sahiwal cross, 5% of the respondents prefer the Sindhi cross, and 3%
of farmers prefer the Jersey crossbreed for artificial insemination. Only 3 respondents prefer the Pabna breed for artificial insemina-
tion of their cow. However, about 14% of total respondents prefer the local breed for the insemination of their cow. Likewise, in terms
of female farmers, it can be seen that the Holstein-Friesian cross is the most preferred breed for artificial insemination. For instance,
about 68% of female farmers preferred the Holstein-Friesian cross for artificial insemination of their cow. About 18% of female farm-
ers prefer local breeds for insemination.

1,4%
' 18,7%
~/l. 0%

(b) Female dairy farmers

29,5%

(a) Total dairy farmers

Jerseycross @ Pabna breed
@ Sindhicross @ Local breed/Deshi
@ Sahiwalcross @ Holstein-Friesian cross

FIGURE 9

Proportion of dairy farmer’s breed preference (Cow) for artificial insemination
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4.4 Dairy food processing by dairy farmers

Figure 10 shows the number and proportion of total dairy farmers who are engaged in dairy product processing on the farm. It can be
seen that only about 2% (16 farmers) of farmers are engaged in dairy product processing out of a total of 655 dairy farmers. A similar
proportion can be seen to participate in dairy food processing in the case of female dairy farmers.

16, 2% 6,2%

(a) Total dairy farmers (b) Female dairy farmers

639, 98% 263, 98%

@ Number of dairy processing farmers

@ Number of farmers without dairy processing

FIGURE 10
Proportion of farmers engaged in milk processing
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Table 37 presents the quantity of dairy products produced, sold and the average price of different dairy products. There are four dairy
items namely Cream, Ghee, Yogurt, and Sweetmeats are produced by the dairy farmers. Table 37 shows that on average about 800 Kg
of cream, 142 Kg of Ghee, 9,865 Kg of yogurt, and 1,200 Kg of sweetmeat was produced by the dairy farmers during the last year. The
quantity of dairy products sold is almost the same as the production. This indicates that most of the dairy product processor farmers
produced their product for commercial purposes. The average price of cream, ghee, yoghurt, and sweetmeat was Tk 400, Tk 725, Tk
160, and Tk 260 respectively.

Table 37: Production of dairy processed products by dairy farmers

-m Quantity produced (Kg) Quantity sold (Kg) Price Tk/Kg

(1

2 Ghee
4 Sweetmeat 1,200 1,200
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Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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4.5 Household access to market

451 To whom dairy farmers sell their milk

Figure T shows the proportion of dairy farmers who sell milk based on the categories of buyers to whom they usually sell their produced
milk. Among the total surveyed 655 dairy farmers 100 farmers (46 female) did not sell milk during the survey period. The farmers who
did not sell milk have started their dairy business recently and become the members of the producer group (PG) of the LDDP or they
are rearing local breeds and operating the farm on a subsistence basis. As can be seen about 15% of total surveyed farmers who sell
milk (17% of female farmers) mainly sell milk to the consumers. It is found that the small farmers and mainly the local breed rearing
farmers usually sell milk to the consumers. Besides, about 60% of total surveyed dairy farmers who sell milk (60% of female) usually
sell to the milk traders (Goala). Milk traders usually collect milk from the farmer's house. About 18% of total surveyed dairy farmers

(17% of female) who sell milk usually sell to the sweet manufacturers while only about 6% of farmers usually sell milk to the processing
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60 60

Category of buyers

% of farmers who sell milk

@ Total Farmers
@ Female Farmers

Milk trader

Sweet manufacturers

Consumer

Formul processing

LDDP supported VMCC

VMCC which is not
supported by LDDP |5

Online market

Lender to repay loan

FIGURE 11
To whom dairy farmers sell their milk

45.2  Place of selling milk

The following table presents the proportion of total surveyed farmers based on the place of selling milk. Out of a total surveyed 655
dairy farmers 100 farmers (46 female farmers) did not sell milk during the baseline survey period. As can be seen, 40% of total surveyed
dairy farmers (42% of female farmers) sell milk at the farmgate. This is because most of the traders (Goala) collect milk from the farm
and sometimes milk traders (Goala) help farmers in milking. Besides, some consumers collect milk from the farmer’s house. About 28%
of total surveyed farmers (27% of female) sell milk at the local market. Besides, about 16% of total surveyed farmers sell milk at the
buyer’s place.

Location of sale

@ Total Farmers
@ Female Farmers

% of farmers who transport milk

Sale
within
village

Farm
Gate

FIGURE 12
Proportion of farmers based on the place of selling milk
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Mostly, the farmers need to transport milk to the buyer’s place in this case. The farmers who sell milk at the the buyers place mainly sell
milk to processing companies, restaurants, and to some consumers. About 10% of surveyed farmers (12% of female farmers) sell their
produced milk within the village. It means that farmers sell milk to their neighbors within the same village. Only 5% of total surveyed
dairy farmers (4% of female farmers) are found to sell milk at the urban market.

45.3  Mode of milk transportation

Among the total surveyed 655 dairy farmers, a total of 275 farmers, of which 105 female farmers, transported milk for sale during the
last year.

Figure 13 presents the proportion of farmers who transported milk based on the mode of milk transport. The figure shows that about

33% of the farmers (29% of female farmers) who transport milk use bicycles/motorcycles for milk transport. Besides, about 24% of
surveyed farmers (25% of female) who transport milk use a rickshaw/van or auto vehicle, while about 19% of farmers (22% of female)
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Mode of Transport

@ Total Farmers
@ Female Farmers

% of farmers who transport milk

Bicycle/
Motorcycle
Rickshaw/
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FIGURE 13
Proportion of farmers used different mode of transport for milk

454  Waiting periods before selling milk

This indicator tries to estimate the time farmer waits before transport milk for selling. The estimation shows that on average dairy
farmers wait about one hour before transporting milk for selling.

455  Spoilage of milk during transportation for selling

As can be seen from Table 38 a total of 527 surveyed dairy farmers (215 female) reported that their produced milk did not spoil during
transport in last year.

Table 38: Spoilage of milk during transportation for selling

Number of
farmers did not report

milk spoil

(M

Cox's Bazar

Netrokona

Satkhira

Sylhet

-_------
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On the other hand, 128 farmers reported that their milk spoiled during the last year. Based on the seasons, it can be seen that milk was
spoiled 136 times during the summer season while 3 times it was spoiled during winter season. Overall, the risk of milk spoilage is
higher during the summer season compared to the winter season. However, the occurrence of spoilage during milk transportation was
higher in Nilphamari district compared to other districts in the summer season.

456  Sources from where dairy farmers’ purchase feed

Figure 14 shows the proportion of farmers who used purchased feed based on the sources of different purchased feed for dairy farm-
ing. About 83% of total surveyed dairy farmers (546 farmers of which 224 were female) use any kind of purchased feed for their dairy
cattle. It can be seen from figure (a) that the majority of farmers (about 67%) purchased feed from the local retailers while about 28%
of total surveyed dairy farmers purchased feed from the wholesalers. Besides, about 4% and 1% of total surveyed dairy farmers pur-
chased dairy feed from the feed company and local feed mixtures respectively. Here, feed company denotes the feed company dealers
who directly supply feed to the farmers. Local feed mixtures are some small entrepreneurs who commercially produce mixtures of feed
with different ingredients and sell them to the farmers.
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6,1% 3,1%

60,27%

a) Total dairy farmers

363, 67% 154,69%

® Wholesalers Feed company

@ Local feed mixers @ Local retailers

FIGURE 14
Number and Proportion of farmers based on the sources of purchased feed for dairy farming

It can also be seen from Figure 14 (b) that the majority (about 63%) of the surveyed female dairy farmers purchased feed from local
retailers while about 27% of female farmers purchased feed from wholesalers. About 3% of female farmers purchase dairy cattle feed
from the feed company dealers and 1% of female farmers purchase feed from the local feed mixtures.
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46 Livestock disease management

The baseline survey was carried out in 8 districts of Bangladesh for the dairy value chain. To understand the disease frequency faced
in the last year by the members of the Producer Groups (PGs) under the Livestock and Development Project (LDDP), the survey asked
infectious, reproductive, metabolic, and other disease-related questions to the farmers.

4.6.1  Occurrence of infectious diseases in dairy farm

Figure 15 shows that FMD is the highest occurred infectious disease in dairy farming. About 33% of total dairy farms and 29% of the
female operated farms reported to be affected by FMD last year®. The second highest occurred disease is Lumpy Skin Disease (LSD).
As can be seen, about 29% of total dairy farms and 26% of female operated farms have been affected by LSD during the last year. The
third highest occurred disease seems to be Mastitis. As can be seen about 18% of total dairy farms and 14% of female operated farms
have been affected by mastitis during the last year. Among other diseases 4% of total surveyed dairy farms and female operated farms
seem to be affected by Haemorrhagic Septicaemia (HS), 2% of total surveyed dairy farms have been affected by black quarters, and
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%The findings are consistent with some other studies in Bangladesh (Talukder, et. Al 2018)
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Table 39 shows the geographical distribution of the occurrence of infectious diseases in dairy farming. On average, 82 sample dairy
farmers have been surveyed from each district for the baseline survey. It is found that the highest occurrence of Foot and Mouth Dis-
ease (FMD) in Cox's Bazar district (42 farms) compared to Nilphamari (32 farms), Netrakona and Sirajganj (31 farms), Sylhet (30 farms),
Barguna (18 farms), Satkhira (17 farms) and Dhaka (16 farms). The highest frequency of mastitis was found in Sirajganj district (35 farms)
and the lowest in Netrakona (3 farms).

Table 39 Geographical distribution of occurrence of infectious diseases in dairy farms

Number of farms affected across district Total

. % of total
Total dairy| o/ ¢ yorar| feM3'€ 1570 female
farms d

operate
affected | 55° FarMS| “farms °';°’ated
arms

affected

Name of disease

Netrokona

(1) (4) (8) ' (7) | (8) | (8) | (10) (1) (12) (13) (14)

Mastitis

Anthrax

Bovine Tuberculosis

Rabies

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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4.6.2  Occurrence of reproductive disease in dairy farms

Figure 16 presents the proportion of total dairy farms affected by different reproductive diseases during last year. It can be seen that
repeat breeding is the highest occurred reproductive disease in dairy farming. About 39% of total dairy farms and 34% of the female
operated farms reported to face repeat breeding during last year. The second highest occurrence disease is anoestrous. As can be
seen ahout 15 % of the total surveyed dairy farms and 14% of female operated farms had been affected by anoestrous during last year.
Among other disease 7% of total dairy farms and 6% of female operated farms seems to be affected by retained placenta. Besides,
5% of total dairy farms and 4% of female operated farms have faced cow abortion while 4% of total dairy farms and 5% of female op-
erated dairy farms have faced dystocia. The absolute figures of farms facing different reproductive disease are presented in Table 40.
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8
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32

Retained
placenta
Abortion
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Metritis
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diseases causes

FIGURE 16
Proportion of dairy farms infected by reproductive disease
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Table 40 shows that the repeat breeding problem was the highest (47 farms) in the Nilphamari district followed by Cox’s Bazar (41
farms), Barguna and Dhaka (35 farms) and Satkhira 32 farms. The same number of farmers (22 farmers) reported the occurrence of
repeat breeding in the Netrokona, Sirajganj, and Sylhet districts. The highest occurrence of Metritis was in Cox's bazar district (4 farms)
while the highest occurrence of retained placenta was in Nilphamari district (10 farms). The highest number of farms (25-26 farms) in
Barguna and Sirajganj districts faced anoestrous while farms in Netrokona did not face this problem. Abortion was highest in Dhaka
and Sirajganj districts while the occurrence of dystocia and uterine prolapse was the highest in Nilphamari district. It can also be seen
from the table that a total of 14 farms faced calf death during delivery of which 4 farms in Barguna and 4 farms in Cox’s Bazar district.

Table 40: Geographical distribution of the occurrence of reproductive diseases in dairy farms

Number of farms affected across district Total

female
operated

farms
affected

(7) 1 (8) | (9) | (10) (m (12) (13)

Metritis

% of total
270 female
operated
farms

% of total
655 farms

Name of disease

'
(]
N
(1]
(--]
)
>
(-
U

4 Anoestrous

Dystocia

8

Calf death during
delivery

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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46.3  Occurrence of metabolic and other disease in dairy farms

Figure 17 presents the proportion of total surveyed dairy farms and female operated farms infected by different metabolic and other
diseases during the last year. It can be seen that about 37% of the total surveyed farms and 33% of female operated farms faced the
bloat disease last year. The second-highest occurrence was the respiratory complications and 12% of total farms and 1% of female

>
operated farms reported respiratory complications in their cattle. The absolute figures of farms that faced different metabolic diseas- §
es are presented in Table 41. E
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37 Name of the disease =
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FIGURE 17

Proportion of dairy farms infected by metabolic and other disease

Table 41 shows that out of a total of 61 farms who reported to be affected by milk fever, the highest number of farms (21 farms) was in
Cox's bazar district followed by Nilphamari (13 farms), Satkhira (10 farms) and Barguna (5 farmers). Only 2 farms were affected by ketosis
of which one in Barguna district and another in Cox’s Bazar district.

Table 41: Geographical distribution of the occurrence of metabolic and other diseases in dairy farms

Number of farms affected across district

Total dairy o
farms >
affected

of total
655 farms

#SL| Name of disease

Netrokona

(7) (8 (9) (10) (M (12) (13)

Ketosis

Bloat

Respiratory
complication

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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A total of 61 farms were reported to be affected by acidosis of which the highest occurrence was reported by the farms in Cox's Bazar
district (21 farms). Besides, most of the farms in every district seem to be affected by bloat. For instance, out of a total of 242 farms af-
fected by bloat, the highest number of farms was in Cox’s Bazar (55 farms), followed by 45 farms in Nilphhamari, and 33 farms in Sylhet.
The highest occurrence of poisoning was reported in Nilphamari (17 farms) while the highest occurrence of respiratory complications
was reported in Cox’s Bazar district (51 farms).

4.6.4  Vaccination against infectious disease

Figure 18 presents the proportion of total surveyed dairy farmers who use regular vaccination for different infectious diseases. It can
be seen that about 38% of total surveyed dairy farmers and 36% of female farmers use the regular vaccination for FMD on their farms.
In terms of Anthrax, about 19% of total surveyed dairy farmers and 17% of female dairy farmers reported using regular vaccination
while about 15% of total dairy farmers and 13% of female dairy farmers use reqular vaccination for Black Quarter (BQ). About 7% of
total farmers and 6% of female dairy farmers regularly use vaccination for Haemorrhagic Septicaemia (HS). A very low number of
farmers (1% -2%) use vaccination for mastitis and LSD. The absolute figures of farmers who used regular vaccination for the different
diseases are presented in Table 42.
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FIGURE 18
Proportion of farmers who use regular vaccination in dairy farming

Table 42 shows that out of a total of 249 farmers who used regular vaccination of livestock for FMD, 57 farmers were in Sirajganj dis-
trict, 41 farmers in Nilphamari and Stkhira, 34 farmers in Cox’s Bazar, 31 farmers in Dhaka, 20 in Barguna and Sylhet and 5 in Netrokona
districts. 3 farmers in each of Cox's Bazar, Nilphamari and Sirajganj districts used vaccination for mastitis while farmers in Barguna,
Netrokona, and Sylhet did not use that vaccine. It can be seen that the rate of vaccine use for all diseases was the highest in the Sir-
ajganj district.
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Table 42 Geographical distribution dairy farms use regular vaccination

Number of farms affected across district
Total dairy| % of total |Total female| % of total

Name of disease farms | 655 farms| operated (270 female

affected farms operated
affected farms

(1) (3) (4) (5) | (6)  (7) | (8) ' (9) | (10) (m (12) (13) (14)

2 | Metritis

4 | Anthrax

Haemorrhagic
Septicaemia

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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4.6.5  Death of dairy cattle due to disease

Every year, several cattle die due to different diseases. During data collection, the trained and experienced data enumerators tried to
identify the causes of cattle deaths based on its symptoms. Figure 19 shows the average number of cattle that died due to different
diseases during the last year (1st October 2020 to 30th September 2021). Surveyed dairy farmers reported that cattle mainly died due
to FMD, LSD, Anthrax, Black quarter, Haemorrhagic Septicaemia, calf diarrhoea, and Rabies diseases. It can be seen from the figure (a)
that the highest number (26 cattle, 33% of total cattle died) of cattle died due to FMD. However, in terms of female operated dairy farms,
the highest (10 cattle, 42% of total cattle died in female operated farms) number of cattle died due to LSD (Figure (b)) while 2 cattle died
due to FMD. Considering total dairy farmers (Figure (a), 21(27%), 17 (21%), 6 (8%), 4 (5%) cattle died due to LSD, calf diarrhoea, Anthrax,
and Haemorrhagic Septicaemia, respectively. Although 3 cattle died due to Rabies while considering total farmers, female farmers did
not face this problem on their farm.

4, 5%

1,4% \

b)

a
Total dairy farmers Female dairy farmers

@ Hemorrhagic Septicemia @ FMD © Lumpy Skin @ Calf Diarrhoea
Black Quarter @ Anthrax @ Rabies

FIGURE 19

Average number of cattle died due to disease
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47  Feed production and management in dairy farming

4.7.1 Grass cultivation

Dairy farmers cultivate different types of grass to feed their cattle. While some farmers cultivate grass occasionally and others culti-
vate grass on a regular basis. Figure 20 shows that about 57% (375 farmers) of total surveyed dairy farmers and 49% (131 farmers) of
female farmers cultivate green grass for dairy production. On the other hand, 43% of the total surveyed dairy farmers (280 farmers)
and 51% of female dairy farmers (139 female farmers) did not cultivate green grass. Noted that a total of 214 dairy farmers regularly
cultivate improved green grass for dairy farming.

b)
Female dairy farmers

a)
Total dairy farmers

FINDINGS OF DAIRY LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

@ Did not cultivated green grass @ Cultivated green grass

FIGURE 20
Number and Proportion of farmers engaged in fodder cultivation
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472  Area of grass cultivation

The following table shows the average area under grass cultivation for dairy farming. It can be seen that on average, about 20.41
decimal of land is used for grass cultivation among the sample farmers who are cultivating green grass. While disaggregated among
different districts, the grass cultivation area was the highest in Sylhet (31.61 decimal), following Barguna (26.71 decimal), Sirajgan;j (26.14
decimal), Dhaka (19.95 decimal), and Nilphamari (13 decimal). However, most of the farmers use their own cultivated land for grass
cultivation in Bangladesh, which is about 26.13 decimals on average.

Table 43: Area under green grass cultivation for dairy

Land area under grass cultivation (Decimal)
Homestead Fallow land Leased/ Own cultivable| Average of
Iand mortgaged in land Iand Total Iand

M (5)

Cox's Bazar 25.12 16.27
-————--
Netrokona
-————--
Satkhira 14.64 12.53
-—————-
Sylhet 32.00 15.90 31.33 31.61

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

473  Types of grass cultivation

Grass cultivation for dairy farming is becoming popular in Bangladesh. There are different types of grass being cultivated in Bangla-
desh, such as Nepier/Pakchun, German, Maiz, Kesheri, and so forth. Napier/Packchun grass is found to be the most popular among the
surveyed farmers. Nepier/Packchun is the most cultivated grass following German, Maiz, and Kesheri.

474  Feeding practices in dairy farms

Figure 21 shows the average quantity of different types of feed used by dairy farmers for their cattle per day. It can be seen that rough-
ages occupied the major portion of different feed categories including female farmers. Among roughages, the use of green grass (9.38
Kg/day/cattle) is the highest compared to other roughage (6.13 Kg/day/cattle) that includes paddy/wheat straw, hay, silage, UMS and
so forth. The average quantity of grains, oil cake, commercial ready feed, minerals, and molasses used by total surveyed dairy farmers
was about 1.71, 0.17, 0.66, 0.1 and 0.02 Kg per day per cattle respectively. In terms of female farmers, the quantity of grains, oil cake,
commercial ready feed, minerals, and molasses used by female farmers was about 1.49, 0.14, 0.57. 0.07, and 0.02 Kg per day per cattle
respectively.
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4.8 Food safety and certification

The following table shows the number and proportion of surveyed dairy farmers based on different food safety measures used in dairy
farming. Here, food safety measures consider both animal safety and health safety. Farmers who use any kind of food safety measures

on a regular basis are considered the user of food safety measures. It can be seen from Table 44 that only about 2% of total surveyed
dairy farmers (11 out of 655 farmers) wash their hands before entering the farm while the majority do not. Only 2% of the total surveyed
dairy farmers use footbath containing disinfectant at the entrance of the farm and control visitors/other animals, birds and pest access
on the farm. However, only 1% of the total surveyed farmers monitor and keep a record of biosecurity measures on the farm. About 4%
of farmers maintain a record of parents information, treatment, vaccination and Al for each dairy cattle. Only one dairy farmer out of a
total of 655 farmers has tested feed quality and safety materials from a private feed testing lab, but others never did feed quality tests.

98 FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY



Table 44: Use of food safety and certification measures in dairy farm

% of total |[Number of |% of 270

o . farmers use 655 farmers|female female
#SL| Food safety and certification particulars use this farmers use [farmers use

this measure . .
measure this measure this measure

Number of

Do you wash your hand before entering the farm?

Do you control visitor/other animal, bird and pest access on
the farm?

Do you keep record of parent’s information, treatment,
vaccination and Al information for each farm animal?

Do you transport animal with animal comfort?

FINDINGS OF DAIRY LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

Are all the utensils cleaned and sanitized properly with safe
water and disinfectants before and after use?

Do you keep milk in cleaned covered pan on height to prevent

urine and cow dung cross contamination into the milk?

Do you transport and sell milk by maintaining cool chain
below 5 dgree C before milk marketing?

Do you keep records of health check-up of animals and farm
workers (TB, Brucellosis etc.)

Do you maintain withdrawal period of antibiotic/hormone?

Do you use any label/brand for your cow’s milk?

In terms of animal transport, about 5% of total surveyed farmers reported that they transport animals for their comfort. Though masti-
tis is a common disease in cows, only 2 farmers out of a total of 655 farmers reported testing the mastitis for their milking cow. Besides,
only about 1% of farmers reported that they wash their milking utensils properly with safe water and disinfect before and after milking
while about 2% of total surveyed farmers wash their hands and disinfect cow's udder before milking. However, many farmers remain
unaware of this and do not practice safety measure during milking. About 10% of the total surveyed farmers practice milking hygiene
like keeping milk in a cleaned covered pan at height to prevent urine and cow dung cross-contamination into the milk to prevent
contamination of milk from urine and cow dung. Only 1% of farmers maintain a cool chain keeping milk under 5° during transpor and
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selling milk. About 12% of farmers maintain a drug withdrawal period to sell milk in the market. In terms of access to information, only
6% (37 out of 655) of total dairy farmers received information related to food safety issues. However, the proportion of female farmers
who use different food safety and certification measures is almost the same as it is for total farmers.

4.8.1  Sources of farm animals’ drinking water

Safe drinking water for livestock is very important for livestock farming. However, different farmers are using water from different
sources for their livestock farming. It can be seen from Table 45 that the majority (about 83%) of the total dairy farmers use direct
water from shallow tube-well or electric pumps as the source of drinking water for their cattle. Besides, about 9%, 5%, and 3% of
farmers use water from hand tube-well, ponds/cannels/rivers, and supply/tap water on their farms respectively.

Column (5) and (6) presents the number and proportion of female farmers based on the source of farm animals’ drinking water. It can
be seen that about 80% of female farmers use shallow tube-well/electric pump water for their cattle. Besides, about 10%, 7%, and 3%
of farmers use water from hand tube-well, ponds/cannel/rivers, and supply/tap water on their farms respectively. Overall, few farmers
use drinking water from ponds/cannels/rivers which should be improved. However, if the drinking water from a hand tube-well, supply/
tap, or shallow tube-well/electric pump is free from arsenic, it could not be confirmed during data collection since farmers did not
check the water from these sources.
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Table 45: Sources of farm animals’ drinking water

% of total 270
female farmers
who use this
source

(1 (6)

% of total 655 Number of female
farmers who use | farmers use this
this source source

Name of the water Number of farmers

source use this source

Ponds/Cannel/Rivers

Filtered

Sallow tube-well/
Electric pumps
Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

6

4.8.2  Sources of food safety related information

The following table shows the sources of food safety-related information. It is found that only 37 dairy farmers out of a total of 655
farmers received any kind of food safety-related information during the last year. Among those who received food safety-related infor-
mation, TV seems to be the most popular medium of information followed by online media, SMS, and training. For instance, a total of 33
farmers of which 26 male and 7 female farmers received information from TV. Out of the total of 14 farmers who received information
from online media, 13 are male and only one is female. However, only 2 farmers (one male and one female) reported that they received
information from mobile apps, exhibitions, and some other mediums such as NGOs. BLRI, and Billboard. Noted that some farmers re-
ceive information about food safety from more than one source.

100/ FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY



F

Table 46: Sources of food safety related information in dairy farming

Name of the source Number of farmers received information % of 37 farmers who
#SL | of food safety from this source received food safety

information mm related information
(1

Mobile app

Community radio

Online media

8

Others
(NGO, Billboard, BLRI)
Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

49  Technology and practices used in dairy farming

Table 47 presents the adoption of different technologies and practices in dairy farming in the surveyed areas of Bangladesh. Adoption
of any technology is considered if a farmer uses this technology on a regular basis in dairy farming.
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It can be seen that about 33% of surveyed dairy farmers reqularly cultivate improved fodder for dairy farming. About 65% of total
surveyed dairy farmers regularly use artificial insemination and routine deworming of their cattle while about 45% of total farmers
use routine vaccination. About T1% of the total surveyed dairy farmers use climate-resilient housing for their dairy cattle. Although
manure management is an important issue related to dairy farming, only 10% of the total surveyed farmers reported using manure
management. In terms of feeding, only 6 and 4 farmers were found to use UMS and silage making technology in their dairy farming on
aregular basis. Out of a total of 655 farmers, only 8 farmers use ration balancing to feed their cattle on the farm. Only 4% of total sur-
veyed dairy farmers use waste management technology while only 5% of total surveyed dairy farmers use calf weaning pan for dairy
farming. Although udder management is crucial for safe milk production, only 2% of farmers were found to use udder management
among surveyed farmers. Out of the total of 655 dairy farmers, only 6 farmers were found to be engaged in dairy food processing. No
farmer was found to use other technologies and practices such as Total Mixed Ration, UMB/UMMB, Floor feeding, Hydroponic fodder
production, Access to Climate-resilient manure entrepreneur, and Animal Identification. In terms of female farmers, it can be seen that
the proportion of adoption of different technologies and practices is lower compared to that for the total farmers.
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Table 47: Adoption of different technologies and practices in dairy farming
Adoption of Technology and Practices

Number of % of total (655) |Number of % of total (270)

#SL| N f technol
S ame of technology farmers farmers adopted |female farmers |female farmers

adopted technology adopted adopted

o © ©®» & 6

1 Improved Fodder cultivation 214 33 69 26

3 Total Mixed Ration 0 0 0 0
5 UMS 6 1 0 0

7 Artificial insemination 426 65 158 59
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9 Routine Deworming 426 65 163 60

n Waste Management 28 4 5 2

Other technologies and practices

14 Udder management 10 2 0 0

16 Milk replacer for calf 2 0 0 0

18 Floor feeding 0 0 0 0

20 Early pregnancy testing 27 4 8 3

22 Animal identification 0 0 0 0
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

102 /1406 FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY



F

4.0 Capacity enhancement of dairy farmers

Table 48 presents the number and proportion of farmers who received training on different technologies and practices as a means
of capacity enhancement. Table 48 shows that only 11% of total farmers (75 farmers out of 655 farmers) and 10% of female farmers
received training on routine deworming while 38 farmers of which 9 female farmers received training on improved fodder production.

for capacity enhancement

Number of total |% of total (655) |Number of % of total (270)
#SL| Capacity enhancement training farmers received [farmers receivedfemale farmers |female farmers
training training received training(received training

o @ . ® & 5 e

Table 48: Number of farmers received training
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28 = Training on using mobile apps 2 0 0 0
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Besides, 19 farmers of which 3 were females received training on artificial insemination of cattle. A total of 19 farmers including 7 fe-
male farmers reported that they received training on gender equality issues. Only 12 farmers of which only one female farmer received
training on climate-resilient housing. In addition, 6 farmers reported that they received training on good agricultural practices, UMS,
total mixed ration, and ration balancing in cattle farming. Besides, 5 farmers received training on animal health cards and certification,
food safety, and manure management. Only 4 farmers received training on silage production and 3 farmers received training on UMB
preparation while all are male farmers. Only 2 farmers (all-male) reported receiving training on using the mabile app, waste manage-
ment and calf wining pan use. On the other hand, only one farmer who is female reported receiving training on milk processing tech-
nology. Besides, only one farmer who is male received training on machine milking, hydroponic fodder production, and milk replacer
for a calf. The survey findings show that no farmer received training on animal identification, climate shock mitigation/adaptation,
business development and skill, agribusiness and value chain, early pregnancy diagnosis tool, and floor feeding of cattle. Overall, a very
low proportion of farmers received training in different livestock technologies and practices. Furthermore, female farmers’ participa-
tion in different pieces of training is low compared to male farmers. Hence, training on different technologies and practices should be
provided based on their priority for the development of the livestock sector.

41  Housing and management in dairy farming
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There are different types of cattle houses being used for dairy farming in Bangladesh. Table 49 shows that the majority (56 %) of the to-

tal surveyed dairy farmers and 53% of female farmers use a single row permanent cattle house made with brick in the floor and tin on
the roof. On the other hand, about 16% of total farmers and 13% of females use double row permanent cattle houses made with brick or
tin. About 25% of total dairy farmers and 32% of female farmers reported using the conventional type of cattle house. A conventional

(Kacha) house is mainly made with bamboo/jute sticks with a tin roof. Only 11 farmers of which 4 are female use single row cattle house
making shift while only 2 farmers of which one female use double row making the shift.
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Table 49: Type of housing used for dairy farming

% of total Number of % of total

Type of housing Number 655 dairy female farmers 270 female

of farmers farmers farmers

U]

Double row permanent made
with brick or tin

Double rows make-shift

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Table 50 shows the number and proportion of dairy farms based on the use of different housing facilities on the farm. The majority of
the dairy farms (86 % of total farmers and 84% of female farmers) reported that they have sufficient space for livestock, have proper
ventilation facilities on the farm (64% of total farmers and 58% of female farmers), use women-friendly utensils (78% of total farmers
and 77% of female farmers).

Table 50: Use of different facilities in the cattle house

% of total | Number of | % of total

655 dairy | female 270 female
farmers farmers farmers

Number of

#SL| Facilities in the cattle house
farmers

m

Electric fan

Mechanical watering and washing option

Proper ventilation

8 Quarantine facility

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Besides, 58 7% of total farmers and 54% of female farmers have an electric fan to keep the cattle house cool during the summer season.
Only 2% of total dairy farmers use mechanical watering and washing options in their cattle houses. About 37% of total farmers and
29% of female farmers use floor mats for their cattle. The biosafety plan is maintained on 106 farms of which 34 female operated farms
while a quarantine facility for disease affected livestock exists on 21 farms of which 4 is female operated farms. Only 5 farmers includ-
ing 2 female farmers use the mechanical manure management system in dairy farming. It can be seen from Table 50 that a total of 106
farmers of which 34 are female farmers use biosafety plans on their farms. Table 51 presents the number and proportion of farmers
based on different biosafety plans among the farmers who use biosafety plans on their farms. Among different types of biosafety plans,
the majority (77% of total farmers and 26% of female farmers) of farmers use a mosquito net to protect their livestock. A total of 13
farmers of which 6 are female use foot baths as a measure of biosafety plan on their farm.

Table 51: Types of biosafety plan used in the dairy farm

% of 34 female

Female operated operated farms

Biosafety plan Number of total % of 106 farms who Irmeholica

farmers use biosafety - who use

biosafety

Hand wash facility

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Figure 22 shows the number and proportion of dairy farms based on using different energy sources on the farm. The majority of farms
(78% of total farms and 77% of female operated farms) use electricity as the energy source while about 22% of farms (23% of female
operated farms) do not use any kind of energy.

510, 78%

208,77%

@ CElectricity
@ Noenergy used

FIGURE 22

Types of energy used in the dairy farm
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412 Manure management in dairy farming

Table 52 presents the number and proportion of farms based on different types of manure processing techniques used in dairy farming
by the beneficiaries under LDDP. It can be seen that most of the farms (53% of total farmers and 56% of female farmers) keep manure
(cow dung) as solid storage in the open space while only 18% of total farmers and 29% of female farmers keep manure as solid storage
in the covered place. Manure (cow dung) is also being used as burned fuel by about 5% of total farmers while only 1% of total farmers
process manure as anaerobic digestion. However, about 23% of total farmers (21% of female farmers) dispose of manure on the open
space which could be a great concern for environmental issues.

Table 52: Types of manure processing in dairy farm

% of total 270
female
operated farms

Type of manure Number of % of total 655 | Number of female

processing farms dairy farms operated farms

(1)
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Solid storage (in covered place)

Burned Fuel

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Manure (cow dung)is also used in crop cultivation. Farmers store manure in a place and use this manure in crop cultivation while it be-
comes compost. Figure 23 shows that about 76 % (495 farmers) of farmers use manure as organic fertilizer in crop cultivation. Besides,
about 98% (264 female farmers) of female farmers use manure in crop cultivation.

6, 2%

b) Female
operated
dairy farms

a) Total
dairy farms

@ Manure used in crop cultivation @ Do not use manure in crop cultivation

FIGURE 23
Number and proportion of farmers use manure as fertilizer in crop cultivation

Table 53 presents the number and proportion of dairy farms based on different categories of waste disposal on the farm. Waste is
defined as any other kind of material other than manure (cow dung) such as excess feed, straw, etc. It can be seen that about 40%
of total surveyed farmers (36% of female farmers) dispose of farm waste as solid storage in the open space while only 12% of total
farmers (11% of female farmers) dispose of waste in a covered place. More alarming is that about 40% of total farmers (45% of female
farmers) dispose of waste in the open space which could be an environmental concern. However, about 8% of total farmers (7% of
female farmers) use waste as burned fuel and 2 farmers of which one is female use waste for anaerobic digestion.

Table 53: Waste disposal in dairy farming

% of total 270
female
operated farms

Number of % of total 655 | Number of female

Type of waste disposal farms dairy farms operated farms

(1

Solid storage (in covered place)

Burned Fuel

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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413 Climate related risk in dairy farming

Different climatic risks such as floods, tornados, cyclones, extreme weather, and rainfall frequently affect livestock production in
Bangladesh. Table 54 shows that about 22% of the total surveyed dairy farmers (19% of female farmers) were affected by flood/flash
flood/waterlogging during the last five years. Besides, about 11% of total farmers (3% of female farmers) reported that tornado/cyclone
affected their farm during the last five years. About 3% of total farmers (2% of female farmers) reported that their farm was affected
by extremely hot weather while about 2% of total farmers (3% of female farmers) were affected by excessive rainfall. Extreme hot
weather is defining the temperature while dairy cattle feel uncomfortable surviving. Salinity is another challenge for livestock produc-
tion in the southern part of Bangladesh. About 3% of total farmers (3% of female farmers) reported that their farm was affected by the
increase in salinity during the last five years. Only one farmer reported that his farm was affected by extremely cold weather last year.
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Table 54: Number and proportion of farms affected by climatic risk last five years

Type of climate related Number of % of total 655 | Number of female | % of total 270
farmers dairy farmers farmers farmers

4 Extreme hot weather 19 3 6 2

6 Excessive rainfall 14 2 8 3
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Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

The effect of climatic risks on dairy farming could be of several types. As can be seen in Table 55 a total of 123 farmers of which 42
were female farmers reported that they faced the scarcity of green grass and concentrate feeds due to different types of climatic risks.
Besides, 52 farmers including 16 female farmers faced damage or destruction of cattle houses due to tornado/cyclone. Insufficient
input and service due to climatic risk is reported by 34 farmers of which 9 are female while 33 farmers of which 7 are female faced
animal death and disease outbreak due to climatic risk during the last five years. In addition, raising feed prices was reported by 44
farmers of which 21 are female while 14 farmers of which 7 are female faced interruption in output sales due to climatic risk during the
last five years.
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Table 55: Effect of different climatic risk on dairy farming

O] Number of % of total 655 | Number of female | % of total 270
#SL Effect of climatic risk .
farmers dairy farmers farmers female farmers

(1)

Animal death and disease
outbreak increase

Damage/destruction to livestock
house

Rising of food prices

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

414 Access to extension services in dairy farming

Table 56 shows that the majority (about 71%-87%) of total surveyed dairy farmers (column &) and female farmers (column 6) have
access to veterinary services, artificial insemination services, vaccination services, and deworming services.

FINDINGS OF DAIRY LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

Besides, about 30% of total surveyed farmers (10% of female farmers) have access to early pregnancy test services, 15% of total
surveyed farmers (11% of female farmers) have access to fodder production, cutting and distribution services, 11% of total surveyed
farmers (7% of female farmers) have access to livestock feeding and management services, and 10% of total surveyed farmers (7%
of female farmers) have access to online livestock and product marketing services. Only 8% of total surveyed farmers (6% of female
farmers) have access to local and global market information services, while 6% of total surveyed farmers (4% of female farmers) have
access to online knowledge sharing. Access to other types of extension services is also very low ranging from 1% to 4%. While dairy
farmers have access to some veterinary and health-related services, access to other services is very low. In addition, no farmers have
any access to some services such as online database services, and online treatment services.

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Table 56: Dairy farmers access to digital and physical extension services

Reported digital and physical extension services is accessible
Number of % of total Number of % of total 270
farmers (655) farmers | female farmers|{female farmers
reported this | reported this | reported this [reported this
services is services is services is services is
accessible accessible accessible accessible

#SL | Types of extension services

m

2 Artificial Insemination service

4 Pregnancy test service

6 Agro-enterprise development service

Livestock feeding and management services
service

Product and input quality control services service

12 Online Database service

Online knowledge sharing related to food safety,
14 | marketing, animal health, livestock production etc. 38 6 10 4
service accessible

Mobile veterinary clinic service

Manure management service

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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4.15 Household's nutrition awareness related information

Figure 24 presents the number and proportion of livestock farming households that received various nutrition awareness related
information. The figure indicates that 319 dairy farmers of which 122 female farmers received nutrition-related information. In terms
of proportion, about 49% of total dairy farmers received nutrition-related information while about 45% of female farmers received
nutrition-related information.
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b) Female
operated
dairy farms

a) Total
dairy farms

@ Received nutition related information @) Don't receive nutritional information

FIGURE 24
Number and proportions of households received nutrition awareness information

416 Gender perspective in managing dairy value chain

The dairy value chain is the largest value chain of LDDP intervention implemented in 61 districts in Bangladesh. The overall data states
that the gender barrier prevails in the Southern part on comparison to the Northern part. The young people are interested in the dairy
value chain rather than other value chains.

FINDINGS OF DAIRY LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

4.16.1  Gender perspective in household management in dairy value chain

The table below shows that women are mostly taking care of their families as well as the farm. Among the total surveyed households
who responded, females, are mainly taking care of children in 68% of households (HHs) and both males and females are taking care
in 28% HHs. In terms of preparing children for school, females are preparing children in about 84% HHs while both males and females
are preparing children in only about 13% HHs. Besides, females are caring for elderly members, cooking in the family and collecting
cooking water in about 61%, 98% and 42% of HH respectively who responded to the respective questions. The overall data amplifies
that cooking, rearing children, caring for elderly people and preparing children for school are dedicatedly taken care of by females.
The dairy value chain is one of the main value chains under LDDP intervention. For ensuring women's empowerment there is a need to
develop the promotion of the practice of sharing workload especially the household chores together in consensus which will strengthen
the family bonding and spend quality time with family members and become more productive.
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Table 57: Gender perspective in household management in dairy value chain

% of total farm households
who responded to this Total HH who

question responded to

Both . i
Total | Total Total | Total this question
male and
male female male | female
female

(1 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7

Number of members who
mainly manage the activity

Manage preparing children for their school
along with farming

Manage cooking along with farming

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

FINDINGS OF DAIRY LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

4.16.2 Gender perspective in farm management in dairy value chain

The following table presents the gender perspective in farm management in dairy farming. Among the total surveyed households who
responded to the respective questions, as can be seen in the majority of households (56 % to 87%), male members are mainly taking
decisions on buying livestock, choosing a breed, fodder production, fodder cultivation, selection of input supplier, contact with input
supplier, place of selling livestock, and contact with buyers and vet service providers.
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Table 58: Gender perspective in farm management in dairy value chain

Number of members who %hof total f?’m‘; hou:.e Sl
mainly manage the activity who lt'.espon LD Total HH who
Both question Both responded to
Total | Total moale and Total | Total ml:ile and this question
male female male | female
female female

(1)

Who chooses the breed?

Who cultivates fodder?

Who takes decision of feed rationing?

Who decide to manage manure?

10 Who perform cleaning and sanitization on
the farm?
Who maintain the contact with the input
supplier?

14 = Who maintain the contact with the buyer?
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Who maintain the contact with the vet
service providers?

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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On the other hand, in the majority of households (43% to 67% of total households who responded), both males and females are mainly
taking decisions for feed rationing, livestock feeding, manure management, waste management and cleaning and sanitization on the
farm of livestock but male have a strong command in taking a decision on where to sell (33%), use the income from livestock farming,
and cleaning of farm utensils in livestock farming. Overall, Men mostly manage outside work and their mobility is well accepted in the
society, but women are mainly responsible to manage the housing assignment as their mobility is restricted which is reflected on the
farm management assignment as well (e.g. women's limited access to contracting with input suppliers, buyers and vet services).

4.16.3 Gender perspective in access to training and services

As can be seen from the table below, males are mostly participating in training in 53%, spending more time in farming in 45%, having
access to financial services in 48% and go out for feed and food product testing in about 93% of farm households, and 60% men also
have access to digital and physical extension services. Overall, males have better access to different digital and physical extension
services- but females have very limited access to training (3%), going out for a feed and food testing (3%), and digital and physical
extension services (4%).

Table 59: Gender perspective in access to training and services in dairy value chain
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% of total farm households
who responded to this Total HH who

question responded to

Both

Total | Total Total | Total this question
male and

male female male | female
female

(1 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7

Number of members who
mainly manage the activity

Who spent more time in farm activities?

Who mainly goes out for feed and food

4 product testing?

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

4.6.4 Gender perspective in ownership of the farm and livestock

Despite of women's strong role in farm management of the Dairy value chain women less ownership in both farm and livestock. As
can be seen from the table below, in 84% of dairy farms, male members are the authorized owner of the farm while females are the
authorized owner in 7% farm and both male and females are the authorized owner in 9% of total dairy farms. In terms of the authorized
owner of the livestock on the farm, female, male and both male and females are the authorized owners of the livestock in 75%, 7%,
and 18% of the farms respectively.

So, there is a need to explore the opportunity of increasing the ownership of women in both farm and livestock management for accel-
erating the path of women empowerment.
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Table 60: Gender perspective based on the ownership of the farm and livestock in dairy value chain

Number T e % of total farm households
mamly manage the activity Who :esponded to this Total HH who

Both question Both responded to
Total |Total |00 [ Total |Total | 20 | thisquestion
male female el male | female T

(1) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7) (8)

2 | Who is the authorized owner of livestock?
Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

417 Farmers’ perceptions regarding LDDP services

LDDP is providing different services for increasing productivity, market access and climate-resilient production for the improvement
of the livestock sector in Bangladesh. This section presents the overall services to the farmers and the farmers satisfaction level
regarding the LDDP services.

FINDINGS OF DAIRY LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

4171 Farmers received asset from DLS/LDDP to start or continue their livestock business last year

It can be seen from Figure 25 that about 29% (189 dairy farmers) of the total surveyed dairy farmers received any kind of asset from
DLS/LDDP to start or continue their existing livestock business. On the other hand, 27% of female dairy farmers (72 female farmers)
reported that they received any kind of asset assistance from the DLS/LDDP.

a) Total b) Female

dairy farmers dairy farmers

@ Farmers did not received asset @) Farmers received asset

FIGURE 25
Number and Proportion of farmers received assets to start/continue livestock business

Table 61 shows that among different kinds of assets, 186 dairy farmers of which 71 were female farmers received cash incentives due
to the COVID impact and travel restriction last year to continue their existing dairy business. In addition, 3 farmers of which 1female
received feed incentives from LDDP last year.
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Table 61: Types of assets farmers received from DLS/LDDP during last year

Number of
farmers

% of total 655 Number of female | % of total 270

Asset from LDDP/DLS e farm_ers use this | farmers received fema!Ie farn.1ers
this received this this received this

m

2 Utensils like bucket, spade, etc

4 Feed mixture machine

6 Roughage shredder machine

Live animal

Feed
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Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

4.17.2  Farmers received training from LDDP

Only 5 dairy farmers received training from LDDP during the last year. However, among those who received training from LDDP, 4 male
farmers reported good while 1female farmer reported excellent regarding training from LDDP (see Table 62). While the baseline survey
commenced, some of the LDDP interventions were already in the field. Hence, some beneficiary farmers received some services from
the LDDP during the baseline period.

Table 62: Level of satisfaction regarding LDDP provided training during last one year

#sL rat.e .°f satisfacti.on 3': the Number of % of total 5 Number of female % of total 1
L':['):'"g youreceived from farmers dairy farmers farmers farmers

(1) (2)

Good

Not applicable

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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4.17.3  Farmers overall satisfaction regarding LDDP services

A total of 189 dairy farmers (72 females) received any kind of asset from LDDP last year. The overall satisfaction of those who received
an asset from LDDP is shown in Table 63. In terms of overall satisfaction regarding LDDP service, 69% of total farmers who received
assets from LDDP reported excellent. Besides, 31% of total farmers who received assets from LDDP reported good service. However, the
majority of dairy farmers did not comment on the overall satisfaction since they did not receive any service from LDDP yet (see Table
63). The rate of satisfaction of female farmers regarding LDDP services is the same as this for total farmers.

Table 63: Farmers overall level of satisfaction with LDDP services

Overall satisfaction with Number of % of total 189 Number of female % of total 72
X female farmers
LDDP services farmers received |farmers received | farmers received received

FINDINGS OF DAIRY LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

4 Bad 0 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Chapter 5.
Baseline Finding of
Beef Fattening Value Chain
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There were 20,000 beef fattening farmers under different producer groups as the direct beneficiaries of the LDDP. A total of 416 sample
farmers including 130 females from the direct beneficiary beef fattening farmers across 4 districts have been surveyed during the
baseline survey. The criteria for beef fattening PG member selection were that a farmer should have at least 2 beef fattening cattle on
the farm.

5.1 Beef fattening farm characteristics

The average number of cattle per farm is presented in Table 64. As can be seen, on average 4 cattle are present on each beef fattening
farm. However, there are 2 fattening bulls that exist on average per beef fattening farm.

Table 64: Average number of cattle per beef fattening

M (2 (3)
1 Bulls 2
2 Lactating Cow 2
3 Dry Cow 2
4 Bull calf 1
5 Heifer calves 1
6 Heifer 2
Average cattle per farm 4

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

The following table presents the distribution of farmers based on different farm sizes in the beef fattening value chain. Beef fattening
cattle farm size is classified as small (1-3 cattle), medium (4-5 cattle), and large (above 5 cattle)®. As can be seen that about 52% of
total surveyed heef fattening farmers who were the group members of the LDDP fall in the category of small farms. Besides, about 30%
of total surveyed farmers fall into the category of medium farm and about 17% of total surveyed farmers fall into the category of large
farmers. Overall, the majority of farmers are small farmers in the beef fattening value chain.

10 Datta, A. K., Haider, M. Z., & Ghosh, S. K. (2018). Economic analysis of dairy farming in Bangladesh. Tropical Animal Health and Production. doi:10.1007/s11250-018-
1659-7

Jabbar M.A., Islam S.M.F., Delgado C., Ehui S., Akanada M A.l., Khan M.I. and Kamruzzaman M. (2005). Policy and scale factors influencing efficiency in dairy and poul-
try production in Bangladesh. ILRI (International Livestock Research Institute), Nairobi, Kenya, SLP (Systemwide Livestock Programme), Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, and

BSMRAU (Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman Agricultural University), Salana, Gazipur, Bangladesh. 76 pp
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Table 65: Distribution of farmers based on different farm size

Number of beef cattle farms
#SL Small farm Medium farm Large farms
(1- 3 cattle) (4 - 5 cattle) (above 5 cattle)
(1) (2) (4)

(3)

(5)

1 Dinajpur 46 34 20
2 Jashore 55 31 17
3 Mymensingh 57 32 18
4 Patuakhali 60 29 17
Total 218 126 72
% of total (416 farms) 52 30 17

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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5.2 Beef fattening productivity of beef cattle

The following table presents the average live weight of beef at its slaughter age, price of beef and average quantity of live weight sold
by each farm during the last year (Ist October 2020 to 30 September 2021). Although beef live weight could depend on many factors such
as breed type, age of beef cattle at its slaughter age, rearing period, feeding and management and so forth, these characteristics are
not considered during live weight estimation during the baseline survey. Here, live weight is the estimated weight of beef cattle that are
sold by the farmer at slaughter age. Slaughter age denotes the age when a farmer sells his/her fattening beef cattle for slaughtering
purposes. However, the estimated live weight of beef cattle at its slaughter age will inform the average productivity of beef cattle. An
increase in the live weight at slaughtering age will inform the effect of different interventions such as improved breed rearing, fodder
and health management, housing, market access, and resilience to risk. Columns (3) and (6) in Table 66 show the average live weight
(kg) of beef cattle sold at their slaughter age.

122 FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY



As can be seen from column (3), the average live weight of fattening beef cattle is about 247.74 Kg which varies from 182.31 Kg to 356.21
Kg across different districts. However, the average live weight of fattening beef cattle is the highest in Jashore district (356.21 Kg per
beef) and lowest in Patuakhali district (182.31 Kg per beef). In terms of female farmers, as can be seen from column (6), the average
live weight of fattening beef per cattle at the slaughter age is about 239.67 Kg which is lower compared to the total number of farmers
(247.74Kg).

Table 66: Meat productivity of beef fattening cattle, price of beef and quantity sold

estimated live

(live weight) weight (Kg) of of beef (live |(live weight)
beef at slaughter | weight) sold per farm beef at slaughter sold per farm
age (Tk/Kg) last year (Kg) age last year (Kg)

m (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

1 Dinajpur 239.15 2717.18 611.90 243.38 278.06 525.60

2 Jashore 356.21 301.30 520.49 325.37 275.98 500.77

3 Mymensingh 268.19 293.14 442.92 24419 289.78 318.18

4 Patuakhali 182.31 351.03 465.66 186.64 339.92 462.17
Total 247.74 305.16 508.54 239.67 293.14 452.78

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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In terms of price, it can be seen from column (4) that the average price of beef meat on average is about Tk 305.16 per Kg which is the
highest in Patuakhali district (Tk 351.03 per Kg) and the lowest in Dinajpur district (Tk 277.18 per Kg). However, the average price of beef
meat for the female farmers (Tk 293.14 per Kg) is slightly lower compared to the average for total farmers. The average yearly price has
been estimated to overcome the seasonality bias in price estimation.
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In terms of average quantity sold per farm per year, as can be seen, on average beef fattening farmers sell 508.54 Kg of beef last year
(1st October 2020 to 30th September 2021). In terms of female farmers, on average each female farmer sold 452.78 Kg of beef meat last

year which is lower compared to the average for total farmers.

5.21  Meat productivity of beef fattening farms per standing cattle per year

Columns (3) and (4) of Table 67 present the productivity of beef fattening farms per year at the herd level. Following the productivity
calculation criteria of the PDO indicator provided by the PMU-LDDP, beef fattening productivity is computed as the total volume (kg)
of the live weight sold in a year (computed as animal numbers * estimated average weight), divided by the standing cattle population
(all cohorts). This productivity reflects the productivity share of animals that are in production at the herd level. As can be seen at the
bottom of columns (3), the average productivity for beef cattle at the herd level is about 181.69 Kg per standing cattle per year which
varies from 157.55 Kg to 212.01 Kg across districts. In terms of female farmers, the average productivity for beef cattle at the herd level
is about 161.29 Kg per standing cattle per year which varies from 122.87 Kg to 183.37 Kg across districts. The increase in productivity per
standing cattle will inform the farm's specialization in beef fattening which contributes to productivity.
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Table 67: Meat productivity of beef fattening farms per standing cattle per year

Average estimated live weight (Kg) of beef per standing cattle

#SL District per farm per year

Total farmers (416) Female farmers (130) ‘

B

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

5.2.2  Breed wise average live weight of beef cattle at slaughter age

The following table presents the average live weight of different breeds of beef cattle at the slaughter age. As can be seen, the average
live weight is the lowest (185.84 Kg per beef cattle) in the case of the local/deshi breed compared to the live weight of other breeds. On
the other hand, the average live weight of the Holstein crossbreed is the highest compared to that of other breeds.
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Table 68: Breed wise average live weight of beef cattle at slaughter age

Average live weight (Kg) per
beef cattle at its slaughter age

U] (2) (3)

H#SL Breed type

2 North Bengal Grey 210.00

4 Pabna breed 245.00

6 Jersey cross 236.67

8 Sindhi cross 224.67

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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5.3  Beef fattening household’s access to market

To know the market access of beef fattening farmers, several information has been collected such as to whom farmers sell their beef
cattle, where they sell and what is the mode of transport they use to transport their beef cattle for marketing.

5.3.1  To whom beef fattening farmers sell their beef

Out of the total of 416 surveyed beef fattening farmers, 24 farmers of which 6 were females did not sell any fattening beef during last
year (1st October 2020 to 30 September 2021). A total of 392 farmers of which 123 females sold beef last year. Figure 26 shows the dis-
tribution of farmers who sold fattening beef last year based on the type of buyers of beef. It can be seen that the majority (57% of total
farmers and 66% of female farmers) of beef fattening farmers sell beef to the trader or packer while 41% of total farmers and 33% of
female farmers sell beef to the consumers directly. Besides, 1% of total beef fattening farmers sell to the roadside butcher while 2% of
total farmers sell to the butchers in the local market. Overall, most of the farmers sell their fattening beef to the trader and or Packers
or Dalal. There is no well-organized beef marketing system in Bangladesh.
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FIGURE 26
Beef sold based on the type of buyers

5.3.2  Major place of selling beef

Figure 27 shows that the majority (63 % of total farmers and 66% of female farmers) of farmers who sell beef cattle sell their fattening
beef to the local market. Basically, different traders/paiker/dalal purchase beef cattle at the local market. In addition, 27% of total
farmers and 29% of female farmers sell their fattened beef at the farmgate. Those farmers who sell at farmgate don't use any trans-
port for selling their beef cattle. About 6% of total farmers and 3% of female farmers sell their fattened beef at the urban market and
about 4% of total farmers and 2% of female farmers sell their fattened beef within the village. Only one percent of farmers sell their
fattening beef to the buyer’s place.
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FIGURE 27
Main locations of selling beef cattle
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5.3.3  Mode of beef transportation

Out of the total of 416 surveyed beef fattening farmers, 131 farmers of which 42 were females did not transport any fattening beef during
last year (Ist October 2020 to 30 September 2021). A total of 235 farmers of which 87 were females transported their beef cattle during
the baseline period. Figure 28 presents the number of farmers who transport beef cattle for sale based on the mode of transport. The
figure shows that 44% of total farmers and 47% of female farmers transport beef on foot to the market. On the other hand, 47% of
total farmers and 48% of female farmers reported that they use auto (battery/engine driven) to transport their beef cattle. Only 5% of
total farmers and 3% of female farmers use mini trucks/truck to transport their fattened beef for selling.
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FIGURE 28
Mode of beef transport
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5.3.4  Selling the processed beef

All of the sample farmers reported that they did not slaughter or sell any processed beef or portions of beef during the last year.

5.3.5  Sources purchased feed for beef fattening farms

Out of the total of 416 surveyed beef fattening farmers, 341 farmers (108 female) used any kind of purchased feed. Figure 29 shows the
proportion of farmers who purchase feed based on the sources of different purchased feed for beef fattening farming. The majority of
farmers (79% of total farmers and 82% of female farmers) purchased feed from the local retailers while 17% of total farmers and 17%
of female farmers purchased feed from the wholesalers. Besides, 13 farmers of which 1female purchased feed from the feed company
while 1farmer purchased feed from local feed mixtures.

13,4% 1.0% L1%

(a) Total farmers (b) Female farmers
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268,79% 89,82%

@ Local retailer Wholesaler @ Feed company @ Local feed mixures

FIGURE 29
Major sources of purchased feed for beef fattening farming

5.4  Livestock disease management (beef fattening farms)

The baseline survey was carried out in 4 districts of Bangladesh for the beef fattening value chain. To understand the disease frequency
faced in the last year by the members of the Producer Groups (PGs) under the Livestock and Development Project (LDDP), the survey
asked infectious, reproductive, metabolic, and other disease-related questions to the farmers.

5.41  Occurrence of infectious diseases in beef fattening farm

Figure 30 shows that FMD is the highest occurring infectious disease in dairy farming. About 23% of total beef fattening farms and 21%
of the female operated farms were reported to be affected by FMD. The second highest occurred disease is Lumpy Skin Disease (LSD).
As can be seen, about 19% of total farms while 25% of female operated farms have been affected by LSD during the last year. Among
other diseases 2% of total farms and 3% of female operated farms seem to be affected by haemorrhagic septicaemia (HS).
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FIGURE 30
Proportion of beef fattening farms affected by infectious disease
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Table 69 shows the geographical distribution of the occurrence of infectious diseases in Beef fattening farms. A total of 104 beef fatten-
ing farmers have been surveyed from each district during the baseline survey. It is found that the highest occurrence of Foot and Mouth
Disease (FMD) in Jessore (32 farms) district compared to Patuakhali (26 farms), Mymensingh (23 farms), and Dinajpur (16 farms). The
highest frequency of LSD was found in Mymensingh district (31 farms) following Dinajpur (22 farms), Jessore (16 farms) and the lowest in
Patuakhali (12 farms). Only one beef fattening farm in Dinajpur and Mymensingh districts was affected by Anthrax last year. The highest
occurrence of haemorrhagic Septicaemia was in Dinajpur district (6 farms) while the lowest occurrence was in Mymensingh district
(one farm). A total of 2 farms in the Dinajpur district were affected by Brucellosis last year. In terms of female operated farms, it can be
seen from column (9) that LSD is the highest occurring disease while 32 female operated farms were affected by this disease last year.
Besides, a total of 27 and 4 female operated farms were affected by FMD and haemorrhagic Septicaemia respectively during last year.

Table 69: Geographical distribution of occurrence of infectious diseases in beef fattening

Number of farms affected across district _— 'ffOtall % of total
farms | 7 of total ema ‘t’ 4 [130 female
416 farms | 0Perate
affected farms

affected

Name of disease

Patuakhali
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

1 FMD 16 32 23 26 96 23 27 21
2 Lumpy Skin disease 22 16 31 12 81 19 32 25
3 Anthrax 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0
4 | Black Quarter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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5  Bovine Tuberculosis 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Haemorrhagic

6 | septicaemia 6 0 1 2 9 2 4 3
7 Rabies 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 | Brucellosis 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

5.42  Occurrence of metabolic and other disease in beef fattening farms

Figure 31 presents the proportion of total and female operated beef fattening farms infected by different metabolic and other diseases
during the last year (1st October 2020 to 30th September 2021). It can be seen that about 17% of the total farms and 18% of female
operated farms faced the bloat disease on their farms during last year. About 14% of total farms and 15% of female operated farms
have been affected by this disease during the last year. In the case of calf diarrhea, the highest occurrence was in Mymensingh district
(20 farms) followed by Dinajpur (18 farms), Patuakhali (10 farms), and Jessore (9 farms). Among other diseases, about 1% of total as well
as female operated farms are affected by poisoning and lameness. However, 1% of total farms faced acidosis and respiratory compli-
cations while no female operated farms faced this problem. Overall, bloat and calf diarrhoea are the frequently occurring metabolic
diseases in beef fattening farming.
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FIGURE 31
Proportion of beef fattening farms infected by metabolic and other disease

The table 70 below shows the geographical distribution of the occurrence of metabolic and other diseases in beef fattening farms.
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Table 70: Geographical distribution of beef fattening farms affected by different metabolic and other diseases

Number of farms affected across district Total % of total

Total % of total female 130 female
operated

Name of disease farms operated
farms

affected LA farms

affected
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1 Ketosis 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Acidosis 1 2 1 1 5 1 0 0
3 Bloat 25 1 21 10 69 17 23 18
4 Poisoning 0 0 2 2 4 1 1 1

5 Eg;”;{:’;"gn 2 2 0 1 5 1 0 0
6 Lameness 3 0 0 0 3 1 1 1

7 Calf Diarrhoea 18 g 20 10 57 14 19 15

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

It is found that the highest occurrence of acidosis was in Jessore district (2 farms) while one farm was affected in each of Patuakhali,
Mymensingh, and Dinajpur districts. The highest frequency of bloat was found in Mymensingh district (27 farms) followed by Dinajpur
(25 farms), Patuakhali (10 farms) and the lowest in Jessore district (7 farms). A total of 4 farms were affected by poisoning of which 2
farms in Patuakhali and the other 2 are in Mymensingh district. The respiratory complications were found in 5 farms of which 2 farms
in Jessore, 2 farms in Dinajpur and 1in Patuakhali district. Only 3 beef fattening farms in Dinajpur district faced Lameness on their
farms during last year. In terms of female operated farms, bloat seems to be the highly occurred disease (23 farms affected) following
poisoning (1farm) and lameness (1 farm).

5.43  Vaccination against infectious diseases in beef fattening farms

Figure 32 presents the proportion of beef fattening farmers who use reqular vaccination for different infectious diseases. About 34%
of total beef fattening farmers and 37% of female farmers use reqular vaccination for FMD while 17% of total farmers and 21% of fe-
male farmers use regular vaccination for anthrax. In addition, 12% of total farmers use reqular vaccination for the black quarter while
about 16% of female farmers use this vaccination on their farm. About 10% of total farmers use regular vaccination for Haemorrhagic
Septicaemia while 12% of female farmers use this vaccination. Among other diseases, 9% of farmers reported that they use the reqular
vaccine for LSD while only 1% of farmers use regular vaccination for rabies. In summary, the use of regular vaccination is higher for
female farmers for almost all diseases compared to male farmers. Besides, the rate of the use of vaccination for FMD is higher com-
pared to all other categories of diseases.
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FIGURE 32
Proportion of farmers use regular vaccination in beef fattening farming
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Table 71 shows the geographical distribution of the reqular vaccination in beef fattening farms. In terms of FMD, it is found that the
highest number of farmers in Jessore district used regular vaccination (50 farmers) compared to farmers in other districts. Among
other districts, 40 farmers use the FMD vaccination in Patuakhali while 29 farmers in Dinajpur and 24 farmers in Mymensingh use the
FMD vaccination.

Table 71: Geographical distribution of beef fattening farms use regular vaccination

Number of farms affected across district Total

Total female

farms % of total operated

affected 416 farms farms

affected

% of total
130 female
operated
farms

Name of disease

[}
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M (2) (3) (4) (5)
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=z)
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(7 (8) (9) (10)

1 FMD 29 50 24 40 143 34 48 37
Lumpy Skin Disease

2 (LSD) 0 1 6 32 39 9 12 9

3 Anthrax 10 15 3 42 70 17 27 21

4 | Black Quarter 10 L 3 27 51 12 20 16
Haemorrhagic

5 Septicaemia 9 10 0 21 40 10 16 12

6 | Rabies 1 0 2 0 3 1 1 1

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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A total of 32 farmers in Patuakhali use regular vaccination for LSD while only one farmer in Jessore and 6 farmers in Mymensingh use
vaccination for LSD and no farmer in Dinajpur uses vaccine for LSD. In terms of anthrax, 42 farmers in Patuakhali use reqular vaccina-
tion while 10, 15, and 3 farmers in Dinajpur, Jessore, and Mymensingh districts respectively used regular vaccination last year. In terms
of the black quarter, 27 farmers in Patuakhali use reqular vaccination while 10, 11, and 3 farmers in Dinajpur, Jessore, and Mymensingh
districts respectively use reqular vaccination. Besides, 9 farmers of Dinajpur and 10 farmers of Jessore district used vaccination for
Haemorrhagic Septicaemia while a larger number of farmers (21 farmers) in Patuakhali used this vaccination. However, no farmers in
Mymensingh are found to use vaccination for Haemorrhagic Septicaemia. Only one farmer in Dinajpur and 2 farmers in Mymensingh
district used vaccination for Rabies while no farmers in Jessore and Patuakhali used vaccination for rabies last year.

In terms of female farmers in column (9), it can be seen that the highest number of female farmers (48 female farmers) used regular
vaccination for FMD compared to other diseases. Among other diseases, 27, 20, 16, and 12 female farmers reported that they used reg-
ular vaccination for anthrax, black quarter, Haemorrhagic Septicaemia, and lumpy skin disease respectively.

5.4.4  Death of beef fattening cattle due to disease

The number of cattle that died in the beef fattening farm during the last year is reported in Figure 33. It can be seen that a total of 16
cattle died during the baseline period due to different diseases. The highest number of deaths was due to FMD (6, 37% of total deaths)
followied by Bloat (4, 25% of total deaths). Besides, 2 cattle died due to LSD, Anthrax, and poisoning last year. However, Figure (b) shows
that 2 cattle died on female operated farms, of which one from bloat and another from FMD disease.
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FIGURE 33
Number of cattle died due to disease

5.5  Feed production and management in beef fattening farms

Beef fattening farmers cultivate different types of green grass for their cattle. Some farmers cultivated green grass on their own land,
while some others cultivated grass leased in or mortgaged in land.
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5.5.1 Grass cultivation

Figure 34 shows that about 21% of total beef fattening farmers (89 farmers) and 28% of female farmers (36 female farmers) cultivate
green grass for beef fattening. On the other hand, a total of 327 farmers do not cultivate green grass, of which 93 are female.

(a) Total farmers (b) Female farmers

. Do not cultivate grass . Cultivate grass

FINDINGS OF BEEF FATTENING LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

FIGURE 34
Proportion of farmers engaged in fodder cultivation

5.5.2  Area of grass cultivation

It can be seen from Figure 34 that out of a total of 416 beef fattening farmers, 89 farmers cultivate grass for their livestock. Baseline
findings show that those who cultivate green grass, on average, about 15.56 decimal of land is used for grass cultivation among the
sample farmers in Bangladesh. While disaggregated among different districts, grass cultivation area was the highest in Mymensingh
(50.5 decimal) following Patuakhali (26 decimal), Dinajpur (14.34 decimal), and Jessore (10.38 decimal). However, most of the farmers
use their own land (16.35 decimals) and mortgaged in land (10.83 decimals) for grass cultivation in Bangladesh respectively.

Table 72: Average land area under grass cultivation for beef fattening
Average land area in decimal

Hm TGS Fallow land | Mortgage land Own Cultivate Total Land
land land
3) (4) (5) (6) ()

(1 (2)

1 Dinajpur = 18.63 12.4 1.4 14.34
2 Jashore 6.25 6.33 12.23 10.38
3 Mymensingh = 50.5 50.5
4 Patuakhali - 6 30 25.7 26
Grand Total 6.25 17.23 10.83 16.35 15.56

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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5.5.3  Types of grass cultivation

Grass cultivation for beef fattening farming is becoming popular in Bangladesh. There are different types of grass being cultivated
in Bangladesh, such as Napier/Pakchun, German, Maiz, Kesheri, and so forth. Nepier/Packchun grass is found to be the most popular
among the surveyed farmers. Few farmers cultivate other types of grass (dubli and local) for beef fattening farming.

5.5.4  Feeding practices in beef fattening farms

Figure 35 shows the average quantity of different types of feed used by beef fattening farmers for their cattle per day. It can be seen
that roughage occupied the major portion of different feed categories, including female farmers. Among roughage, beef fattening
farmers use on average of 6.06 Kg of green grass and 5.79 Kg of other roughage per day per cattle. The average quantity of grains,
commercial ready feed, oil cake, molasses, minerals, and used by total farmers was about 1.24, 0.64, 0.18. 0.1, and 0.09 Kg per day per
cattle respectively. Female farmers also used almost the same quantity of feed as there is for total farers in beef fattening.

Feed Categories
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FIGURE 35
Types of feed used per day per cattle in beef fattening farming
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5.6  Food safety and certification

It can be seen from Table 73 that only about 2% of farmers (9 out of 416 farmers) wash their hands before entering the farm while the
majority do not. Only 1% of the total beef fattening farmers use foot baths containing disinfectant at the entrance of the farm while
only 2% of farmers control visitors/other animals, birds and pest access on the farm. However, only one farmer monitors and keeps a
record of biosecurity measures on the farm, maintains a record of pedigree, treatment, vaccination and Al for each animal and tests
feed quality and safety materials from a private feed testing lab. About 1% of total farmers reported that the utensils cleaned and
sanitized utensils properly with safe water and disinfectants before and after use. In terms of animal transport, about 13% of total
farmers reported that they transport animals considering their comfort. Besides, 13% of total farmers reported that they follow the
drug withdrawal period. Only 10 farmers out of a total of 416 farmers receive food safety-related information while the majority remain
unaware of this and do not practice the food safety measures. Nevertheless, the proportion of female farmers who use the food safety
and certification measures is almost the same as this is for total farmers.

Table 73: Use of food safety and certification measures in beef fattening farms

% of total |Number of |% of 130
416 farmers |female female

use this farmers use |farmers use
measure

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Number of

Food safety and certification particulars farmers use
this measure
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1 Do you wash your hand before entering the farm? g 2 5 4
9 Do you use foot bath containing disinfectant at the 3 1 1 1
entrance of the farm?
3 Do you control visitor/other animal, bird and pest access
on the farm? 10 2 3 2
4 Do you monitor and maintain records for the above 1 0 0 0
mentioned activities?
5 Do you keep record of parent’s information, treatment, 1 0 0 0
vaccination and Al information for each farm animal?
6 Do you test the quality (Nutrient compositions) and safety
(Antibiotic, Heavy metals, Pesticide residue, Microbial 1 0 0 0
hazard) parameters of your cattle/buffalo feed
7 Do you transport animal with animal comfort? 54 13 14 n
8 Are all the utensils cleaned and sanitized properly with safe 5 1 2 1
water and disinfectants before and after use?
9 Do you perform regular health check-up of animals and 0 0 0 0
farm workers (TB, Jaundice, Brucellosis etc.)?
Do you keep records of health check-up of animals and farm
10 . 0 0 0 0
workers (TB, Brucellosis etc
n Do you maintain withdrawal period of antibiotic/hormone? 53 13 15 12
12 | Do you get any cattle health certificate before sale? 3 1 1 1
13 Do you use any label/brand for your beef cattle? 0 0 0 0
14 | Did you receive any information related to food safety? 10 2 2 2

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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5.6.1  Sources of farm animals’ drinking water (Beef)

Safe drinking water for livestock is very important for livestock farming. However, different farmers are using water from different
sources for their livestock farming. It can be seen from Table 74 that the majority (76% of total farmers and 73% of female farmers)
of farmers use shallow tube-well/electric pumps as the source of drinking water for their cattle. Besides, about 19% of total farmers
and 21% of female farmers use hand tube-well water for their beef cattle. Most of the farmers use water from sallow tube-well/electric
pumps for household consumption as well as on the beef fattening farm. However, about 4% of total farmers and 6% of female farmers
reported that they use farm animal's drinking water from ponds/cannels/rivers. Hence, this might be a safety concern regarding farm
animals’ drinking water in beef fattening farming.

Table 74: Sources of farm animals’ drinking water (beef)

% of total 130
female farmers
who use this
source

M (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% of total 416 Number of female
farmers who use farmers use this
this source source

Name of the water Number of farmers

source use this source
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1 Tube-well 80 19 27 21
2 Ponds/Cannel/Rivers 18 4 8 6
3 Supply/ Tap 0 0 0 0
4 Filtered 0 0 0 0

5 Sallow tube-well/ 38 76 94 73
electric pump

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

5.6.2  Sources of food safety related information (Beef fattening farmers)

It is found that only 10 beef fattening farmers out of a total of 416 farmers received any kind of food safety-related information during
the last year. Among those who received food safety-related information, TV seems to be the most popular medium of information fol-
lowing SMS, online media, mobile apps, and training. For instance, a total of 9 farmers, received information from TV, 6 farmers received
information from SMS, 5 farmers received information from online media and 3 farmers received information from training and mobile
apps. Only 2 female farmers (column 6) received information from TV. Overall, the female farmers have much less access to food safety
information compared to male farmers.

Table 75: Sources of food safety related information in beef fattening farming

% of 2 female
farmers who
received food
safety
related information
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Number of % of 10 farmers Number of female
farmers received who received farmers received
information from food safety information from

this source related information this source

Name of the
source of food

safety information

1 Training 3 1 0 0
2 Mobile app 3 1 0 0
3 SMS 6 1 0 0
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Community radio

Online media

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

5.7  Technology and practices used in beef fattening farming

Table 76 presents the adoption of different technologies and practices in beef fattening farming in the surveyed areas of Bangladesh.
Adoption is defined as the regular use of any technology or practice on the farm. It can be seen that about 46% of total farmers use
routine deworming of their cattle while about 34% of total farmers use routine vaccination. Some beef fattening farmers rear dairy
cattle along with their beef fattening cattle.

Table 76: Technology and practices used in beef fattening farms

Adoption of Technology and Practices

Number of | % of total 416 Number of % of total 130
#SL| Name of technology farmers farmers adopted |female farmers |female farmers|

adopted technology adopted adopted
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1 Artificial insemination 149 36 50 39

3 Silage making 2 0 0 0

5 Ration balancing 3 1 1 1

7 UMB/UMMB 0 0 0 0

9 Routine Deworming 190 46 60 47

n Waste Management 1 0 0 0

Hydroponic fodder production

16 Access to Climate-resilient manure entrepreneur

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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It is found that about 36% of total farmers use artificial insemination on their farm. About 6% of farmers reported using improved
fodder cultivation. About 4% of farmers use climate-resilient housing for their cattle. Although manure management is an important
issue related to beef fattening farming, only 2% of farmers reported using manure management among the total surveyed farmers.
Only 1 farmer uses waste management technology on the farm. In terms of feeding, only 10 and 3 farmers were found to use UMS and
ration balancing technology on their farms. Besides, one farmer is found to use floor feeding on their farm. No farmer is found to use
other technologies and practices such as Total Mixed Ration, UMB/UMMB, hydroponic fodder production, access to Climate-resilient ma-
nure entrepreneur, and animal identification. In terms of female farmers, it can be seen that about 47% of female farmers use routine
deworming, 39% of female farmers use farm cattles artificial insemination, 48% of female farmers use routine vaccination, and 8%
of female farmers use improved fodder production technologies. Besides, 3 female farmers use climate-resilient housing and ‘have
adopted manure management systems. Only one female farmer uses ration balancing and UMS on their farm.

5.8  Capacity enhancement of beef fattening farmers

Table 77 presents the number and proportion of farmers who received training on different technologies and practices as a means of
capacity enhancement. It can be seen that only 24 farmers of which 11 were females received training on routine deworming while 14
farmers of which 3 were female farmers received training for artificial insemination. Besides, 13 farmers of which 3 were females re-
ceived training on improved fodder production. Only one female farmer received training on climate-resilient housing and using mobile
app. 2 farmers of which one female received training on manure management and waste management. A total of 11 farmers of which
6 were females received training on ration balancing while 17 farmers of which 5 were females received training on UMS. A total of 4
farmers including 1female received training on UMB/ UMMB preparation and good agricultural practice. In addition, 4 farmers reported
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that they received training on food safety. Overall, the majority o farmers did not receive any training on most of the technologies
and practices. Hence, there is a big room to increase productivity, market access, and resilience of beef production by enhancing the
farmers' capacity enhancement.

Table 77: Number of farmers received training for capacity enhancement
Capacity enhancement of beef fattening

. - Number of o Number of % of total 130
#SL| Capacity enhancement training farms received f/aor‘:r:st::acleli'\l:id female farms | female farms
training received received

(U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1 Routine Deworming 24 6 n 9
2 Artificial insemination 14 3 4 3
& Improved fodder production 13 & 3 2
4 Climate-resilient housing 1 0 1 1
5 Manure management 2 0 1 1
6 Ration balancing n 3 6 5
7 UMS 17 4 5 4
8 Waste management 2 0 1 1
9 Total Mixed Ration n 3 2 2
10 Silage making 5 1 1 1
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12 Floor feeding 0 0 0 0

14 | Agribusiness and value chain 0 0 0 0
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16 Good agricultural practice 4 1 1 1

18 Climate shock mitigation 0 1 0 0

20 Animal health card and certification 0 0 0 0

22 Training on using mobile apps 1 0 1 1

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

5.9  Housing and management in beef fattening farming

There are different types of cattle houses are being used for beef fattening farming in Bangladesh. Table 78 shows that the majority
(56%) of the total beef fattening farmers and 49% of female farmers use a single row permanent cattle house made with brick on the
floor and tin on the roof. On the other hand, about 6% of total farmers and 7% of female farmers use double row permanent cattle
houses made with brick or tin. About 2% of total beef fattening farmers and 2% of female farmers reported using the single row
makeshift type of cattle house. However, 36% of total farmers and 43 % of female farmers use the conventional type of cattle house.

Table 78: Type of housing used by the beef fattening farmer

%oftotal Number of % of total
#SL | Type of housing LI K16 beef fattening | fomale farmers 130 female
of farmers | farmers farmers

S e A

Double row permanent made
v | e

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Table 79 shows the number and proportion of beef fattening farms based on the use of different housing facilities on the farm.

Table 79: Use of different facilities in the beef fattening cattle house
Beef fattening farmers

Facilities in the % of total 130
cattle house Number of total % of total 416 beef Number of female beef
farmers fattening farmers female farmers | fattening farmers

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1 Floor mat 125 30 32 25
2 Air cooling 0 0 0 0
3 Floor Electric fanr mat 188 45 58 45
Mechanical manure

4 management 0 0 0 0
Mechanical watering

. and washing option 18 < : 2

6 Biosafety plan 82 20 25 19

7 Proper ventilation 41 10 9 7
Sufficient space

8 for livestock 296 n 88 68

9 Quarantine facility 1 0 0 0
Utensils are women

10 friendly 284 68 87 67

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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The majority of the farms (71% of total farmers and 68% of female farmers) have sufficient space for livestock, 30% of total farmers
and 25% of female farmers use floor mats, and 45% of total farmers as well as female farmers have electric fans on the farm, 4% of
total farmers and 2% of female farmers have mechanical watering and washing facilities. Besides, 20% of total farmers and 19% of
female farmers use a biosafety plan, and 10% of total farmers and 7% of female farmers have proper ventilation on the farm. About
68% of total farmers and 67% of female farmers reported that the utensils they use are women friendly.

It can be seen from Table 79 that a total of 82 farmers of which 25 are female farmers use biosafety plans on their farms. Table 80
presents the number and proportion of farmers among the farmers who use biosafety plans on their farms based on different biosafety
plans. Among the different types of biosafety plans, the majority of farms use mosquito nets to protect their livestock. However, no
farmer is found who uses foot baths on their beef fattening farms.

Table 80: Types of biosafety plan used in the beef fattening farm

Beef fattening farmers

% of ( 25)

Biosafety plan Number of total % of 82 farmers | Number of female | female farmers
farmers who use biosafety | farmers

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
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1 Foot bath 3 4 1 4
2 Hand wash facility 9 ll 6 24
3 Mosquito net 70 85 18 72

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Figure 36 shows the number and proportion of beef fattening farms based on using different energy sources on the farm. The majority
of farms (83% of total farmers as well as female farmers) use electricity as the energy source. Only one male farmer uses solar energy
on his beef fattening farm (Figure a).

iz 22,11%

. Electricity @  Solar energy ‘ No energy used

FIGURE 36

Types of energy used in beef fattening farms
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5.10 Manure management in beef fattening farms

Table 81 presents the number and proportion of farms based on different types of manure processing technigues. It can be seen that
most of the farmers (72% of total farmers and 79% of female farmers) keep manure (cow dung) as solid storage in the open space
while 20% of total farmers and 15% of female farmers keep manure as solid storage in the covered place. Manure (cow dung) is also
being used as burned fuel. A total of 2 farmers were found to use manure as a burning. Only 3 farmers of which 1female process ma-
nure as anaerobic digestion to produce biogas. However, about 6% of total farmers and 4% of female farmers dispose of manure on
the open space which could be a concern for environmental issues. The efficient manure management could reduce the GHG emissions
in livestock farming.

Table 81: Types of manure processing in beef fattening farmers

% of total 416 % of total 130
beef fattening :lumI:erfof female beef
farmers emaie farmers fattening farmers

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Type of manure Number of

processing farmers
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1 Solid storage (Open space) 301 72 102 79
2 Solid storage (in covered place) 85 20 19 15
3 Dispose to open space 25 6 5 4
4 Burned Fuel 2 0 2 2
5 Anaerobic digestion 3 1 1 1

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Farmers also use manure in crop cultivation after making compost. Figure 37 shows that about 88% (366 farmers) of total farmers as

well as female farmers use manure as organic fertilizer in crop cultivation.

a) Total farmers

366, 88%

b) Female
operated farms

113, 88%

. Manure used in crop cultivation . Do not use manure

FIGURE 37

Number and Proportion of farmers use manure as fertilizer in crop cultivation

Table 82 presents the number and proportion of beef fattening farms based on different categories of waste disposal on the farm.
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Waste is defined as any other kind of material other than manure (cow dung) such as excess feed, straw, and so forth.

Table 82: Waste disposal in beef fattening farms

% of total 416
beef fattening
farms

#SL Type of waste disposal L AL

farmers

(M (2)

1 Solid storage (Open space) 234 56
2 Solid storage (in covered place) 48 12
3 Dispose to open space 118 28
4 Burned Fuel 15 4
5 Anaerobic digestion 1 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Number of
female farmers

% of total 130
female beef
fattening farmers

60

30

It can be seen that about 56% of total farmers and 60% of female farmers dispose farm waste as solid storage in the open space while
12% of total farmers and 8% of female farmers dispose waste in the covered place. More alarming is that about 28% of total farmers

and 30% of female farmers dispose waste in the open space which could be an environmental concern. Besides, 4% of total farmers

and 2% of female farmers dispose waste as burned fuel. However, only one male farmer uses anaerobic digestion.
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5.1  Climate related risk in beef fattening farming

Different climatic risks such as floods, tornados, cyclones, extreme weather, and rainfall frequently affect livestock production in
Bangladesh. Table 83 shows that about 1% of farms (11% of female operated farms) were affected by flood/flash flood/waterlogging
during the last five years. Besides, about 15% of farmers (14% of female operated farms) reported that tornados/cyclones affected
their farm in the last five years. 2 farmers of which one female operated were affected by extremely hot weather while only one male
operated farm was affected by extremely cold weather. However, 8 farmers (all male) reported that they faced excessive rainfall during
the last five years.

Table 83: Number and proportion of farms affected by climatic risk during last 5 year

Type of climate related Number of b/::ff ft:ttf;,:;:g Number of female é,:;f: E::J? 0
risk farms farms operated farms | fattening farms
(2) (3) (4) (5)

(1)

(8)

1 Flood/flash flood/waterlogging 47 |l 14 n
2 Draught 0 0 0 0
3 Tornado/cyclone 62 15 18 14
4 Extreme hot weather 2 0 1 1
5 Extreme cold weather 1 0 0 0
6 Excessive rainfall 8 2 0 0
7 Salinity 0 0 0 0

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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The effect of climatic risks on beef fattening farming could be of several types. A total of 47 farmers of which 14 were female responded
to the question related to the effect of climatic risks. Table 84 shows that a total of 42 farmers of which 13 female farmers reported
the scarcity of green grass and concentrate feeds due to different types of climatic risk. Besides, 33 farmers of which 13 were female
farmers faced damage or destruction of cattle houses due to tornado/cyclone. Insufficient input and service due to climatic risk is
reported by only one male farmer. A total of 79 farmers of which 11 are female faced animal death and disease outbreaks due to climatic
risk. In addition, raising feed prices is reported by 9 farmers of which 2 are females while 30 farmers of which 10 are female faced
interruption in output sales due to climatic risk last year.

Table 84: Effect of different climatic risk on beef fattening farming

. . . Number of % of total 47 Number of female | % of total 14
Effect of climatic risk
farmers farmers farmers female farmers
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1 Output sale interrupted 30 64 10 n

9 Animal de.ath and disease 37 79 1 79
outbreak increase

Scarcity of green grass and

. concentrate feeds 42 89 13 3

4 Damage/destruction to livestock 33 70 13 93
house

5 Inadequate input and service 1 9 0 0
(veterinary Treatment, Al, vaccine)

6 Rising of food prices 9 19 2 14

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

5.12  Access to extension services in beef fattening farming

Table 85 shows that the majority (about 69%-75%) of total dairy farmers (column 4) and female farmers (68% -76%) (column 6) have
access to veterinarian and consultancy services, artificial insemination services, vaccination services, and deworming services. Be-
sides, 6 farmers of which 2 females have access to fodder production, cutting and distribution services, 14 farmers of which 3 female
farmers have access to livestock feeding and management services, and 10 farmers of which 6 females have access to online livestack
and product marketing services. Overall, most farmers don't have access to many other services such as online treatment, mobile
veterinary clinics, online databases, online knowledge sharing, and business development training.
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farmers access to digital and physical extension services

Number of total |% of total 416 Number of % of total 130
farmers reported |farmers reported|female farmers |female farmers
this services is |this services is |reported this reported this
#SL| Types of extension services accessible accessible services is services is
accessible accessible

L A ) R R N

Table 85: Beef fattening

Artificial Insemination

Deworming

Fodder production, cutting and
distribution

Local & global market information

Product branding and quality certification

Online livestock and product marketing
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b.13 Household's nutrition awareness related information

b) Female
a) Total farmers , operated farms

. Don't receive nutritional information ‘ Received nutition related information

FIGURE 38
Farm households received nutrition awareness information
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Figure 38 presents the number and proportion of beef fattening farmers who received various nutrition awareness related informa-
tion. The figure indicates that about 182 (44%) of beef fattening farmers of which 55 were female (43% of female farmers) received
nutrition-related information last year. On the other hand, the majority of beef fattening farmers (234 of which 74 were female did not
receive any nutrition-related information.

5.4 Gender perspective in beef fattening value Chain

The beef fattening value chain is another important value chain of the LDDP intervention implemented in 61 districts in Bangladesh. To
fulfil the demand for animal protein the beef fattening value chain is an important initiative for the country. Usually, the farm owners
purchase the cattle to rear for a few months and then sell them in the market. The male and young boys who are more accessible to
market, veterinary services interested in this beef fattening value chain.

5.141 Gender perspective in household management in beef fattening value chain

The table below shows that women are mostly taking care of their family as well as the farm. Among the total surveyed households
who responded, females are mainly taking care of children in 75% of households (HHs) and both males and females are taking care of
Children in 23% HHs.

Table 86: Gender perspective in household management among the PG of beef fattening

% of total farm households
Number of members who b ded to thi
mainly manage the activity. Who r?spon edto this Total HH who
question
responded to
Both X )
Total | Total Total | Total this question
male and
male female male | female
female
(1) (3) (4) (6) (7)

(2) (5)

Manage taking care of children along with

1 . 7 289 89 2 75 23 385
farming
Manage preparing children for their school

2 . . 6 304 69 2 80 18 379
along with farming

Manage caring elderly family members
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(8) (9)

3 along with farming 7 247 83 2 73 25 337
4 Manage cooking along with farming 7 385 16 2 94 4 408
5  Manage collecting water along with farming 15 259 136 4 63 33 410

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

In terms of preparing children for school, females are preparing children in about 80% of HHs while both males and females are prepar-
ing children only about 18% HHs. Besides, females are caring for elderly members, cooking in the family and collecting cooking water
in about 73%, 94% and 63% of HH respectively who responded to the respective questions. The overall data amplifies that cooking,
rearing children, caring for elderly people, and preparing children for school are dedicatedly taken care of by females.

For ensuring women's empowerment there is a need to develop the promotion of the practice of sharing workload especially the house-

hold chores together in consensus which will strengthen the family bonding and spend quality time with family members and become
more productive.
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5.14.2 Gender perspective in farm management in beef fattening value chain

The following table presents the gender perspective in farm management in beef fattening farming.

Table 87: Gender perspective in farm management in beef fattening value chain

S
§ Number of members who %hof total “:I": :no::ghold >
] mainly manage the activity | " 0 responded to this Total HH who
= question
T responded to
(X} Both Both hi -
= Total Total Total | Total this question
male and male and
= male female male | female
=) female female
@« (1)) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
E 1 Who takes the decision of buying livestock? 217 3 195 52 1 47 415
; 2 | Who chooses the breed? 218 5 189 53 1 46 412
= —
L 3 Who tak'es the decision of fodder 166 4 67 70 2 28 237
— production?
=T
:_- 4 | Who cultivates fodder? 202 1 n 95 0 5 214
L
= 5  Who collect fodder from field? 253 5 19 91 2 7 277
[N
3 6 | Who takes decision of feed rationing? m 17 226 41 4 55 414
(d=)
= 7  Who fed animals on the farm? 122 26 268 30 6 64 416
(=]
E 8 | Who decide to manage manure? 137 19 213 37 5 58 369
9 r;l:; ;nanages manure and waste on the 125 23 231 33 6 61 379
10 ){I\tl]gofgfnzf;rm cleaning and sanitization on 100 77 296 925 19 56 403
1 Who choose the input supplier? 296 20 69 77 5 18 385
12 Who rpaintain the contact with the input 304 10 50 84 3 13 384
supplier?
13 Who decide where to sale? 243 8 165 58 2 40 416
14 ' Who maintain the contact with the buyer? 341 7 68 82 2 16 416
5 Who decide the use of money earned from 167 7 242 40 2 58 414
livestock?
16 | Who maintain the contact with the vet 317 6 9 77 1 22 414

service providers?
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Among the total surveyed households who responded to the respective questions, as can be seen in the majority of households (58%
to 95%), male members are mainly taking decisions for fodder production, fodder cultivation, selection of input supplier, contact with
input supplier, place of selling livestock, and contact with buyers. On the other hand, in the majority of households (55% to 64% of
total households who responded), both males and females are mainly taking decisions for feed rationing, livestock feeding, manure
management, waste management and cleaning and sanitization on the farm of livestock but male have a strong command in taking a
decision on where to sell (58%), to use income from livestock farming (40%). Overall, Men mostly manage outside work and their mobil-
ity is well accepted in the society, but the female is mainly responsible to manage the housing assignment as their mobility is restricted
which is reflected on the farm management assignment as well (e.g. female's limited access in contracting with input supplier, buyer
and vet services).
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5.14.3 Gender perspective in access to training and services

As can be seen from the table below, males are mostly participating in training in 58% and 53% of males have access to different
digital and physical extension services while both male and female farmers spent time in farm activities in about 42% and 7% respec-
tively. 40 % of female and 27% of male go out for feed and food product testing, and an almost equal 38% of male and 37% of female
have access to finance.

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY 151



Table 88: Gender perspective in access to training and services in beef fattening value chain

% of total farm households

who rfasponded to this Total HH who
question

Both Both responded to

Total | Total Total | Total this question
male and male and

male female male | female
female female

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Number of members who
mainly manage the activity

1 Who participates in the training? 209 8 144 58 2 40 361

2 | Who spent more time in farm activities? 130 23 161 42 7 51 314

3 Who mainly have access to finance/ credit? 156 152 107 38 37 25 415

4 Who mainly t_;oes out for feed and food 85 4 103 27 40 33 312
product testing?

5 Who have mainly access to different digital 187 8 151 53 5 4 356

and physical extension services?
Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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b.14.4  Gender perspective in ownership of the farm and livestock

Overall, males (563%) have better access to different digital and physical extension services, but females have very limited access to
training (2%), and digital and physical extension services (5%). As can be seen from the table below, in 87% of beef fattening farms,
male members are the Gender perspective in ownership of the farm and livestock. Despite a female’s role in farm management of Beef
fattening female has less ownership in both the farm and livestock.
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Table 89: Gender perspective based on the ownership of the farm and livestock in beef fattening value chain

Number e e % of total farm household
mamly manage the activity who :gsponded [T Total HH who

Both question Both responded to
Total | Total moale and| Total | Total mnale and this question
male | female e male | female female

(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Who is the authorized owner of this farm? 416

2 Who is the authorized owner of livestock? | 353 14 49 85 3 12 416
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

As can be seen from the table above, in 87% of beef fattening farms, male members are the key authorized owners of the farm while
females are the authorized owner in 3% of farms and both males and females are the authorized owner in 10% of total beef fattening
farms. In terms of the authorized owner of the livestack on the farm, females, males and both males and females are the authorized
owners of the livestock on 85%, 3%, and 12% of the farms. So, there is a need to explore the opportunity of increasing the ownership
of females in both farm and livestock management to accelerate the path of female empowerment.

5.15 Farmers perceptions regarding LDDP services

LDDP is providing different services for increasing productivity, market access and climate-resilient production for the improvement
of the livestock sector in Bangladesh. This section presents the overall services to the beef fattening farmers and the farmers’ satis-
faction levels regarding the LDDP services.

5.15.1  Farmers received asset from DLS/LDDP to start or continue their livestock business last year

It can be seen from Figure 39 that about 13% (56 beef fattening farmers) of total beef fattening farmers received any kind of asset from
DLS/LDDP to start or continue their existing livestock business. On the other hand, 87% of farmers reported that they did not receive
any kind of asset assistance from the DLS/LDDP. Among female farmers, about 12% of farmers (15 farmers) received an asset from
DLS/LDDP last year.years.

b) Female

a) Total farmers operated farms

360, 87% T4, 88%

. Farmers did not receive asset @  Farmers received asset

FIGURE 39
Number and Proportion of farmers received assets to start/continue livestock business
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Table 90 shows the number and proportion of farmers who received different assets for the LDDP.

Table 90: Types of assets farmers received during last year

#SL
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Asset from LDDP/DLS

Utensils like bucket, spade, etc

Hygienic cleaning tools

Grass chopper machine

Cash incentive

Vaccination & Deworming

Number of
farmers
received
this

% of total 416
farmers use this
received this

% of total 130
female farmers
received this

Number of female
farmers received
this

S . A —

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

5.15.2

Farmers received training from LDDP

As can be seen, 26 beef fattening farmers of which 7 female farmers received cash incentives due to COVID impact last year to continue
their existing beef fattening business. In addition, 1female farmer received another asset feed incentive last year. A total of 29 farmers
(7 female) received vaccination and deworming medicines from LDDP. This is because the baseline survey was carried out while some
of the interventions of LDDP were already in the field.

Only 4 beef fattening farmers received training from LDDP last one year. However, among those who received training from LDDP, 3
male farmers and 1female farmer reported good training from LDDP (see Table 91).

154 406

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY

#



F

Table 91: Level of satisfaction of beef fattening farmers regarding LDDP provided training during last one year

Rate of satisfaction on the
#SL | training you received from
LDDP

Number of % of total & Number of female % of total 1
farmers farmers farmers farmers

S e O (A () R

e 4w w

6 Not applicable 0 0 0 0

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

5.15.3 Farmers overall satisfaction regarding LDDP services
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A total of 56 beef fattening farmers (15 female) received any kind of asset from LDDP last year. The overall satisfaction of those who
received an asset from LDDP is shown in the following table. In terms of overall satisfaction regarding LDDP service, 100% of total
farmers who received assets from LDDP reported good service. However, the majority (87% of total farmers) of beef fattening farmers
did not comment regarding the overall satisfaction since they had not received any service from LDDP yet (see Table 92).

Table 92: Beef fattening farmers overall level of satisfaction with LDDP services

. . . o % of total 15
#sL Overall satisfaction with Number of % of total 56 Number of female female farmers

LDDP services farmers received |farmers received | farmers received received

2 Good 56 100 15 100

4 Bad 0 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Chapter 6.
Baseline Finding of
Small Ruminant Value Chain

>
(=4
(=}
(==}
Ll
[—
T
o
>
(=]
(=}
—_
(7]
Ll
=
-l
[
—
<T
=
=
=
o=
-l
-
<t
b=
n
L
o
(72
(4=}
—
(=]
=
L

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY




There were 15,000 small ruminant farmers under small ruminant producer groups as the direct beneficiaries of the LDDP. Small rumi-
nants consider both goat and sheep farming. A total of 412 sample farmers (367 from goat farming and 45 from sheep farming) from
the direct beneficiary small ruminant farmers across 4 districts, namely Kustia, Kurigram, Rajshahi, and Rajbari have been surveyed
during the baseline survey. Although the primary sampling distribution was 325 goat farmers and 87 sheep farmers, the final sample
size has been rearranged to 367 goat farmers and 45 sheep farmers due to the unavailability of beneficiary sheep farmers during the
baseline survey.

6.1 Goat and sheep farm characteristics

The average numbers of goat and sheep per farm are presented in columns (3) and (5) of Table 93. As can be seen, on average 6 goats
are present on each goat rearing farm while 10 sheep are present per sheep rearing farm.

Table 93: Average number of goat and sheep per farm

“ Average number of Goat “ Average number of Sheep
(3) (4) (5)

M (2)

1 Does 3 Rams 2
2 Castrated goat 2 Ewes 5
3 Kids 2 Wethers 3
4 Bucks 2 Lamb 4
5 Average number of goats 6 Average number of sheep 0

per farm
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

per farm

Small ruminants have been classified into three categories, such as small (-4 goats/sheep), medium (5-8 goat/sheep), and large (more
than 8 goats/sheep)". As can be seen from the following table, out of the total surveyed 367 goat rearing farms, 30% are categorized
as small farm, 57% are categorized as medium farm, and 13% are cateqorized as the large farm. On the other hand, 20% of sheep
rearing farms are categorized as small farms, 27% are categorized as medium farm and 53% are categorized as large farms. Overall,
the majority of goat rearing farms are categorized as medium farm while majority of sheep rearing farms are categorized as large farm.

T Farm size has been categorized following Nandi et al., (2011) small ruminant (goat & sheep) farms will be classified as small (-4 ruminants), medium (5-8 ruminants),

and large (above 8 ruminants).
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Table 94: Distribution of sample small ruminant farmers based on different farm categories

Number of sample farmers rearing goat and sheep
Goat farmlng (357 farmers) Sheep farming (45 farmers)
Category

Small farm | Medium farm| Large farm Small farm |Medium farm| Large farm
(1- 4 goats) | (5 - 8 goats) | (>8 goats) |(1- l:sheep) (5- 8sheep) (>8sheep)

(3) (4) (5)

1 Kurigram 58 35 10 0 0 0
2 Kushtia 22 41 25 3 3 9
3 Rajbari 15 83 5 0 0 0
4 Rajshahi 13 51 9 6 9 15
Grand Total 108 210 49 9 12 24

% of total goat and
sheep farmers

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

30 57 13 20 27 53
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6.2  Small ruminant's meat productivity

The following table presents the average live weight of goat and sheep at their slaughter age during last one year (1 October 2020 to
30™ September 2021). Although the goat and sheep live weight could depend on many factors such as breed type, age of goat and sheep
at its slaughter age, rearing period, feeding and management and so forth, these characteristics are not considered during live weight
estimation during the baseline survey. Here live weight is the estimated value of goat and sheep that are sold and consumed on-farm by
the farmer at slaughter age. Slaughter age denotes the age when a farmer sells his/her fattening beef cattle for slaughtering purposes.
Average live weight is calculated by dividing the total quantity of live weight sold and consumed on-farm (number of goat and sheep
sold and consumed during last year * average live weight) with the total number of goat and sheep sold and consumed on-farm by the
survey households.

6.2.1  Average live weight of goat and sheep at the slaughtering age

As can be seen at the bottom of columns (3) and (5) of Table 95, average live weight of a goat and sheep is about 14.96 Kg and 11.91 Kg
at the slaughter age, respectively. However, considering goat and sheep together, the average live weight of small ruminant is about
14.53 Kg per small ruminant. While disaggregated across different districts, the average live weight of goat is 13.82 Kg in Kurigram and
1757 Kg in Kustia districts. Besides, the average live weight of goat in Rajshahi district is found to be 15.22 Kg. However, the lowest live
weight per goat was in the Rajbari district which is only 12.68 Kg. In terms of sheep farming, the live weight per sheep in Kushtia district
is higher (14.11 Kg) compared Rajshahi district (11.29 Kg).
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Table 95: Meat productivity of small ruminant

(2)

Kurigram
Kushtia
Rajbari
Rajshahi

Total

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

13.82

17.57

12.68

15.22

14.96

= 13.82
14.1 17.15
= 12.68
1.29 13.95
n.91 14.53

6.2.2

Average quantity of meat (live weight) sold per farm per year
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The average quantity of meat sold per goat and sheep farm per year is presented in Table 96 disaggregated across different districts.
As can be seen from the bottom of columns (3) and (4), the average quantity of meat sold per goat and sheep farm is about 42.33 Kg
and 47.13 Kg per year respectively. While disaggregated across different districts, the quantity of goat meat sold last year is the highest,

53.96 Kg in the Rajshahi district followed by 51.48 Kg in Kustia, and 43.15 Kg in the Kurigram district. However, the lowest quantity of goat
meat sold per farm is found in the case of Rajbari district which is about 25.47 Kg per year. As can be seen from column (4), the average
quantity of sheep meat sold per farm per year is about 50 Kg in Rajshahi district while it is only 41.40 Kg in Kustia district.

Table 96: Average quantity of meat (kg) sold per farm last year

#SL
(1)

1

2

160/

District

(2)

Kurigram
Kushtia
Rajbari
Rajshahi

Total

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Average quantity (live weight, Kg) sold per farm per year

(3)
43.15

51.48

25.47

53.96

42.33

(4)

41.40

50.00

47.13
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6.2.3  Average price of goat and sheep meat

Table 97 presents the average price of goat and sheep meat per Kg (live weight) respectively disaggregated across the district level.
The price is estimated as the yearly average during the baseline period to overcome the seasonal bias. As can be seen at the bottom of
columns (3) and (&), average price of goat meat and sheep meat is about Tk 341.89 and Tk 305.74 per Kg respectively. However, consid-
ering goat meat and sheep meat together, the average price of meat (live weight) is about Tk 337.94 per Kg. While disaggregated across
different districts, the average price of goat meat seems to be the highest (about Tk 368.39/Kg) in Rajshahi district. On the contrary,
goat meat price is the lowest, Tk 327.75 per Kg in Rajbari district. In Kurigram district and Kustia District, goat meat price per Kg is about
Tk 327.83 and Tk 352.92 respectively. The average price of sheep meat seems to be the highest (about Tk 317.17/Kg) in Rajshahi district,
while lowest in Kustia district (Tk 282.88 per Kg).

FINDINGS OF SMALL RUMINANT LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

Average
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
1 Kurigram 327.83 = 327.83
2 Kushtia 352.92 282.88 342.72
3 Rajbari 321.75 - 321.75
4 Rajshahi 368.39 317.17 353.47
Total 341.89 305.74 337.94

NB: Meat price = Average value per goat and sheep / average live weight of goat and sheep, Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Breeding management in small ruminant farming

Table 98 presents the types of breeding used in goat and sheep farming. It can be seen that the majority of farmers (96 %) use off-farm
paid natural mating in goat farming. Besides, a total of 1l farmers engaged in goat farming use natural mating in their own farm and 13
engaged in sheep farming use off-farm paid natural mating. However, only 3 goat rearing farmers reported using Al services for their

goats.

Table 98: Types of breeding used in goat and sheep farm

m

Breeding method

Total

% of % of total 412

farmers
total farmers

Number of total (45) use this use this

farmers (367) goat sheep thod
farmers farmers e method

(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Natural mating in
1
own farm n 3 32 7 43 10
Off-farm paid
2 natural mating 353 96 13 29 366 89
3 Al service 3 1 0 0 3 1

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Table 99 presents the number and proportion of farmers who use off-farm breeding, including Al. on their farm across different
sources of breeding. It can be seen that about 99 % of farmers use breeding services from other private services (the farmers who do
breeding business locally). Only 3 goat farmers used the goat breeding service from the community breeding center.

Table 99: Sources of off-farm breeding for goat and sheep

Sheep farming Total

farmers

Number of % of total Number % of total

farmers (356) goat of

use this
method

Source of breeding (13) sheep

farmers

farmers farmers

(1) (2)

% of
total 369
farmers
use this

method

1 Govt. breeding center 0 0 0 0 0 0
Community breeding

2 center 3 1 0 0] 3 1

& Others (Private service 353 99 13 100 366 99

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Figure 40 shows the number and proportion of farmers regarding the use of inbreeding in goat and sheep farming. About 30% of goat
rearing farmers reported that they use inbreeding (Figure a) while about 71% of sheep rearing farmers use inbreeding (Figure b) on
their farms. Considering both goat and sheep farming together, it can be seen that (Figure c) about 35% of total small ruminant rearing
farmers use inbreeding on their farms. Overall, the rate of using inbreeding on farms is higher in sheep rearing farms compared to goat
rearing farms. Hence, increased awareness regarding the problem of inbreeding is indeed necessary.
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c) Total
a) Goat b) Sheep lmall

farming farming ruminant

. Do not use inbreeding . Use inbreeding

FIGURE 40
Number and Proportion of farmers use inbreeding in farm

In terms of inbreeding related awareness, about 30% of goat farmers and 71% of sheep rearing farmers reported that they use inbreed-
ing on the farm. However, only one goat rearing farmer and 20 sheep rearing farmers reported that they knew about the praoblems of
inbreeding problems. Hence, proper interventions are needed to reduce inbreeding and increase awareness regarding the problems of
inbreeding.
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Table 100: Small ruminant rearing farmers’ awareness of inbreeding

2o % of Total
Number of total Number total (45) farmers % of
#SL farmers (367) goat of sheep total 412
farmers farmers farmers
m (2)

(3) (4) (5) (8) (7) (8)

Use of inbreeding

1 in farm

m 30 32 n 143 35

Farmers know about
2 inbreeding problem 1 1 20 63 21 15

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

6.3.1  Goat farmers breed preference for artificial insemination

It was found that only 3 goat rearing farmers responded regarding their preference for artificial insemination. However, all 3 farmers
preferred black Bengal goats for artificial insemination on their farms.

Table 101 presents the average number of kids given at one birth by goats and sheep on the farm. It can be seen that on average 2 kids
(both goat and sheep) were born at one birth.
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Table 101: Average number of goat and sheep kids at one birth

Average number of goat and sheep kids
at one birth Total number of
(1) (2) (3) (4)

1 Kurigram 2 = 2
2 Kushtia 2 2 2
3 Rajbari 2 = 2
4 Rajshahi 2 2 2

Average 2 2 2

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

6.4 Goat and sheep farming household's access to market

To know the market access of small ruminant farmers, several information has been collected such as to whom farmers sell their beef
cattle, where they sell and what is the mode of transport they use to transport their goat and sheep for marketing.
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6.4.1  To home goat and sheep rearing farmers mainly sell their goat and sheep

Table 102 shows the number and proportion of goat and sheep rearing farmers based on the buyers. It can be seen that a total of 317
surveyed farmers (283 goats rearing and 34 sheep rearing farmers) sell their goats and sheep to the traders/pikers. In addition, 56
farmers (52 goat rearing and 4 sheep rearing farmers) sell goat and sheep to the butchers in the local market. However, a total of 22
farmers (17 goat rearing and 5 sheep rearing farmers) reported that they did not sell any during the last year.
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Table 102: Number and proportion of goat and sheep rearing farmers based on the type of buyers

Types of buyers

Number of
sheep
rearing

Number of goat % of total 367
rearing goat rearing
farmers farmers

% of total 45
sheep rearing farmers
farmers

Total

% of total
412 farmers

(M (2)

1 Consumer

2 Trader/piker

3 Roadside butcher

4 Butcher in local market
5 Meat processor

6 Lender to repay loan

7 Online market

8 Call center

9 Did not sell

farmers
(3) (4) (5) (6)

15 4 2 4
283 71 34 76
0 0 0 0
52 14 4 9
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
17 5 5 1

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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17

317
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6.4.2  Place of selling goat and sheep

A total of 390 farmers out of the total surveyed 412 farmers sold their goats and sheep last year. Table 103 shows the number and
proportion of goat and sheep rearing farmers based on the place of selling their products. It can be seen that a total of 234 surveyed
farmers (203 goat rearing and 31 sheep rearing farmers) sell their goats and sheep at farm gate. In addition, 121 farmers (116 goat rearing
and 5 sheep rearing farmers) mainly sell their goats and sheep at local markets while 31 farmers (27 goat rearing and 4 sheep rearing
farmers) mainly sell goats and sheep in the urban market.

Table 103: Number and proportion of goat and sheep rearing farmers based on the place of selling

Name of location

1 Farmgate
2 Sale within village
3 Local market

4 Urban market

% of total 350 Number of
goat rearing | sheep
farmers who | rearing
sold farmers

Number of goat
(CE ]

farmers farmers

203 58 31 78
4 1 0 0
16 33 5 13
21 8 4 10

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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% of total 40 | Total
sheep rearing| farmers
who sold

234

121

31

% of total
390 farmers
who sold

60

31
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6.43  Mode of goat and sheep transportation

Table 104 shows the number and proportion of goat and sheep rearing farmers based on the mode of transport they use for marketing.
It can be seen that a total of 33 farmers (29 goat rearing and 4 sheep rearing farmers) sell their goats and sheep on foot. In addition,
104 farmers (103 goat rearing and 1sheep rearing farmer) use rickshaw/van/bicycle/motorcycle etc. to sell their goats and sheep while
19 farmers (15 goat rearing and 4 sheep rearing farmers) use an auto vehicle to sell goat and sheep in the market. In terms of the pro-
portion, it can be seen from column (8) that the highest proportion of total farmers use rickshaw/van/bicycle etc. (27%) followed by
foot (8% for goat and sheep transport.
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% of total 350 Number of
goat rearing | sheep
farmers who | rearing
sold farmers

% of total
390 farmers
who sold

Number of goat
rearing
farmers

1 On foot 29 8 4 10 33 8

9 Rickshaw/Van/bicycle 103 29 1 3 104 27
etc

3 Auto vehicle 15 4 4 10 19 5

, | Others (do not 203 58 31 78 234 60
transport)

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

6.4.4  Selling processed goat and sheep or goat and sheep meat

All of the sample farmers reported that they did not sell any slaughtered or processed goat and sheep or portions of goat and sheep
during last year.

166 FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY



F

6.45  Major sources of purchased feed for goat and sheep farming

Out of total 412 surveyed small ruminant farmers, 282 farmers (275 goat farmers and 7 sheep farmers) use some kind of purchase feed
for their goat and sheep. The following figure shows the main sources of different purchased feed for goat and sheep farming. It can
be seen that about 98% of goat rearing farmers and 97% of sheep rearing farmers use purchased feed from the local retailers, while
about 2 % of goat rearing farmers and 1% of sheep rearing farmers purchase feed from the wholesalers.

6, 2% 1, 3% 1, 2%

a) Goat c) Total

farmin small
g ruminant

b) Sheep

farming

36, 97%

239,98% 275, 98%

@ Wholesalers ' Local retailers
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FIGURE 41
Number and Proportion of farmers based on the sources of purchased feed

Table 102 shows the number and proportion of goat and sheep rearing farmers based on the buyers. It can be seen that a total of 317
surveyed farmers (283 goats rearing and 34 sheep rearing farmers) sell their goats and sheep to the traders/pikers. In addition, 56
farmers (52 goat rearing and 4 sheep rearing farmers) sell goat and sheep to the butchers in the local market. However, a total of 22
farmers (17 goat rearing and 5 sheep rearing farmers) reported that they did not sell any during the last year.

6.5 Livestock disease management (goat and sheep rearing farms)

The baseline survey was carried out in 4 districts of Bangladesh for the small ruminant value chain. To understand the disease frequen-
cy faced during the last year by the Producer Groups (PGs) members under the Livestock and Development Project (LDDP), the survey
asked infectious, reproductive, metabolic, and other disease-related questions to the farmers.

6.5.1  Occurrence of infectious diseases in goat and sheep farming

Figure 42 shows that PPR is the most frequently occurring infectious disease in small ruminant farming. Last year, about 37 % of total
small ruminant farms of which 38% of total goat rearing farms and 31% of sheep rearing farms were reported to be affected by PPR.
The second most frequently occurring disease is Pneumonia. As can be seen about 32 % of total small ruminant rearing farms of which
33% of goat rearing and 22% of sheep rearing farms have been affected by pneumonia during the last year. A small proportion (1% to
4%] of goat and sheep rearing farmers have also been affected by some other infectious diseases like FMD, pox, mastitis, enterotox-
aemia and actinomycosis.
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FIGURE 42
Proportion of goat and sheep rearing farms affected by infectious disease

Table 105 shows the geographical distribution of the occurrence of infectious diseases in small ruminant farming. It was found that the
highest occurrence of PPR was in Kurigram district (58 goat farms) compared to Rajshahi (41 goat farms and 14 sheep farms), Kustia
(27 goat farms), and Rajbari (12 goat farms). Besides, the highest occurrence of pneumonia is found in Kurigram district (58 goat farms)
compared to Kustia (32 goat farms and 10 sheep farms), Rajbari and Rajshahi (16 goat farms). A total of 12 farms of which 10 goat farms
and 2 sheep farms have been affected by mastitis while a total of 10 farms have been affected by Enterotoxaemia and Actinomycosis
diseases.
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Table 105: Geographical distribution of occurrence of infectious diseases in goat and sheep

Number of farms affected across district

Name of
disease

(1 (2) (3) (&) [ (5) (6) | (M (8) | (9)  (10)| (M) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

1 PPR 58 0 27 0 12 0 41 14 138 38 14 31 152 37
2 | FMD 4 0, 0 11 0 0 1 5 1 2 4 7 2
3  Pox 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 o0 3 1 0 0 3 1
4 | Pneumonia 56 0 32 10,16 0|1 O 122 33 10 22 132 32
5  Mastitis 21 0| 5 150201 1 10 3 2 4 12 3
6 | Enterotoxaemia @ 3 0 2 0 2 0 1 2 8 2 2 4 10 2
7  Anthrax o 0 0 O O 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 Actinomycosis 5 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 9 2 1 2 10 2

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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| 6.5.2  Occurrence of reproductive disease in small ruminant farms

Figure 43 shows that repeat breeding is the most frequently occurring reproductive disease in goat farming. About 16% of the total
surveyed goat farms faced this problem last year while sheep farmers did not face this problem. On the other hand, the abortion rate
was higher in sheep farming. It seems that about 13% of sheep farms faced this problem last year while 3% of goat farms faced this

>
o=
problem. In terms of dystacia, about 7% of total small ruminant farms of which 7% of goat farms and 4% of sheep farms faced this =
L
problem last year. =
20 [ :
Name of disease S
16 7
5 n @ ocoat farms ;
-
= o Sheep farms 13 =
.“E . Total farms 2
2 =
© [~
= —_
o ]
R <C
Jn >
S
L
(d-)
=
0 =)
Diseases causes =
Repeat Dystocia ) =

breeding abortion

FIGURE 43

Proportion of goat and sheep rearing farms infected by reproductive disease

Table 106 shows the geographical distribution of the occurrence of reproductive diseases in small ruminant farming. It was found that
the highest occurrence of repeat breeding is in the Kustia district (30 goat farms) compared to Rajshahi (18 goat farms), Kurigram
(8 goat farms), and Rajbari (1 goat farm). Besides, the highest occurrence of dystocia is found in the Rajshahi district (19 goat farms)
compared to Kustia (6 goat farms and 2 sheep farms), and Rajbari (1 goat farm). A total of 17 farms of which 11 goat farms and 6 sheep
farms have faced cattle abortion during the last year.

Table 106: Geographical distribution of occurrence of reproductive diseases in goat/sheep

Number of farms affected across district

ar ot

Name of

— EEEEEEEE

(1) (2) (3) (&) [(5) (8) | (7  (8) | (9  (0) | (M) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

1 Repeatbreeding 8 0 30 0 1 0 18 0 57 16 0 0 57 14

2 Dystocia 0 0 6 2 1 0 19 0 26 7 2 4 28 7

Diseases causes
abortion 3 0 7 0 1 0 0 6 n 8] 6 13 17 4

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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6.5.3  Metabolic and other diseases in goat and sheep rearing farms

Figure 44 presents the proportion of goat and sheep rearing farms infected by different metabolic and other diseases during the last
year. It can be seen that the majority of farms (both goat and sheep) have been affected by diarrhoea, parasitic, and tympany diseases.
For instance, 47% of total farms were affected by diarrhoea while about 48% of goat farms and 38% of sheep farmers were affected
by diarrhoea last year.
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FIGURE 44
Proportion of goat and sheep rearing farms infected by metabolic and other diseases

Besides, about 45% of total farms have been affected by the parasitic disease while about 46% of goat farms and 31% of sheep farms
have been affected by this disease. About 39% of the total farms including 41% of goat farms and 16% of sheep farms have been
affected by tympany. In terms of bloat disease, it can be seen that about 21% of goat farms and 9% of sheep farms have been affected
by this disease during the last year. However, a small proportion (2% to 7% of farms) of farms have also been affected by some other
diseases such as urolithiasis, gid disease, skin disease, and ecthyma

Table 107 presents the geographical distribution of the occurrence of metabolic and other diseases in small ruminant farming. It is
found that the highest occurrence of parasitic disease was in the Kustia district (48 goat farms, and 7 sheep farms) compared to
Kurigram (47 goat farms), Rajshahi (46 goat farms and 7 sheep farms), and Rajbari (29 goat farms). Besides, the highest occurrence
of tympany is found in Rajshahi district (58 goat farms and 4 sheep farms) compared to Kustia (42 goat farms and 3 sheep farms),
Kurigram (34 goat farms), and Rajbari (18 goat farms). A total of 82 farms of which 78 goat farms and 4 sheep farms were affected by
bloat disease last year.
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Table 107: Geographical distribution of goat and sheep rearing farms affected by different metabolic and other disease

Name of

disease

(1 (2)

1 Parasitic

2 Tympany

3 Bloat

4 | Urolithiasis
5  Gid disease

6 Skin disease
7 Ecthyma

8 Diarrhoea

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Number of farms affected across district

(3) (10)

47

34

29

1

1

1

39

(4)

0

0

0

0

(5)

48

")

36

45

(6)

7

3

Rajharl

(7)
29

18

29

(8)
0

0

(9)
46

58

63

7

4

(1) (12) (13)

170 46 14

152 | 7

78 2] 4

8 2 0
7 2 1
25 7 1
12 3 4

176 48 17

farms| 412

(14) (15)

31 184
16 159
9 82
0 8
2 8
2 26
9 16
38 193

(16)

45

39

20

47

6.5.4  Vaccination against infectious disease in goat and sheep farms

Figure 45 presents the proportion of farmers who use regular vaccination on their farms. It can be seen that goat rearing farmers use
reqular vaccination only for PPR diseases. For instance, about 35% of goat rearing farmers use vaccination for PPR while only 2% of

goat rearing farmers use vaccination for FMD. Sheep rearing farmers did not found to use any vaccines regularly.
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Total Farms

Proportion of farmers use regular vaccination in small ruminant farming
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Table 108 presents the geographical distribution of reqular vaccination by goat and sheep rearing farms. It can be seen that a total of
128 goat rearing farmers use vaccination against PPR of which the majority (65 farmers) are in Kurigram district following Rajbari (26
farmers), Kustia (25 farmers, and Rajshahi (12 farmers). However, only one sheep rearing farmer is found in the Rajshahi district who
uses regular vaccination for PPR. In terms of vaccination against FMD, a total of 7 goat rearing farmers use vaccination of which 6
farmers are in Kurigram and 1farmer is in Rajbari district.

Table 108: Geographical distribution small ruminant farmers use regular vaccination
Number of farmers use vaccination

| Rajbari | Rajshahi

Name of

: Kurigram | _Kustia |
disease

M (2) (3 (&) (5 (6)  (7)  (8) (8) (10) (M) (12) (13) (1) | (15) (16)

1 PPR 66 0 25 0 26 0 12 1 128 35 1 0 129 31

2 FMD 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 2 0 0 7 2

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

FINDINGS OF SMALL RUMINANT LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

6.5.5  Death of goat and sheep due to disease

Figure 46 shows the number of cattle that died due to different diseases during the last year. Small ruminant farmers surveyed during
the baseline survey reported that cattle mainly died due to PPR, pneumonia, diarrhoea, mastitis, and enterotoxaemia. However, it seems
that the number of goat and sheep deaths is higher for PPR following pneumonia. A total of 101 goats (61% of total goat death) and 40
sheep (80% of sheep death) died due to PPR last year. Besides, a total of 28 goats died due to pneumonia last year.

5, 0,0% 1, 0.0%
11%37% 24% 2%

b) Total
sheep farmers

a) Total

28 goat farmers
17%

PPR Pneumonia Diarrhoea
® o Ll

. Mastitis . Enterotoxaemia ‘ Actinomycosis

FIGURE 46
Number of goat and sheep died due to disease
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6.6  Feed production and management in small rumininat rearing

6.6.1 Grass cultivation

Figure 47 shows that only 11 % of total small ruminant farmers cultivate green grass. A total of 43 goat rearing farmers (12% of goat
rearing farmers) and 1 sheep rearing farmer (2% of sheep rearing farmers) cultivated green grass during the last year.

1,2% 4h,

\

43,

c) Total
farmers

a) Goat
farmers

b) Sheep
farmers

324, 88%

44, 98%

368,89%

. Do not cultivate green grass . Cultivate green grass

FIGURE 47
Number and Proportion of farmers engaged in grass cultivation

>
[
(=}
(4=}
Ll
(-
<t
(&)
>
(=]
(=}
-
(7]
Ll
=
|
—
—
T
=
=
=
[
o
-l
<t
=
(7]
L
o
(72
(-}
=
[=]
=
L

6.6.2  Areas of grass cultivation

A total of 44 farmers cultivate grass for their goats and sheep. Baseline findings show that on average, about 3.07 decimal of land is
used for grass cultivation among the sample farmers in Bangladesh. While disaggregated among different districts, the grass cultiva-
tion area was the highest in Kurigram (3.43 decimal) followed by Rajshahi (3.2 decimal), Rajbari (3 decimal) and Kustia (2.67 decimal.
Only one sheep farmer in the Kustia district is found to cultivate green grass in leased in land of 4 decimal.

6.6.3  Types of green grass

There are different types of grass being cultivated in Bangladesh, such as Napier (Pennisetum purpureum), jambo, and leaf (dhoincha,
Ipilipil). Nepier grass is found to be the most popular among the surveyed farmers. A total of 40 farmers cultivated Nepier while 3 and 1
farmers cultivated Jambo and Leaf respectively. Overall, grass cultivation for small ruminant rearing is very low in the sampled areas.

6.6.4  Feeding practices in goat and sheep rearing farms

Table 109 shows that the majority of farmers (56% of total farmers) use the combined grazing and stall-feeding system for their goat
and sheep rearing. It can be seen that a total of 230 farmers (192 goat rearing farmers and 38 sheep rearing farmers) use both grazing
and stall-feeding practices. On the other hand, about 31% of total farmers (128 farmers of which 121 goats rearing and 7 sheep rearing
farmers) use only the grazing method for feeding their goat/sheep. However, 54 goat rearing farmers (15% of goat rearing farmers) is
found to use only the stall feeding while no sheep farmers were dependent on stall-feeding.
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Table 109: Distribution of small ruminant farmers based on different types of feeding

% of total % of % of
Total goat 367 goat | Total sheep | total (45) Total total 412

Types of feeding rearing rearing rearing sheep farmers farmers
farmers farms farmers farmers

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8)

1 Grazing 121 33 7 16 128 31

2 Stall-feeding 54 15 0 0 54 13

Both browsing and
3 stall-feeding

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

192 52 38 84 230 56

Table 110 shows that the majority (45% of total farmers) of the goat and sheep rearing farmers browse their goat and sheep at village
fallow land following roadside grazing (34% of total farmers), pastureland (20% of total farmers).

Table 110: Main sources of goat and sheep grazing

% of total

45 sheep Total % of total
rearing farmers 358 farmers
farmers

(U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7 (8)

Total goat | % of total |Total Sheep
rearing 313 goat rearing
farmers |rearing farms| farmers

Sources of goat and

sheep grazing

1 Roadside 106 34 14 31 120 34
2 Agricultural land 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Forest land 4 1 = 0 4 1
4 Village fallow land 143 46 18 40 161 45
5 Pastureland 60 19 13 29 73 20

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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6.6.5  Feeding practice

Figure 48 shows the average quantity of different types of feed used by small ruminant farmers for their goats and sheep per day. It
can be seen that green grass occupied the major portion of the different feed categories for goats and sheep.

25 [

2.15

Feed categories

@ Total Goat farms
@ Total Sheep farms

kg/day/goat/sheep

0.02
0.01
0.00

Jo0s

Green Grass/

"
o £ o
© @
E(U -
S = ©
s = o

- by
z: (=]
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Commercial
Ready Feeds

FIGURE 48
Types of feed used per goat and sheep per day
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Goat rearing farmers use an average of 1.73 Kg of green grass per day per cattle while sheep rearing farmers use about 2.15 Kg of green
grass. The average quantity of grains, brans, minerals and vitamins used by goat rearing farmers was about 0.10, 0.19, 0.17, and 0.02 Kg
per day per goat respectively. In terms of sheep farmers, the quantity of grains, brans, oil cake, minerals and vitamins used by sheep
rearing farmers was about 0.16, 0.12, 0.04, and 0.01 Kg per day per sheep respectively.
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6.7 Food safety and certification

Table 111 shows that only 2 farmers control visitors/other animals, birds and pest access on their farm. About 4% of total farmers re-
ported that they properly clean the utensils before and after use.

Table 11: Use of food safety and certification measures in goat and sheep rearing farms

% of total

Number of 412 farmers

farmers use
Food safety and certification particulars this measure

use this
measure

(1) (2) (3) (4)
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1 Do you wash your hand before entering the farm? 0 0
2 Do you use foot bath containing disinfectant at the entrance of 0 0
the farm?
Do you control visitor/other animal, bird and pest access on the
e farm? 2 0
4 Do you monitor and maintain records for the above-mentioned 3 1
activities?
Do you keep record of parent’s information, treatment, vaccination
5 o R . 0 0
and Al information for each farm animal?
6 Do you test the quality (Nutrient compositions) and safety
(Antibiotic, Heavy metals, Pesticide residue, Microbial hazard) 0 0
parameters of your cattle/buffalo feed
7 Are all the utensils cleaned and sanitized properly with safe water 15 4
and disinfectants before and after use?
8 Do you transport animal with animal comfort? 50 12
9 Do you perform regular health check-up of animals and farm 0 0

workers (TB, Jaundice, Brucellosis etc.)?

Do you keep records of health check-up of animals and farm
10 . 0 0
workers (TB, Brucellosis etc

n Do you maintain withdrawal period of antibiotic/hormone? 15 4
12 Do you get any goat and sheep health certificate before sale? 0 0
13 Do you use any label/brand for your goat and sheep or their meat? 0 0
14 Did you receive any information related to food safety? 12 3

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Besides, about 12% of total farmers reported that they transport animals for their comfort. However, 4% of farmers reported that they
follow the drug withdrawal period. In addition, only 12 farmers reported that they received any kind of food safety information last year.
Overall, the majority of small ruminant rearing farmers are not following most of the safety-related issues.

176 FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY



6.7.1  Sources of farm animals’ drinking water

Different farmers use water from different sources for their livestock farming. It can be seen from the table below that the majority
(about 54%) of the total small ruminant farmers use pond/canal as the source of drinking water for their goats and sheep. Besides,
about 44% (180 farmers) and 2% (10 farmers) of farmers use water from tube-well and supply/tap respectively. Hence, the use of safe
drinking water is an issue for small ruminant farming.

Table 112: Sources of farm animals’ drinking water (small ruminant)

% of total 412
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L
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S

(=)

Name of the water Numl::?r of farmers TS T =

source use this source T ;

(1) (2) (3) (4) 5
1 Tube-well 180 Lt 2
=

2 Ponds/Cannel/Rivers 223 54 =
o

3 Supply/ Tap 10 2 =
(7]

4 Filtered 0 0 S
(7¢]

=

5 Deep tube-well 0 0 =
=

6 Sallow tube-well 0 0 =

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

6.7.2  Sources of food safety related information

It is found that only 12 small ruminant rearing farmers out of a total of 412 farmers received any kind of food safety-related information
during the last year

Table 113: Sources of information related to food safety (Small ruminant)

Number of farmers % of 12 farmers who
Name of the source of o . q
. . received information from received food safety
food safety information . . A
this source related information
(1) (2) (3) (4)
1 Training 6 1
2 Mobile app 0 0
3 SMS 1 0
4 Community radio 0 0
5 TV 12 2
6 Online media 4 1
7 Exhibition 0 0
8 Others 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Among those who received food safety-related information, TV seems to be the most popular medium of information following training
(6 farmers) and online media (4 farmers). However, no farmer received food safety information from other sources such as mobile apps,
SMS, community radio, and exhibition.

6.8  Technology and practices adopted in goat and sheep rearing farms

Table 114 shows that about 26% of total farmers use routine deworming of their goats and sheep while about 1% of total farmers
use routine vaccination. In addition, only 3% of total small ruminant farmers use improved fodder production and 2% of total small
ruminant farmers use climate-resilient housing. However, only 1% of total farmers (5 farmers) reported that they use kids' replacer on
their farms. Overall, there is greater scope to increase the production of small ruminants through increasing the adoption of different
technologies and practices.

Table T14: Technology and practices used in goat and sheep rearing farms

Adoption of Technology and Practices

% of total 412
farmers adopted
technology

(1) (2) (3) (4)

CSA technologies and practices

Name of technology :‘a“':‘“l:; :fdopted
r
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1 Improved fodder production n 3
2 Ration balancing 0 0
3 UMS 0 0
4 UMB/UMMB 0 0
5 Artificial insemination 0 0
6 Routine deworming 106 26
7 Routine vaccination 45 n
8 Manure management 0 0
9 Waste management 0 0
10 Climate-resilient housing 5 2

Other technologies and practices

n Kids replacer 5 1

12 Kids brooding 0 0
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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6.9 Capacity enhancement of goat and sheep rearing farmers

Table T15 presents the number of farmers who received training on different technologies and practices in small ruminant farming in
the surveyed areas of Bangladesh. Very few farmers received training on different technologies and practices last year. For instance,
only 8 farmers received training on improving fodder production last year. Besides, 14,17, and 27 farmers received training on the requ-
lar vaccination, deworming, and goat and sheep rearing. Only 2 farmers received training on climate-resilient housing, ration balancing
and good agricultural practices. Nevertheless, there is a huge room to enhance the capacity of small ruminant rearing farmers through
different pieces of training.

Table 115: Number and proportion of small ruminant farmers received training on different technology and practices

>

o=

o

(-]

Ll

[—

<T

(&)

x

(&)

(=]

o

Number of % of total 412 L

Capacity enhancement training farmers received farmers received =

traning =

(1) (2) (3) (4) ;:

1 Artificial insemination 0 0 g

[~

2 Improved fodder production 8 2 =

=

3 UMsS 0 0 2

(=]

4 UMMB/UMB 0 0 2

=

5 Kids replacer 1 0 2

(e
6 Kids brooding 1 0
7 Climate-resilient housing 2 0
8 Manure management 3 1
9 Waste management 1 0
10 Ration balancing 2 0
n Routine vaccination 14 &
12 Routine Deworming 17 4
13 Goat fattening and Sheep production 27 7
14 Animal health card and certification 0 0
15 Agribusiness and value chain 0 0
16 Business development skill 0 0
17 Good agricultural practice 2 0
18 Food safety 0 0
19 Climate shock mitigation 0 0
20 Gender equality 1 0
21 Using mobile apps 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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6.10 Housing and management in goat and sheep farming

Table 116 shows that the majority (267 farmers of which 246 goats rearing and 21 sheep rearing farmers) of the total surveyed small
ruminant farmers use a covered Katcha shed type house. Besides, 50 farmers of which 49 goat rearing farmers and 1 sheep rearing
farmer use mixed shelter for cattle and goats and sheep together. In addition, a total of 65 farmers of which 59 goats rearing and 6
sheep rearing farmers use raised floor houses. A total of 30 farmers of which 13 goats rearing and 17 sheep rearing farmers reported
that they use enclosed/fenced open spaces adjacent to the homestead area for goat and sheep rearing.

Table 116: Type of housing used for goat and sheep farming

Goat farms Sheep farms Total small ruminant farms

% of

% of total °
Type of housing Number (367) goat Number of | total(45) | Numberof | % of total

farmers sheep farmers | 412 farmers
farmers

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Enclosed/ Fenced

1 open space
adjacent to
homestead

of farmers
farmers

13 4 17 38 30 7

Covered katcha shed
2 (ittle high from ground 246 67 21 47 267 65
with bamboo and tin)
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3 Raised floor houses 59 16 6 13 65 16

Cattle and goat 49
mixed shelters

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Table T17 presents the distribution of small ruminant rearing farmers based on the various facilities used in the small ruminant house.
It can be seen that about 13% of total farmers have adequate ventilation systems while 67% of total farms have sufficient space for
goats and sheep. Besides, about 74% of total farmers reported that the utensils they use on their farms are women friendly. About 7%
of total farmers reported that they have a proper drainage system in livestock houses while 5% of farms have a biosafety plan.

Table 117: Use of different facilities in the small ruminant’s house

Goat farms Sheep farms Total small ruminant farms

Facilities in the % of total % of

Number of | % of total
farmers | 412 farmers

Number Number of

GEEBENY of farmers | (367)goat | "o o | total(45)
sheep house farmers sheep

farmers
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
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1 Adequate ventilation 50 n 2 4 52 13
system

2 Proper drainage system 30 8 0 0 30 7

3 §uﬁ|c|ent space for 945 67 31 69 276 67
livestock

4 | Quarantine facility 0 0 0 0 0 0

5  Biosafety plan 20 5 1 2 21 5

6 Ut.ensﬂs are women 270 7 34 76 304 74
friendly

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

A total of 21 farmers of which 20 were goat rearing and 1sheep rearing farmer use biosafety plan on their farms. Table 118 presents the
number and proportion of farmers based on different biosafety plans used among the farmers who use biosafety plans. All (100%) of
the farmers use the mosquito net to protect their livestock.

Table 118: Types of biosafety plan used in the small ruminant farms

m Sheep farms Total small ruminant farms

Types of Number % of total —— % of
(20) goat total (1) Number of | % of total
of farmers farmers
farmers sheep farmers | 412 farmers

farmers
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8)

biosafety plan

T Foot bath 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 | Hand wash facility 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Mosquito net 20 100 1 100 21 100
4 | Others 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Figure 49 presents the number and proportion of small ruminant rearing farmers based on using different energy sources. It can be
seen that about half of the total farmers (207 farmers of which 174 goats rearing and 33 sheep rearing farmers use electricity as the
energy source. However, 53% of goat rearing farmers and 27% of sheep rearing farmers do not use any kind of energy on their farms.

c) Total
farmers

@ Eectricity Used @ Noenergy used

FIGURE 49
Types of energy used in goat and sheep rearing farm

6.1  Manure management in goat and sheep farms

Table 119 presents the number and proportion of farmers based on different types of manure processing techniques.

Table 119: Distribution of small ruminant rearing farmers based on the types of manure processing

m Sheep farms Total small ruminant farms

% of total % of

Types of manure Number (367) goat Number of total (45) | Numberof | % of total

farmers CLOE sheep farmers | 412 farmers

farmers
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1 Solid storage

processing of farmers

115 31 29 64 144 35
(Open space)
2 Splid storage 79 29 5 1 84 20
(in covered place)
3 Dispose to open space 173 47 1 24 184 45
4 Burned Fuel 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

A total of 144 farmers of which 15 goats rearing and 29 sheep rearing farmers keep manure in open space as solid storage. On the other
hand, a total of 84 farmers of which 79 goats rearing and 5 sheep rearing farmers dispose manure in covered place as solid storage.
However, a total of 184 farmers of which 173 goats rearing and 11 sheep rearing farmers dispose manure on the open space which could
be a great worry for environmental issues.
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FINDINGS OF SMALL RUMINANT LIVESTOCK CATEGORY

Figure 50 shows that about 56% (231 farmers) of total farmers use manure as organic fertilizer in crop cultivation. Besides, about 56%

of goat rearing farmers and 25% of sheep rearing farmers use manure in crop cultivation.

a) Goat b) Sheep
farmers farmers

‘ Do not use in crop cultivation . Used in crop cultivation

c) Total
farmers

FIGURE 50
Number and Proportion of farmers use manure as fertilizer in crop cultivation

Table 120 presents the number and proportion of small ruminant farmers based on different categories of waste disposal on the farm.

Waste is defined as any other kind of materials other than manure (dung), such as excess feed, straw, etc.
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Table 120: Waste disposal in goat and sheep farming

m Sheep farms Total small ruminant farms

% of total % of

(367) goat N;lmberof total (45) | Numberof | % of total
armers

Number
of farmers

Types of
waste disposal farmers sheep farmers | 412 farmers
farmers

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7) (8)

. Solid storage 107 2 27 60 134 33
(Open space)

9 S.olid storage 80 22 7 16 87 21
(in covered place)

3  Dispose to open space 180 49 ll 24 191 46

4 | Burned Fuel 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 Anaerobic digestion 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

As can be seen from Table 120 a total of 134 farmers of which 107 goats rearing and 27 sheep rearing farmers dispose waste in open
space as solid storage. On the other hand, a total of 87 farmers of which 80 goats rearing and 7 sheep rearing farmers dispose waste
in covered place as solid storage. However, a total of 191 farmers of which 180 goats rearing and 11 sheep rearing farmers dispose waste
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on the open space.

6.12 Climate related risk in goat and sheep rearing farms

Different climatic risks such as flood, tornado, cyclone, extreme weather, and rainfall are a challenge for livestock production in Bangla-
desh. Table 121 shows that about 33% of total small ruminant farmers were affected by flood/flash flood/waterlogging during the last
five years. Besides, about 25%, 39%, and 31% of total farmers faced draught, tornado/cyclone, and excessive rainfall during the last
five years. About 14% of total farmers reported that they faced extreme hot and cold weather during the last five years.

Table 121: Number and proportion of small ruminant farms affected by climatic risk during last five years

m Sheep farms Total small ruminant farms

% of

Type of climatic Number | 7% oftotal | Nymberof | total (45) | Numberof | % of total
related risk of farmers | (367)goat | ¢armers sheep farmers | 412 farmers
farmers farmers

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Flood/flash flood/

1 waterlogging 130 35 7 16 137 33

2 | Draught 105 29 0 0 105 25

3  Tornado/cyclone 152 4 10 22 162 39

4 | Extreme hot weather 58 16 1 2 59 14

5  Extreme cold weather 58 16 1 2 59 14

6 | Excessive rainfall 13 31 13 29 126 31

7  Salinity 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Table 122 shows that a total of 86 farmers of which 79 goats rearing and 7 sheep rearing farmers reported the interruption in goat and
sheep sales due to climatic shocks. In addition, a total of 92 farmers of which 86 goats rearing and 6 sheep rearing farmers reported
the increase in disease outbreaks and animal deaths due to climatic risks. A total of 129 farmers of which 122 goats rearing and 7 sheep
rearing farmers reported scarcity of green grass and concentrate feeds due to different types of climatic risk. Besides, 68 farmers of
which 63 goats rearing and 5 sheep rearing farmers faced damage or destruction to cattle houses due to tornado/cyclone. Insufficient
input and service due to climatic risk is reported by 71 farmers of which 62 goats rearing and 5 sheep rearing farmers. In terms of feed
prices, 101 goat rearing farmers and 7 sheep rearing farmers reported an increase in feed prices during the climatic risks.

Table 122: Effect of different climatic risk on small ruminant farming

m Sheep farms Total small ruminant farms

% of total % of o
Effect of Number (130) goat Number of total (7) Number of | % of total

farmers farmers | 137 farmers

farmers sheep
farmers

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

climatic risk of farmers

1 Output sale interrupted 79 61 7 100 86 63
Animal death
2 and disease 86 66 6 86 92 67

outbreak increase
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Scarcity of green
3 grass and 122 94 7 100 129 94
concentrate feeds
Damage/destruction
to livestock house

Inadequate input
5  and service (veterinary 62 48 5 n 67 49
Treatment, Al, vaccine)

63 48 5 n 68 50

6 | Rising of feed prices 101 78 7 100 108 79

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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6.13  Access to extension services in small ruminant farming
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Fodder production, cutting and distribution

Local & global market information

Table 123 reveals that the majority (67%) of total small ruminant farmers (column 4) have access to veterinarian and consultancy ser-
vices while 48% and 33% of total farmers have access to vaccination services, and deworming services. Besides, about 1%, to 10%
of total farmers have access to different services such as agro-enterprise development, fodder production, cutting and distribution,
livestock feeding and management, online marketing, mobile veterinary clinic, manure management, and waste management. A total
of 71 farmers didn't take any services. Overall, most of the services are not accessible to small ruminant farmers. Hence, intervention
should be implemented to increase access.

Table 123: Goat and sheep rearing farmers access to digital and physical extension services

#SL

Name of services

Number of farmers
reported this
service is accessible

% of 412 farmers
reported this
service is accessible

B L S ) B

10

12

14

16

Artificial Insemination

Deworming

Product branding and quality certification

Online livestock and product marketing

Online treatment

Waste management

136

33

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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6.14 Household's nutrition awareness related information

Total
farming

Goat Sheep

farming farming

‘ Received nutition related information . Did not receive information

FIGURE 51
Households received nutrition awareness information

Figure 51 indicates that 205 small ruminant farmers of which 169 goat rearing farmers and 36 sheep rearing farmers received nutri-
tion-related information. In terms of proportion, about 50% of total farmers received nutrition-related information while about 46% of
goat rearing farmers and 80% of sheep rearing farmers received nutrition-related information.

6.15 Gender perspective in managing small ruminant value chain

The Small Ruminant value chain is one of the important value chains of the LDDP intervention implemented in 61 districts in Bangladesh,
especially for the women of vulnerable communities. The women have a great interest in impraving the productivity of small ruminants
to meet the demand for the meat and improve the financial condition of the family.

6.15.1  Gender perspective in household management in small ruminant value chain

The table below shows that women are mostly taking care of their family as well as the farm. Among the total surveyed households
who responded, females, are mainly taking care of children in 95% of households (HHs) and both males and females are taking care in
5% HHs. In terms of preparing children for school, females are preparing children in about 98% HHs while both males and females are
preparing children in only about 2% HHs.

Besides, females are caring for elderly members, cooking in the family and collecting cooking water in about 91%, 100% and 74% of
HH respectively who responded to the respective questions. The overall data amplifies that cooking, rearing children, caring for elderly
people, and preparing children for school are dedicatedly taken care of by females.

The small ruminant value chain is one of the main value chains under LDDP intervention which is mainly taken in the case of 100 percent
female. For ensuring women's empowerment there is a need to develop the promotion of the practice of sharing workload especially
the household chores together in consensus which will strengthen the family bonding and spent quality time with family members and
become more productive.
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Table 124: Gender perspective in household management among in Small ruminant value chain

of total farm households
who responded to this
question

Number of members who
mainly manage the activity

Total HH who

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Manage taking care of children along with

farming 1 343 16 0 95 5 360
Manage preparing children for their school 0 340 8 0 98 9 348
along with farming

3 Manage caring elderly family members 0 203 " o a 9 999
along with farming

4 Manage cooking along with farming 0 410 2 0 100 0 412
Manage collecting water along with 3 306 102 . 74 95 411

farming
Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

6.15.2 Gender perspective in farm management in small ruminant value chain

The following table presents the gender perspective in farm management in small ruminant farming. Among the total surveyed house-
holds who responded to the respective questions, as can be seen in the majority of households (50% to 71%), male members are
mainly taking decisions for fodder production, fodder cultivation, selection of input supplier, contact with input supplier, place of selling
livestock, and contact with buyers. On the other hand, in the majority of households (60% to 90% of total households who responded),
females are mainly taking decisions for feed rationing, livestock feeding, manure management, waste management, and cleaning and
sanitization of the farm. However, in the majority of households (59%), both male and female members together took the decision to
use the income from livestock farming. The data also shows that female have better contact with the veterinary services (33%) and
better access to different digital and physical extension services. Overall, Men mostly manage outside work and their mobility is well
accepted in society, but women are mainly responsible for managing the housing assignment as their mobility is restricted which is
reflected in the farm management assignment as well.
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Table 125: Gender perspective in farm management in small ruminant value chain

of total farm households

who responded to this
question Total HH who

Both Both responded to

Total | Total |male and| Total | Total |male ang| this guestion
male female | female | male | female |female

Number of members who
mainly manage the activity

Indicators

>
M (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) §
Who takes the decision of buying
1 livestock? 152 82 160 39 21 41 394 E
2 Who chooses the breed? 128 86 169 33 22 44 383 :
o o (&)
3 Who takgs the decision of fodder 65 16 42 53 13 34 123 =
production? 17
L
4 Who cultivates fodder? 79 6 26 il 5 23 m =
—
5 Who collect fodder from field? 96 48 a1 4 20 39 235 =
=
6 Who takes decision of feed rationing? 28 251 120 7 63 30 399 =
=
7 Who fed animals on the farm? 7 261 142 2 64 35 410 =
—
8 Who decide to manage manure? 23 283 66 6 76 18 372 5
9 Vtho r;lanages manure and waste on the 7 30 56 2 83 5 374 2
arm? =
Who perform cleaning and sanitization P
10 on the farm? 4 347 36 1 90 9 387 o
n Who choose the input supplier? 225 n 47 66 21 14 343 E
Who maintain the contact with the input s
12 supplier? 245 55 44 n 16 13 344
13 Who decide where to sale? 206 64 130 52 16 85! 400
14 | Who maintain the contact with the buyer? 283 54 60 T 14 15 397
5 Who d.ecme the use of money earned 101 68 241 25 17 59 410
from livestock?
Who maintain the contact with the vet
16 193 79 136 47 19 33 408

service providers?
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

6.15.3  Gender perspective in access to training and services

As can be seen from the table below, females are mostly participating in training in 71% and spending more time on farming in 88%
while male farmers are mostly going out for feed and food product testing in about 63 farm households. The table also states that
females have better access to finance/ credit as well.

Table 126: Gender perspective in access to trainina and services in small ruminant value chain
of total farm households
who responded to this
question

Number of members who
mainly manage the activit Total HH who

responded to

this question

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9)

1 Who participates in the training? 26 115 22 16 T 13 163
2 Who spent more time in farm activities? 23 356 25 6 88 6 404
3 Who m?me have access to finance 123 " 63 4 38 9 298
or credit?
Who mainly goes out for feed and food
4 testing? 37 17 5 63 29 8 59

5 Whp have malnly access to_ dlffeI‘EI.lt 80 16 133 9 35 40 399
digital and physical extension services?
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6.15.4  Gender perspective in ownership of the farm and livestock

Despite women's strong role in farm management of the small ruminant value chain, women have less ownership of both farm and
livestock. As can be seen from the table below, in 61% of small ruminant farms, male members are the authorized owners of the farm,
while females are the authorized owners in 25% of farms and both males and females are the authorized owner in 14% of total small
ruminant farms. In terms of the authorized owners of the livestock on the farm, females, males and both males and females are the
authorized owners of the livestock on 35% 36%, and 29% of the farms.

So, there is a need to explore the opportunity of increasing the ownership of women in both farm and livestock management to accel-
erate the path of women empowerment.
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Table 127: Gender perspective based on the ownership of the farm and livestock in small ruminant value chain

Number of members who % :f total fa(rlm dl1toutsh|‘:holds
mamly manage the activity Wio :espon CA 0TS Total HH who
fucs 1ol responded to
Total | Total Total | Total n?:I:ahan d this question
male | female male | female female

(3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9)
1 Who is the authorlzed owner of this farm? 251 101 59 61 25 14 4

2 Who is the authorized owner of livestock?| 148 143 121 36 35 29 4512
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

6.16  Small ruminant farmers’ perceptions regarding LDDP services

LDDP is providing different services for increasing productivity, market access and climate-resilient production for the improvement
of the livestock sector in Bangladesh. Goat and sheep farmers were considered for the baseline survey in the small ruminant category.
Only the female farmers are the members of the goat and sheep PGs under LDDP.

6.16.1  Farmers received assets from DLS/LDDP to start or continue their livestock business last year
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It can be seen from the table below that only one farmer received utensil feed incentives. On the other hand, a total of 411 small ruminant
farmers did not receive any kind of asset or training from the LDDP or DLS last year. Hence, small ruminant farmers did not comment
regarding their satisfaction level with LDDP service during the baseline survey.

Table 128: Types of assets farmers received from DLS/LDDP during last year

Number of % of total 412

Asset from LDDP/DLS farmers farmers use this
received received this
this
(1) (2) (3) (4)
1 Livestock house 0 0
2 Utensils like bucket, spade, etc 1 0
3 Feed mixture machine 0 0
4 Hygienic cleaning tools 0 0
5 Roughage shredder machine 0 0
6 Grass chopper machine 0 0
7 Live animal 0 0
8 Cash incentive 0 0
9 Feed 1 0
10 Others 0 0

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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| 6.16.2  Farmers received training from LDDP |

Since farmers did not receive training from LDDP, they did not comment on the satisfaction level.

Table 129: Level of satisfaction regarding LDDP provided training during last one year

Rate of satisfaction on the training you Number of farmers % of total 0 farmers who
received from LDDP received this received this training

1 Excellent 0 0
2 Good 0 0
3 Moderate 0 0
4 Bad 0 0
5 Very bad 0 0
6 Not applicable 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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6.16.3 Farmers overall level of satisfaction with LDDP services

In terms of overall satisfaction regarding LDDP service, 21 farmers reported excellent service while another 22 farmers reported good
service. However, the majority of small ruminant farmers (369 farmers) did not comment on the overall satisfaction since they did not
receive any service from LDDP during the baseline period (see Table 130).

Table 130: Farmers overall level of satisfaction with LDDP services

Number of farmers | % of total 43 farmers who
#SL Overall satisfaction with LDDP services received this received this training

(M (2)

1 Excellent 21 50
2 Good 22 50
3 Moderate 0 0
4 Bad 0 0
5 Very bad 0 0
6 Not applicable 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Chapter 7.
Baseline Finding of
Scavenger Poultry Value Chain
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A total of 418 sample farmers across 4 districts namely Joypurhat, Gazipur, Barishal, and Noakhali have been surveyed during the base-
line survey. Scavenger poultry value chain includes both scavenger chicken (332 farmers) and scavenger duck (86 farmers) rearing
farms. A number of farm and household characteristics have been collected through this survey that will establish a basis to measure
the progress of LDDP stated indicators related to productivity, market access, and climate-resilient production.

1.1  Scavenger poultry farm characteristics

Column (5) of Table 131 shows that, on average 27 scavenger poultry exist per farm. The highest number of poultry (33 poultry) is found
in Gazipur district while the lowest (21 poultry) is found in Barisal district. However, in terms of scavenger chicken, it can be seen that
on average each farm rears 28 scavenger chicken while the maximum (37 scavenger chicken) is in Noakhali and lowest (19 scavenger
chicken) is in Barisal district. In terms of scavenger duck, each farm is rearing an average 25 scavenger duck while the maximum (42
scavenger duck) is in Gazipur and the lowest (18 scavenger duck) is in Noakhali district.

Table 131: Average number of scavenger poultry in poultry farming
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Average number of scavenger poultry per farm

District
Scavenger Chicken Scavenger Duck

0

Gazipur

Noakhali

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

The following table presents the distribution of farmers based on different farm sizes in the scavenger poultry value chain. Scaven-
ger poultry rearing farm size is classified as small (1-20 birds), medium (21-40 birds), and large (above 40 birds) based on the type of
management needed. As can be seen, the majority of scavenger chicken farmers fall into the medium category while the majority of
scavenger duck rearing farmers fall into the small farm category.
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Table 132: Distribution of sample scavenger poultry farmers based on different farm categories

Number of sample farmers rearing scavenger poultry

Chicken farming (332 farmers) Duck farming (86 farmers) |

Small Medium Large

farm farm farm Small farm |Medium farm| Large farm
(1-20 (21-40 (>40 (1-20 duck) | (21-40 duck) | (> 40 duck)
chicken) chicken) chicken)

Category

(1)

Gazipur

Noakhali

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

1.2  Productivity of scavenger poultry

In the sample area, it was found that scavenger poultry farmers not only reared poultry for meat but also for egg production. The pro-
ductivity of scavenger poultry per year at the farm level has been calculated in two ways such as meat productivity and egg productiv-
ity. Scavenger poultry meat productivity is calculated as the average weight of a scavenger chicken and duck at its slaughter age (sold
for slaughter purposes). Besides, egg productivity is calculated at the farm level by dividing the total quantity of egg produced during
the baseline period (Ist October 2020 to 30th September 2021) by the number of sample farmers.
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‘ 7.21  Scavenger poultry meat productivity ‘

Average carcass weight and live weight per scavenger poultry at its slaughter age are shown in Table 133. Based on the review (Akhter
et al., 2018; Islam et al., 2012), carcass weight of scavenger chicken and duck are taken as 60% and 65% of their live weight at the
slaughter age. In the case of average, carcass weight is taken at 62%. Although the slaughter age per bird could be varied based on
different farmers, baseline survey considered only the weight at selling stage for slaughtering purposes as an aggregate. As can be
seen in column (23), the average carcass weight of scavenger chicken is about 0.49 Kg per bird at its slaughter age which ranges from
0.41Kg per bird to 0.58 Kg per bird across different districts. In terms of scavenger duck (column &), average carcass weight is about 1.13
Kg per duck at its slaughter age which ranges from 0.90 Kg to 2.02 Kg per duck across different districts. Considering both scavenger
chicken and duck together (column 5), the average carcass weight is about 0.60 Kg per bird.

FINDINGS OF SCAVENGER POULTRY CATEGORY

Table 133: Average carcass weight and live weight of scavenger poultry per bird

Average carcass weight per Average live weight per
scavenger poultry at slaughter age scavenger poultry at slaughter age
R

Gazipur

Noakhali

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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In terms of live weight per bird, as can be seen in column (6), the average live weight of scavenger chicken is about 0.82 Kg per bird
at its slaughter age which is ranges from 0.69 Kg per bird to 0.97 Kg per bird across different districts. In terms of scavenger duck
(column 7), the average live weight is about 1.74 Kg per duck at its slaughter age which is ranges from 1.38 Kg to 3.10 Kg per duck across
different districts. Considering both scavenger chicken and duck together (column 8), the average live weight is about 0.97 Kg per bird.

7.2.2  Average price of scavenger poultry meat

The average price of scavenger poultry (chicken and duck) has been calculated based on the sell value of scavenger poultry during
its slaughter age irrespective of age variation and seasonality. To overcome the seasonal variation in price, average price has been
estimated considering the average price of scavenger poultry sold in different seasons during the baseline period (Ist October 2020 to
30th September 2021).

As can be seen in column (3) of Table 134The average price of carcass weight of scavenger chicken is about Tk 552.93 per Kg which is
ranged from Tk 546.95 to Tk 558.89 per Kg across different districts. In terms of scavenger duck (column 4), average price of per Kg
carcass weight is about Tk 618.07 which is ranges from Tk 580.67 to Tk 673.71 across different districts. Considering both scavenger
chicken and duck together (column 5), the average price per Kg carcass weight of scavenger poultry is about Tk 563.56.

FINDINGS OF SCAVENGER POULTRY CATEGORY

In terms of live weight, the average price of scavenger chicken is about Tk 331.76 per Kg (column 8) which ranges from Tk 328.17 to
Tk 335.33 per Kg across different districts. In terms of scavenger duck (column 7), average price per Kg live weight is about Tk 401.75
which ranges from Tk 377.44 to Tk 437.91 across different districts. Considering both scavenger chicken and duck together (column 8),
the average price per Kg live weight of scavenger poultry is about Tk 343.18.
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Table 134: Average price of scavenger poultry per bird

Average price of scavenger poultry Average price of scavenger poultry
(carcasses welght) (Tk/Kg) (live weight) (Tk/Kg)
| i ] o | o | e | [ e

2 Gazipur 557.47 583.98 559.13 334.48 379.59 337.30
Noakhali 551.54 673.7 572.92 330.92 4317.91 349.65

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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| 7.2.3  Average quantity (carcass weight) sold per farm per year |

The average quantity of carcass weight sold during the baseline period (Ist October to 30th September 2021) per farm is calculated by
dividing the total quantity sold (number of birds sold during the baseline year * average carcass weight per bird) by the total number of
surveyed farmers. The average quantity sold per farm is shown in Table 135. As can be seen, the average quantity of scavenger chicken
meat (carcass weight) sold per farm per year is about 9.34 Kg which ranges from 5.51 Kg to 12.33 Kg per year. In terms of scavenger
duck meat (carcass weight) sold per farm per year, as can be seen, each farmer sold on average 2044 Kg duck meat per year which
ranged from 15.12 Kg to 29.71 Kg. Considering both the scavenger chicken and duck together (column 5), average quantity of meat sold
per farm per year is about 1.62 Kg per farm per year.

Table 135: Average quantity (carcass weight) sold per farm per year
Average quantity (carcass weight) sold per farm per year (Kg)

HSL District Chicken Duck Average

(1

Gazipur 10.80 19.75 11.83

Noakhali 12.33 17.28 13.47

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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‘ 7.2.4  Scavenger poultry egg productivity per year per farm ‘

Table 136 presents the average quantity of eggs sold per year per farm and the average price of egg per 12 eggs. As can be seen from
Columns (3) of Table 136, the average quantity of chicken eggs sold during the baseline period (one year)is about 546 which varied from
256 eqgs to 920 eqgs per farm across different districts. Besides, each farm sold on average 1158 duck eggs during baseline period
(one year) which varies from 938 eqggs to 1,195 eggs per farm. It should be noted that all the chickens and ducks sold last year did not
produce eggs since male chicken and ducks are also included in the sold quantity. However, each scavenger chicken produces about
30-60 eqgs per year while each duck produces 60 -100 eggs per year. Column (5) shows that the average quantity of eggs per farm was
about 952 eqggs while considering both chicken and duck together.

Columns (6-8) present the average price of chicken and duck eggs per 12 eggs. As can be seen, the average price of chicken eggs was
about Tk 131 per 12 eggs during the baseline period which varied from Tk 121 to Tk 139 per 12 eqgs across different districts. Besides,
the average price of scavenger duck eqgs was about Tk 144 which varied from Tk 138 to Tk 149 per 12 eggs across different districts.
Considering both chicken and duck eggs together, the average price of eggs was Tk 137 per 12 eggs.

Table 136: Average poultry egg productivity and egg price at the farm level
Average quantity of egg sold per Average price of scavenger poultry
farm per year (number) egg (Tk/12 eggs)

T R T

Gazipur 1080 1376
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Noakhali

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

1.3  Scavenger poultry farm household's access to market

Findings related to market access of scavenger poultry rearing households are described in this sub-section. A number of information
such as type of buyers, place of selling, mode of transport, and so forth are analysed in this sub-section.

| 7.3.1  To whom scavenger poultry farmers sell their poultry |

Table 137 shows the number and proportion of scavenger poultry rearing farmers based on the poultry and eggs buyers. As can be
seen, about 27% of chicken rearing farmers and 41% of duck rearing farmers sell their products directly to consumers. In aggregate
(column 8), about 30% of scavenger poultry farmers sell their products (poultry and eqggs) directly to the consumers. Besides, about
31% of the total surveyed scavenger poultry farmers sell their product (poultry and eggs) to the traders/paiker/foria. About 36% of
chicken rearing farmers and 27% of duck rearing farmers sell their products to the local shop. In aggregate (column 8), about 34% of
scavenger poultry farmers sell their products (poultry and eggs) to the local shop. However, about 4% of scavenger poultry farmers
reported that they did not sell their products (poultry and eqgs) during the baseline period (one year) and mainly produced poultry for
their own home consumption.

FINDINGS OF SCAVENGER POULTRY CATEGORY
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Table 137: Number and proportion of scavenger poultry rearing farmers based on poulty and eggs buyers

Number of | % of total 332 o % of total 418
chicken chicken Number of % of total.86 scavenger

Types of buyers rearing rearing tarmers | farmers farmers | poultry
farmers farmers farmers

(M

Trader/piker/foria

Hotel and restaurant

Supermarket

Online market

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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1.3.2  Place of selling scavenger poultry

Out of the total surveyed 418 scavenger poultry farmers, 18 farmers (17 chicken rearing and 1 duck rearing) did not sell their poultry
products during the baseline period (Ist October 2020 to 30 September 2021). Table 138 presents the number and proportion of scav-
enger poultry rearing farmers who sold poultry products (400 farmers) last year based on the place of selling their products. As can be
seen about 36% of scavenger chicken farmers and 51% of duck rearing farmers sell their product at the farmgate. Mainly the traders/
paiker/foria and some consumers collect poultry and eqgs from the farmgate. Besides, 20% of scavenger poultry farmers sell their
product in the local village mainly to the neighboring consumers. About 36% of scavenger chicken farmers and 27% of duck rearing
farmers sell their products at the local market. Only Tand 10 chicken rearing farmers sell their product to the urban market and at the
buyer’s place, respectively. In aggregate (column 8), about 39%, 20%, 34% and 2% of total surveyed scavenger chicken rearing farm-
ers sell their poultry and eggs at the farmgate, within the village, the local market and at buyers' places, respectively.

Table 138: Number and proportion of scavenger poultry rearing farmers based on the place of selling

% of total 315 3
Number of chicken Number t!f % of total.85 Total % of total

#SL | Name of location hicken rearing rearing farmers 400 farmers
farmers farmers farmers farmers

M

Sale within village

-———————
#




4 Urban market 1 0 1 1 2 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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1.3.3  Mode of scavenger poultry transportation

Table 139 shows the number and proportion of scavenger poultry rearing farmers who transport poultry and eqggs for selling based on
the mode of transport. Out of total surveyed 418 scavenger poultry rearing farmers 237 farmers (196 chicken rearing and 41 duck rearing
farmers) used transport for selling poultry and eggs. As can be seen from the Table 139, about 41% of scavenger chicken farmers and
T1% of duck rearing farmers who use transport sell their poultry and eggs on foot. Besides, about 34% of scavenger chicken farmers
and 27% of duck rearing farmers who use transport use Rickshaw/Van/bicycle etc. as their mode of transport. About 25% of scavenger
chicken farmers who use transport use auto vehicle as their mode of transport. In aggregate (column 8), about 46%, 32%, and 21% of
total surveyed scavenger poultry rearing farmers who use transport sell their poultry on foot, by using Rickshaw/Van/bicycle and auto
vehicle respectively.
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Table 139: Number and proportion of scavenger poultry rearing farmers based on mode of chicken/duck transport
Number of fh?:;:;al L Number of | % of total 41 Total % of total
#SL | Mode of transport chicken rearing i i ota ool tota

rearing
farmers
farmers

farmers 237 farmers

farmers farmers

(1)

Rickshaw/Van/bicycle
etc

2

4 Boat

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

| 1.3.4  Types of cages used to transport poultry and eggs

Table 140 presents the distribution of farmers who use different cages based on the types of cages used for scavenger poultry and egg
transportation. Out of total surveyed 418 scavenger poultry rearing farmers 237 farmers (196 chicken rearing and 41 duck rearing farm-
ers) used transport and different cages for selling poultry and eggs. As can be seen from the Table 140, majority of scavenger chicken
rearing farmers (563% of chicken rearing farmers who transport poultry) transport poultry and egg by hand for selling. On the other
hand, about 37% of duck rearing farmers (who transport for sell) sell their poultry and eggs transport by hand. However, the majority
of duck rearing farmers (63% of duck rearing farmers who use transport for selling) use bamboo cage for duck transport to sell while
only 47% of chicken rearing farmers use bamboo cage.
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Table 140: Number and proportion of farmers based on the type of cages for Scavenger poultry and egg transportation

% of total 196
LIl chicken Number of | 9, of total 41 .
#SL | Types of cage chicken rearing rearing duck rearing| gyck rearing Total 7 of total

farmers farmers e farmers 237 farmers

farmers

Plastic cage

4 By hand

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

| 1.3.5  Selling processed scavenger poultry meat

All of the sample farmers reported that they did not sell any slaughtered poultry or any processed scavenger poultry during the last
year.
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| 1.3.6  Main sources of purchased feed for scavenger poultry |

Scavenger poultry farmers provide some home-sullied feed such as rice, rice bran, wheat bran and other cereals to their scavenger
poultry along with some purchased feed. However, it is found that out of the total surveyed 418 scavenger poultry farmers, 120 farmers
use some kind of purchased feed from the local retailers.

7.4  Livestock disease management (scavenger poultry)

The baseline survey was carried out in 4 districts of Bangladesh for the scavenger poultry value chain. To understand the disease
frequency faced during the last year by the Producer Groups (PGs) members under the Livestock and Development Project (LDDP), the
survey asked disease-related questions to the farmers.

141  Occurrence of diseases in scavenger chicken farming

The following figure shows the proportion of scavenger chicken farmers affected by different diseases during the last one year. As can
be seen, Newcastle has the highest occurring disease in scavenger chicken farming.
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Proportion of scavenger chicken farms affected by different diseases

About 77 % of total scavenger chicken rearing farmers reported that their chickens were affected by this disease during the last year.
The second highest occurring disease is avian pox. As can be seen, about 55% of total scavenger chicken rearing farms have been
affected by this disease during the last year. In addition, 18%, 11%, 15%, and 19% of total surveyed chicken farms have been affected by
fowl cholera, infectious coryza, swollen head syndrome, and coccidiosis disease, respectively. A few portions of farms (2%-9%) have
also been affected by some other diseases such as avian influenza, infectious bronchitis, and infectious laryngotracheitis.

Table 141 shows that the highest occurrence of Newcastle was in the Gazipur district (80 farms) compared to Joypurhat (71 farms),
Noakhali (61 farms), and Barisal (53 farms). Besides, the highest occurrence of Avian pox is found in Gazipur district (80 farms) com-
pared to Joypurhat (61 farms), Noakhali (42 farms). The highest occurrence of fowl cholera is also found in Gazipur (24 farms) compared
to Joypurhat (20 farms), Noakhali (13 farms), and Barisal (3 farms).

Table 141: Geographical distribution of occurrence of infectious diseases in scavenger chicken farms

#SL N £ di Number of occurrences of different diseases Total % of total
ame of disease - Chicken

(1)

Newcastle

Infectious
Laryngotracheitis
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10

Infectious coryza 4

Gumboro

Egg drop syndrome 1 0 7 0 8 2

36

30

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

1.4.2

Occurrence of diseases in scavenger duck farming

Figure 53 presents that duck plague is the highest occurring disease in scavenger duck farming. About 73% of total scavenger duck
rearing farmers reported that their duck got affected by this disease during last year while the remaining 27% of scavenger duck farm-
ers did not. The second highest occurred disease is duck cholera. As can be seen about 31% of total scavenger duck rearing farms have
been affected by this disease during last year. Besides, about 5% of duck farms were affected by duck hepatitis during the last year.
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Proportion of scavenger duck farms affected by different disease
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Table 142 shows that the highest occurrence of duck plague was in Joypurhat district (22 farms) compared to Barisal (20 farms), Noakh-
ali (12 farms), and Gazipur (9 farms). The highest occurrence of duck cholera is also found in Joypurhat district (18 farms) compared
to Noakhali (8 farms), and Barisal (1farm). However, only 4 duck farms in the Noakhali district seem to be affected by duck hepatitis
during the last year.

Table 142: Geographical distribution of occurrence of infectious diseases in scavenger duck farms

Number of occurrences of different diseases Total % of total
Name of disease : . h Duck 86 f
Barisal Gazmur Joypurhat Noakhali farms LU

M

Duck Cholera

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

| 143  Vaccination against infectious disease in scavenger chicken farms

Figure 54 presents the proportion of scavenger chicken farmers who use regular vaccination on their farms. It can be seen that chicken
rearing farmers use vaccination only for Newcastle, Fowl cholera and infectious Laryngotracheitis. However, only 7%, 5%, and 1% of
chicken rearing farmers use vaccination for Newcastle, Fowl cholera and Laryngotracheitis respectively.
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FIGURE 54

Regular vaccination in scavenger chicken farms
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Table 143 presents the geographical distribution of regular vaccination by scavenger chicken rearing farmers. It can be seen that a
total of 23 chicken farmers use vaccination against Newcastle, of which the majority (19 farmers) are in the Barisal district, following
Gazipur (3 farmers), and Joypurhat (1 farmer). While a total of 16 farmers use regular vaccination for Fowl Cholera, all farmers are from
the Barisal district. Only one farmer in Gazipur, and one farmer in Barisal use vaccination for Gambaro, and Avan pox respectively.

Table 143: Geographical distribution scavenger chicken farms use regular vaccination

Number of farms use regular vaccination L % of total
Barisal Gazipur | Joypurhat | Noakhali S— 332 farms

#SL Name of disease

Newcastle

Infectious
Laryngotracheitis

Infectious coryza

Gumboro

Egg drop syndrome
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12 Coccidiosis 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Figure 55 presents the proportion of scavenger duck farmers who use regular vaccination on their farms. It can be seen that duck rear-
ing farmers use vaccination only for duck plague, and duck cholera. However, only 9% and 5% of duck rearing farmers use vaccination
for duck plague and duck cholera respectively.
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FIGURE 55

Regular vaccination in scavenger duck farms

Table 144 presents the geographical distribution of regular vaccination by scavenger duck rearing farms. It can be seen that a total of
8 duck farmers use vaccination against duck plague of which 5 farmers are in Joypurhat district, 2 farmers are in Barisal district, and
Tfarmer in Gazipur district. Besides, a total of 4 farmers use vaccination for duck cholera of which 3 farmers are in Joypurhat district
and 1farmer is in Gazipur district.

Table 144: Geographical distribution scavenger duck farms use regular vaccination

Number of farms use regular vaccination Total % of total

# i Duck
S| NomeolTSt® [ parisal [ Gazipur [ Joypurhat | Noskhali | o | 86 farms

(1 (2)

(3) (4) (5) (8) (7 (8)

2 Duck Cholera 0 1 3 0 4 5

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

| 1.4.4  Death of scavenger poultry due to disease

Figure 56 shows the number of scavenger chickens that died due to different diseases last year. As can be seen, the highest number
of chickens died due to Newcastle disease last year. For instance, about 68% of total chicken death was for the Newcastle disease.
Besides, about 6%, 5%, and 4% of chickens died due to gumboro, swollen head syndrome, and fowl cholera disease respectively. In
addition, about 6% chickens died due to infectious coryza.
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@ Newcastle (@ Infectious bronchietis @) Infectious Laryngotracheitis @) Fowl Cholera @) Infectious coryza

Swollen head syndrome @ AMvianpox @ Gumboro Coccidiosis @ AvianInfluenza @) Egg drop syndrome

FIGURE 56
Number and Proportion of scavenger chicken died due to disease

Figure 57 shows the number of scavenger ducks that died due to different diseases during the last year. As can be seen, the highest
number of ducks died due to duck plague disease during last year. For instance, about 71% of total duck deaths were from this disease.
Besides, about 27% and 2% of ducks died due to duck cholera and duck hepatitis respectively.

1.2%

"

@ Duck Cholera @ Duck Plague @ Duck Hepatitis

FIGURE 57
Number and proportion of scavenger duck died due to disease
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15  Feeding practice and management

Figure 58 presents the quantity of different feeds used per day per scavenger poultry. As can be seen on average 0.012Kg and 0.035 Kg
of ready-made poultry feed per chicken and duck per day are used respectively. In addition, 0.012 Kg and 0.044 Kg of mixed feed from
processed ingredients is used for feed per chicken and duck per day respectively. In terms of home-mixed feed, about 0.026 Kg and
0.043 Kg of feed per chicken and duck per day are used respectively. On average 0.014 Kg and 0.038 Kg of feed from other ingredients
is used per chicken and duck per day respectively. Overall, scavenger duck farmers are using more feed compared to chicken rearing

™y —— -
e m\\\h
B ~ =%

>
o=
(=}
(4=}
L
'—
<T
(=)
>
o=
—
—
=
(=}
a.
o=
[FE)
o
=
L
=
<t
(%)
wn
L
(=}
(72}
(-}
=
(=]
=
L

005 [
004
s I Feed categories
s @ Chicken
=y 002
z @ Duck
2
001 [
0.00 ” :
B8 3 o2l S
= S - D5 ©
o 5 = w o9 =
s = = T2 S
T o = X @
o =
FIGURE 58

Types of feed used per day per poultry in scavenger poultry farming
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7.6  Food safety and certification

Table 145 indicates that only 3% of scavenger poultry rearing farmers reqularly clean utensils properly for their poultry. Besides, 5% of
chicken rearing farmers and 15% of duck rearing farmers reported that they transport their poultry with comfort. Only 13% of chicken
rearing farmers and 8% of duck rearing farmers reqularly maintain the drug withdrawal period for their poultry sales. However, farmers
did not adopt any other food safety measures in their poultry farming. Hence, proper measures should be taken to increase the adop-
tion of food safety measures in scavenger poultry farming.

Table 145: Use of food safety and certification measures in scavenger poultry farms

Number |% of total
322
chicken

#SL | Food safety and certification particulars farmers farmers (farmers | farmers [farmers

Number
of duck |86 duck of total

(1)

Do you use foot bath containing disinfectant at the
entrance of the farm?

Do you monitor and maintain records for the above-
mentioned activities?

Do you test the quality (Nutrient compositions) and
safety (Antibiotic, Heavy metals, Pesticide residue, 0 0 0 0 0 0
Microbial hazard) parameters of your poultry feed
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Are all the utensils cleaned and sanitized properly with
safe water and disinfectants before and after use?

Do you keep records of health check-up of poultry and
farm workers (Salmonellosis, Avian Influenza, etc.)?

Do you get any poultry health certificate before sale?

14 Did you receive any information related to food safety?
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

1.6.1  Sources of drinking water in scavenger poultry farming

Different farmers use water from different sources for their scavenger poultry farming. It can be seen from the table below that about
50% of the total surveyed scavenger poultry farmers use scavenger sources as the source of drinking water for their poultry. Besides,
about 44% of total scavenger chicken farmers and 49% of duck rearing farmers use water from pond/cannel/river. About 6% of scav-
enger chicken farmers use tube-well water as the source of their scavenger chicken.
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Table 146: Sources of farm animals’ drinking water (Scavenger poultry)

% of total
332 chicken | duck
farmers farmers
use use
this source

Number of
chicken
farmers
use this
source

#SL Name of the
water source

M

Pond/Cannel

Filtered

Sallow tube-well

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Number of

this source

% of total
86 duck
farmers
who use
this source

% of total
418
farmers
who use
this source

Number of
total
farmers
use this
source
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7.6.2  Sources of food safety related information

Itis found that only 30 scavenging poultry farmers (29 chicken and one duck rearing farmers) out of total 418 farmers received any kind

of food safety related information during the last one year. Among those who received food safety related information, TV seems to be
the most popular medium of information (30 farmers) followed by online media (&4 farmers). However, no farmer received food safety

information from other sources such as SMS, community radio, and exhibitions.

Table 147: Sources of information related to food safety in scavenger poultry

Number of
chicken
farmers
received

Number of
duck female
farmers who
received
food safety

% of 29
chicken
farmers who
received food
safety related
information

Name of the
source of
food safety

information information

from related
this source information
(1 (3) (5)

Number of | % of 30
female total farmers| farmers who
farmers who |received received
received food|information | food safety

safety related|from this related
information information

% of 1duck

Mobile app

Community radio

Online media

Others
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1.1  Technology and practices used in scavenger poultry farming

Table 148 shows that only 5% and 3% of total surveyed scavenger chicken farmers adopted routine vaccination and routine deworming
in farming. Surprisingly, duck rearing farmers did not adopt any kind of technology and practices. Overall, scavenger poultry farmers
did not adopt most of the technology and practices on their farms. Hence, there is a huge room for the improvement in the adoption of
technology and practices in scavenger poultry farming.

Table 148: Technology and practices adoption in scavenger poultry farming

Adoption of technology and practices

Number 7% of total % of total | Number | % of total

322

#SL | Name of technology hick
chicken

of duck | 86 duck of total | 418
farms farms farms farms

adopted | 2dopted | adopted | adopted | adopted
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

1 Improved breed rearing 0 0 0 0 0 0
o w0000 0o
3 Manure management 0 0 0 0 0 0
BN = I I I B N
5 Routine Deworming 10 3 0 0 10 2
o Gmevdethst 00000 o
Other technologies and practices

8 Organic egg and meat production 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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7.8 Capacity enhancement of scavenger poultry rearing farmers

Table 149 presents the number of farmers who received training on different technologies and practices. As can be seen, very few
farmers received training on different technologies and practices during the last year. For instance, only 14 farmers received training
on improved breed production during last year. Besides, 20, 13, and 25 scavenger poultry farmers received training on regular vacci-
nation, deworming, and poultry farming. Although a few other farmers (1% to 3%) received training on some other technologies and
practices, the rate is very limited. Nevertheless, there is a huge room to enhance the capacity of scavenger poultry farmers through
different training.
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Table 149: Distribution of farmers received training on different technology and practices

Number of farmers received capacity enhancement training

Number :,{‘égf lotal Number % of total | Number | % of total

of chicken chicken of duck 86 duck of total 418
farmers farmers farmers | farmers farmers | farmers
#SL| Capacity enhancement training | received received | received | received received | received

training | yining | training | training | training | training

o @ B & 6 6 0

2 Biosecurity and biosafety 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 Organic egg and meat production 0 0 0 0 0 0

6 Manure management 0 0 0 0 0 0
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8 Routine vaccination 19 6 1 1 20 5

10 Poultry farming 23 7 2 2 25 6

12 Poultry Hatchery rules 0 0 0 0 0 0

14 Poultry agribusiness 0 0 0 0 0 0

16 Good agricultural practice 8 2 1 1 9 2

18 Climate shock mitigation 0 0 0 0 0 0

20 | Training on gender equality 1 0 1 1 2 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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7.9  Housing and management in scavenger poultry farming

Table 150 indicates that about 9% of total surveyed scavenger chicken rearing farmers and 8% of duck rearing farmers use night shel-
ter enclosed/fenced open space adjacent to their homestead for their poultry housing. The majority (72% of total chicken farmers and
58% of duck rearing farmers) use conventional sheds for poultry rearing. About 10% of total surveyed scavenger chicken rearing farm-
ers and 9% of duck rearing farmers use raised floor bricks or brick wall sheds for poultry. However, 3% of the total surveyed scavenger
chicken rearing farmers and 24% of duck rearing farmers is use macha (raised floor with wood or bamboo) system house for poultry.

FINDINGS OF SCAVENGER POULTRY CATEGORY

Total scavenger
poultry farms
. % of total % of
Type of housin o
L J Lk (332) LI 27 total (86) | Number of elofioral
of farmers farmers 418 farmers
farmers farmers farmers

(6)

Conventional

Multi-storied building

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Column (8) of Table 151 shows that the majority (89%) of scavenger poultry farmers use a free ranging-extensive management system
for poultry rearing following a semi-intensive (11% of total farmers) management system.

Table 151: Types of management system used for scavenger poultry farms

Total scavenger
poultry farms

management system | Number | % (‘;’f;z"’)tal Number of . tAI ‘();6) Number of | % of total
of farmers farmers ota farmers | 418 farmers
farmers farmers
(1)

Intensive

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Duck farms

As can be seen from column (8) of Table 152, majority (50%) of total scavenger poultry farmers use ash as litter on the farm following
sawdust (12%), sand (15%) and rice husk (8%). However, 15% of scavenger poultry farmers did not use any kind of litter in their poultry
houses.
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Table 152: Type of litter used for scavenger poultry farms

Total scavenger
poultry farms

i % of total % of
#SL | Type of litter Number (332) Number of | yoaigg) | NUmberof | % of total

R E farmers farmers T farmers 418 farmers

Sawdust

4 | Rise husk

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Table 153 presents the distribution of scavenger poultry farmers based on various facilities used in poultry houses. It can be seen that,
about 68% of total scavenger poultry farmers have sufficient space for poultry in their house. Besides, about 86% of total farmers re-
ported that the utensils they use on their farms are women friendly. Overall, scavenger poultry farmers did not use most of the facilities
in poultry houses, such as ventilation systems, and biosafety plan.

Table 153: Use of different facilities in the scavenger poultry’s house

mm
Facilities in poultry farms

the Scavenger Number % of total | Number of | % of total | Number of | % of total
Poultry house of farmers | (332) farmers (86) farmers (418 farmers
farmers farmers

(1)

electric fan or
exhauster fan

4 guarantine facility

Utensils are women
friendly

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Scavenger farmers are not found to use any kind of biosafety plan on their farms (Table 154). Hence, awareness and capacity enhance-
ment are indeed necessary to increase the biosafety use.

Table 154: Types of biosafety plan used in the scavenger poultry farms

Total scavenger
poultry farms

Types of % of total % of % of 0

biosafety plan Number (1)} Numberof | 514(g) |Numberof | farmers who
of farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers use biosafety
plan
(1 (8)

2 | Hand wash facility

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Figure 59 presents the number and proportion of scavenger poultry rearing farmers based on using different energy sources. It can
be seen that 78% of total chicken farmers and 82% of total duck farmers do not use any energy sources in their poultry farms. In
aggregate, about 79% of total farmers do not use any kind of energy on their poultry farm.
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a) Chicken
farmers

b) Duck
farmers

259,18% 90,21%

14,22%

259,78% 12,82% 331,79%

@ Electricity Used @ Noenergy used

FIGURE 59
Types of energy used in the scavenger poultry farms
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7.10 Manure management in Scavenger poultry farms

Table 155 presents the number and proportion of farmers based on different types of manure processing techniques. As can be seen
about 29% of scavenger poultry farmers keep manure in open space as solid storage. On the other hand, about 18% of total scavenger
poultry farmers dispose manure in covered places as solid storage. However, the majority of farmers (563%) dispose manure on the
open space which could be a great worry for environmental issues.

Table 155: Types of manure processing in scavenger poultry farms

Total scavenger
poultry farms

Types of manure % of total % of

Number (332) Number of total(86) Number of | % of total

processing of farmers farmers farmers | 418 farmers

farmers farmers

m

Solid storage
(in covered place)

Burned Fuel

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

As can be seen from the figure below, about 74% of chicken rearing farmers and 85% of duck rearing farmers use poultry manure as
fertilizer in crop cultivation. In aggregate, 76% of total farmers use manure as fertilizer in their crop fields.

86,? 13, a 99.?
a) Chicken c) Total

b) Duck
farmers farmers

farmers

246,74% 73,85% 319,76%

. Do not use in crop cultivation @) Used in crop cultivation

FIGURE 60

Number and Proportion of farmers use manure as fertilizer in crop cultivation
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Table 156 presents the number and proportion of scavenger poultry farmers based on different categories of waste disposal on the
farm. As can be seen from column (8), about 32% of scavenger poultry farmers keep waste in open space as solid storage. On the other
hand, about 11% of total scavenger poultry farmers dispose waste in covered places as solid storage. However, the majority of farmers
(57%) dispose manure on the open space which could be a great worry for environmental issues.

Table 156: Waste disposal in chicken and duck farming

Total scavenger
poultry farms

Types of waste

disposal Number % of total |\ ber of oLl Number of | % of total

of farmers (332) farmers total (86) farmers | 418 farmers
farmers farmers

(1

Solid storage
(in covered place)

Burned Fuel

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

7.1 Climate related risk in chicken and duck farming

Column (8) of Table 157 shows that about 18% of total scavenger poultry farmers were affected by flood/flash flood/waterlogging during
the last five years. Besides, about 2% farmers faced problems during the drought in poultry farming. About 1% total farmers faced
both tornado/cyclone, and extreme hot weather during the last five years. Besides, about 21% and 6% of total surveyed scavenger
poultry farmers reported that their farm has been affected by extreme cold weather and excessive rainfall respectively.

Table 157: Number and proportion of scavenger poultry farmers affected by climatic risk during last five year

. Total scavenger
Chicken farms poultry farms

Type of climatic % of total % of
#SL
related risk Number | = z55) " |Numberof | . .1(86) | Numberof | % of total
of farmers farmers
farmers farmers farmers | 418 farmers

M

Draught

Extreme hot weather
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Excessive rainfall

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Table 158 shows that a total of 37 farmers of which 13 chicken rearing and 24 duck rearing farmers reported the interruption in chicken/
duck sales due to climatic shocks. In addition, a total of 61 farmers of 31 chicken rearing and 30 duck rearing farmers reported the
increase in disease outbreaks and animal deaths due to climatic risks. A total of 36 farmers of which 14 chicken rearing and 22 duck
rearing farmers reported the scarcity of concentrate feeds due to different types of climatic risk. Besides, 68 farmers of which 36
chicken rearing and 32 duck rearing farmers faced damage or destruction to poultry houses due to tornado/cyclone. Insufficient input
and service due to climatic risk is reported by 16 farmers of which 3 chicken rearing and 13 duck rearing farmers. In terms of feed price,
8 chicken rearing farmers and 15 duck rearing farmers reported an increase in feed price during the climatic risks. Overall, a larger
proportion of duck farmers affected by different climatic risks compared to chicken farmers.

Table 158: Effect of different climatic risk on scavenger poultry farming

Total scavenger
poultry farms

FINDINGS OF SCAVENGER POULTRY CATEGORY

Effect of Number |, Number o Number o
climatic risk of /;a::n(:i) of % of (42) of % of 75
farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers
(U]
Animal death
2 and disease 31 10 30 35 61 15

outbreak increase

Damage/destruction
to livestock house

Rising of feed prices

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Access to extension service in scavenger poultry farming

Column (8) of Table 159 shows that about 30% of total scavenger poultry farmers have access to veterinarian and consultancy services,
10% have access to improved breed rearing service, 31% have access to routine vaccination services, 19% have access to routine de-
worming services, and 19% have access to medication services. Few farmers also have access to other physical and digital extension

services; however, the rate is very low (below 7%). Hence, it can be concluded that there is a lot of scope to improve scavenger poultry

farming through increasing access to different digital and physical extension services.

Table 159:

#SL

10

12

14

16

18

20

22

Number and

Types of extension services

Improved breed rearing

Cage rearing

Climate-resilient housing

Fortified egg production

Routine Deworming

Feed formulation

Food safety

Medication

Online livestock and product
marketin

Online treatment

Waste management

Number
of chicken
farmers

36

26
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61
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farmers
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7.13  Household’s nutrition awareness related information

The figure below indicates that a total of 343 scavenger poultry farmers of which 296 chicken rearing farmers and 47 duck rearing
farmers received nutrition-related information. In terms of proportion, about 82 % of total farmers received nutrition-related informa-
tion while about 83% of chicken rearing farmers and 55% of duck rearing farmers received nutrition-related information.

36, 1%

\

75,18%

c) Total
farmers

a) Chicken
farmers

b) Duck
farmers

I
@ Did not received information @)  Received information

FIGURE 61
Number and Proportions of households received nutrition awareness information

1.4 Gender perspective in managing scavenger poultry value chain

The scavenging poultry value chain is one of the important value chains of the LDDP intervention implemented especially for the women
and other vulnerable groups of the community. The women have a great interest in improving the productivity of scavenging poultry to
meet the demand for meat, egg and improve the economic condition of the family.

1141  Gender perspective in household management in scavenger poultry value chain

The table below shows that women are mostly taking care of their families as well as farms. Amang total surveyed households who
responded, female is mainly taking care of children in 93% households (HHs) and both the male and female are taking care of children
in 6% HHs. In terms of preparing children for school, females are preparing children in only about 97% HHs while both males and fe-
males are preparing children in about 3% HHs. Besides, female are caring elderly members, cleaning and washing clothes, cooking in
the family and collecting cooking water in about 90%, 97%, 98% and 88% of HH respectively who responded the respective questions.
The overall data amplifies that cooking, raring children, caring elderly people, preparing children for school are dedicatedly taken care
of by women. Both males and females has involved in case of caring elderly family members and collecting water.
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Table 160: Gender perspective in household management among the PG of Scavenger Poultry

Number of members who |% of total farm households
mainly manage the who responded to this
activit question Total HH who

responded to
Total | Total and| Total | Total male and |this question
male | female female male | female |¢opae

(1) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8)

2

Manage preparing children for their
school along with farming

Manage Cleaning, washing clothes along 400

with farmin
_------_

Manage collecting water along with
farming
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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The Scavenger chicken under the poultry value chain is one of the main value chains under LDDP intervention which is mainly taken
case of 100 percent female. A significant portion of the protein demand (egg and meat) of a family is fulfilled through scavenger chicken.

For ensuring women empowerment there is a need to develop promotion of the practice of sharing workload especially the household
chores together in consensus which will strengthen the family bonding and spend quality time with family members and become more
productive.
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| 114.2  Gender perspective in farm management in scavenger poultry value chain

The following table presents the gender perspective on farm management in scavenger poultry farming. Among the total surveyed
households who responded to the respective questions, as the data shows the majority of households (35% to 50%), male members are
mainly selecting the input supplier, contact with input supplier, and contacting the vet services providers. On the other hand, as can be
seen the majority of households (55% to 87%) female members are mainly taking decision for buying poultry, chooses of breed, deci-
sion for feed rationing, poultry feeding, manure management, waste management, and cleaning and sanitization of the farm. However,
in the majority of households (40% to 66%), both male and female members together took the decision to use the income from poultry
farming, instead of selling poultry and maintaining contact with the buyers. Overall, Men mostly manage outside work and their mobility
is well accepted in society, but women and young girls are mainly responsible for managing the house assignment as their mobility is
restricted which is reflected on the farm management assignment as well.

Table 161: Gender perspective in fam management in scavenger poultry value chain

of total farm household
who responded to this Total HH who

question responded to

Both Both this question
Totlal fTotalI e T°t|a| fTotaII maleand |
male | female (¢, -, | male | female |, -

(1) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7) (8)

Number of members who
mainly manage the activity

>
o=
(=}
(L]
L
-
<t
(=]
>
o=
—_
—
=
(=]
o
o=
[5S]
(-]
-
L
=
<t
(%
(7]
L
(=]
(72
(==}
=
(=]
—
L

Who chooses the breed?

Who fed animals on the farm?

6 Who manages manure and waste on the
farm?

Who choose the input supplier?

10 Who decide where to sale?

2 Who decide the use of money earned from
poultry?

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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1143 Gender perspective in access to training and services

As can be seen from the table below, females are mostly participating in training in 66% of households, spending more time in farming
in 93% of households and having access to different digital and physical extension services in 48% farm households while male farm-
ers are mostly going out for feed and food product testing in about 40% of farm households.

Table 162: Gender perspective in access to training and services in scavenger poultry value chain

7 of total farm households
who responded to this Total HH who

question responded to

Both q s
Total | Total male and| Total | Total |00 o4 this question
male | female fema male female female

Who spent more time in farm activities?

4 Who mainly goes out for feed and food
product testing?

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Number of members who
mainly manage the activity
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744  Gender perspective in ownership of the farm and poultry

As can be seen from the table below, in 62% of scavenger poultry farms, male members are the authorized owners of the farm while
females are the authorized owners in 25% of farm households and both males and females are the authorized owners in 13% of total
scavenger poultry farms. In terms of the authorized owner of the poultry on the farm, male, female and both male and females are the
authorized owners of the poultry on 9%, 69% and 22% of the farms, respectively.

Table 163: Gender perspective based on the ownership of the farm and poultry in scavenger poultry value chain

Number of members who 7 of total farm households
mainly manage the actlwty Who :esponded to this Total HH who
ESTon Both responded to
Total | Total male and TOtal | Total | 21 this question
male | female female male | female T

(1) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7 (8)

2 | Who is the authorized owner of poultry? 36

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Though the key activities are typically managed by females, but the level of ownership on farm management and poultry is low. So,
there is a need to explore the opportunity of increasing the ownership of women in both farm and livestock management to accelerate
the path of women empowerment.

7.15  Scavenger poultry rearing farmer’s perceptions regarding LDDP services

LDDP is providing different services for increasing productivity, market access and climate-resilient production for the improvement
of the livestock sector in Bangladesh. Scavenger chicken and duck farmers were considered for the baseline survey in the scavenger
poultry category.

7105.1  Farmers received asset from DLS/LDDP to start or continue their poultry business last year

It can be seen from the Table below, only 8 farmers of which 6 chicken rearing farmers and 2 duck rearing farmers received cash
incentives from DLS/LDDP.
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Table 164: Types of assets farmers received from DLS/LDDP during last year

Asset from poultry farms

LDDP/DLS Number of |72 9oftotal | Numberof | %oftotal | Numberof | % of total

332 farm.ers farmers | 86 farmers farmers 418 farmers
use this received use this received use this
received this this received this this received this

farmers
received this

(1)

9  Utensils like bucket,
spade, etc

Live Bird

Feed

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 202
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715.2  Farmers received training from LDDP

This survey did not find any scavenger poultry farmers who received training from LDDP during last year. Hence, none has commented
regarding the satisfaction with LDDP training.

Table 165: Level of satisfaction regarding LDDP provided training during last one year

Total scavenger
poultry farms

Number of % of Number of % of Number of % of

#SL | Satisfaction level farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers
received received received received received received
training training training training training training

m

Good

Not applicable

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 202
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7.15.3  Farmers overall level of satisfaction with LDDP services (scavenger poultry)

The following table shows the overall satisfaction level of farmers who received any kind of asset or assistance from the LDDP. In
terms of overall satisfaction regarding LDDP service, all the farmers who received any kind of asset from the LDDP reported about the
excellent LDDP service.

Table 166: Farmers overall level of satisfaction with LDDP services (scavenger poultry)

Total scavenger
poultry farms
% of total 6 % of total 2 % of total 8
farmers who| Number of | farmers who Number farmers who
received farmers received of received
asset asset farmers asset

(1) (8)

Overall satisfaction

with LDDP services
farmers

Good
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Source: FAO-LDDP haseline survey, 2021
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Chapter 8.
Baseline Finding of
Sonali Chicken

FINDINGS OF SONALI CHICKEN CATEGORY
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A total of 399 sample Sonali chicken rearing farmers of which 132 female farmers across 7 districts namely Bogura, Comilla, Gaibandha,
Gazipur, Mymensingh, Narsingdi, and Tangail have been surveyed during the baseline survey. A number of farms and household charac-
teristics have been collected through this survey that will establish a basis to measure the progress of LDDP stated indicators related
to productivity, market access, and climate-resilient production.

8.1 Sonali chicken farm characteristics

Column (3) of Table 167 shows that on average 2,646 Sonali chicken exists per farm. The highest number of Sonali chicken (3,565 chick-
en) is found in Bogura district while the lowest (1,367 chicken) is found in Gaibandha district.

Table 167: Average number of Sonali chicken in poultry farming

Average number of Sonali chicken per farm

(0 (2) (3)

1 Bogura 3,565
2 Comilla 3181
3 Gaibandha 1,367
4 Gazipur 17N
5 Mymensingh 2,075
6 Narsingdi 2,824
7 Tangail 2,048

Grand Total 2,646

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

The following table presents the distribution of farmers based on different farm sizes in sonali chicken value chain. Sonali chicken rear-
ing farm size is classified as small (1-1000 birds), medium (1001-2000 birds), large (above 2000 birds)?. As can be seen that about 28%
of total surveyed sonali chicken rearing farmers fall in the category of small farms. Besides, about 27% of total surveyed farmers fall
in the category of medium farm and about 45% of total surveyed farmers fall into the category of large farmers. Overall, the majority
of farmers are the large farmers in sonali chicken value chain.

™ Following Jabbar et al., (2005), commercial poultry and sonali chicken farm is classified as small (up to 1000 birds), medium (1001 - 2000 birds), large (above 2000
birds).
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Number of farms
#SL Category 1-1,000 birds 1,001 - 2,000 birds >2,000 birds
(Small farm) (Medium farm) (Large farm)
) (2) (3) (4) (5)
1 Bogura 1 31 61
2 Comilla 21 6 35
3 Gaibandha 23 7 6
4 Gazipur 16 16 7
5 Mymensingh 8 15 15
6 Narsingdi 3 20 37
7 Tangail 29 12 20
Total m 107 181
% total 399 farms 28 27 45

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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8.2  Productivity of sonali chicken per bird

Meat productivity of sonali chicken is measured by the average live weight and carcass weight per bird during the sale at the slaugh-
tering age. Baseline data shows that sonali chicken farmers usually rear birds on average for 10.71 weeks which ranged from 60 days
to 98 days.

8.2.1  Average weight of sonali chicken at the slaughtering age

The following table presents the average live weight and carcass weight per sonali chicken at its slaughtering age at the aggregate level
without considering variations in rearing days. As can be seen, that the average live weight of each sonali chicken bird is about 0.87 Kg
which ranged from 0.83 Kg per bird to 0.90 Kg per bird across different districts. Coolum (3) shows that average carcass weight of each
bird is about 0.57 Kg which is ranged from 0.54 Kg per bird to 0.59 Kg per bird. Noted that the average carcass (dressing percentage) of
a sonali bird is considered as 65% of the live weight based on the previous literature (Azharul et al., 2005). In terms of female farmers,
columns (5-6) indicate that average live weight and carcass weight of each bird is about 0.86 Kg per bird and 0.56 Kg per bird.

Table 169: Average weight of sonali chicken at the slaughtering age

Average weight of sonali chicken at slaughter age

FINDINGS OF SONALI CHICKEN CATEGORY

. .- Total farmers Female farmers
District

Live welght Caracas Live welght Caracas
(Kg) per hird weight (Kg) (Kg) per bird weight (Kg)
per blrd per bird
(U] (2)
1 Bogura 0.90 0.59 0.89 0.58
2 Comilla 0.85 0.56 0.90 0.58
3 Gaibandha 0.88 0.57 0.83 0.54
4 Gazipur 0.90 0.59 0.89 0.58
5 Mymensingh 0.83 0.54 0.88 0.57
6 Narsingdi 0.85 0.55 0.81 0.53
7 Tangail 0.84 0.55 0.76 0.50
Average of Total 0.87 0.57 0.86 0.56

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Note: Average weight is calculated by dividing the total carcass weight (Kg) sold on the farm with total number of birds (sold and consumed on farm).
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8.2.2  Average price of sonali chicken per bird

FINDINGS OF SONALI CHICKEN CATEGORY

The following table presents the average price of sonali chicken during the survey period. The average yearly price is estimated for
sonali chicken to overcome the drawback of seasonality in chicken price.

Table 170: Price of sonali chicken

Price of sonali chicken per bird
Average price Average price Average price Average price
live weight of carcass of live weight of carcass
Tk/Kg weight Tk/Kg Tk/Kg weight Tk/Kg
U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1 Bogura 187.96 292.01 184.96 284.55
2 Comilla 185.30 285.08 178.07 273.95
3 Gaibandha 181.70 279.54 185.59 285.53
4 Gazipur 181.97 279.96 184.35 283.62
5 Mymensingh 151.44 232.98 157.64 242.53
6 Narsingdi 175.52 270.04 179.32 275.88
7 Tangail 179.36 275.94 179.98 276.89

Average of Total 179.74 271.23 180.29 271.37

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

As can be seen from Column (3) of the table above, the average price per Kg live weight of sonali chicken is about Tk 179.74 per Kg which
ranged from Tk 151.44 per Kg to Tk 187.96 per Kg. In terms of female farmers in column (5), average price per Kg live weight of sonali
chicken is Tk 180.29 which is almost the same as this for total farmers. Besides, column (4) shows that the average price per Kg carcass
weight of sonali chicken is Tk 277.23 which is the same for female farmers (column 6).
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8.2.3  Average quantity sold per sonali chicken rearing farm per year

The average quantity of sonali chicken meat (carcass weight) sold per sonali chicken rearing farm per year is presented in the follow-
ing table. Average quantity is calculated by dividing the total quantity sold (number of birds sold * average carcass weight per bird)
by the total number of farms during the baseline period. As can be seen from column (3), each farm sold on average 5,042.24 Kg of
sonali chicken meat (carcass weight) per year. However, the highest quantity (6,863.47 Kg) is sold in the Comilla district and the lowest
quantity (2,838.91Kg) is sold in the Tangail district during the baseline period. In terms of female farmers, each female farmer sold on
average 4,028.78 Kg of sonali chicken meat (carcass weight) which is highest in Narsingdi district (5,619.36 Kg) and lowest in Tangail
district (1,573.55 Kg) during the baseline period.

Table 171: Average quantity (carcass weight) sold per sonali chicken rearing farm per year
Average quantity (Carcass weight) sold

District Total surveyed farmers per farm last year (Kg)
Total (399 farmers) Female (132 farmers)

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5)
1 Bogura 5,606.35 4,840.27
2 Comilla 6,863.47 5,041.66
3 Gaibandha 5,348.24 2,110.89
4 Gazipur 399 4,648.67 3,512.04
5 Mymensingh 3,082.06 2,253.49
6 Narsingdi 5,745.65 5,619.36
7 Tangail 2,838.91 1,573.55

Total 5,042.24 4,028.78

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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8.3  Sonali chicken farm household’s access to market

Findings related to market access of sonali chicken rearing households are described in this sub-section. A number of information such
as type of buyers, place of selling, mode of transport, and so forth are reported in this sub-section.

‘ 8.3.1 To whom sonali chicken farmers sell their chicken

Table 172 shows the number and proportion of sonali chicken rearing farmers based on the buyers where farmers mainly sell their
poultry. It can be seen that a total of majority (70% of total farmers and 65% of female farmers) sell their sonali chicken to the traders/
paiker/foria. Besides, 15% of total farmers and 23% of female farmers sell their chicken to the consumers. About 8% of total farmers
and 8% of female farmers sell their chicken to local shops. Only 1% of farmers sell chicken to the online market. However, about 5%
of total farmers are found to sell their sonali chicken to the lenders to repay the loan. Mainly farmers took advance loans from the feed
dealers and sell their chicken to the dealers to repay the loan in this case.
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Number and proportion of farmers selling Sonali chicken to
different buyers

Total % of total 399 Female % of 132
farmers farmers farmers female farmers

m (2) (3) (2) (5) (6)

1 Consumer 61 15 30 23
2 Trader/piker/foria 280 70 86 65
3 Direct processing 0 0 0 0

company

238 FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY



4 Hotel and restaurant 1 0 0 0

5 Local shop 32 8 10 8
6 Online market 4 1 0 0
7 Supermarket 0 0 0 0
8 lender to repay loan 2 5 6 5

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

8.3.2  Place of selling sonali chicken

Table 173 presents the number and proportion of sonali chicken rearing farmers based on the place of selling their products. It can be
seen that about 85% of farmers sell their product at farmgate. Besides, 10% of farmers sell their chicken at the local market while only
2% of total farmers and 2% of female farmers sell chicken at the urban market. Only 3 farmers of which one female farmer sell their
chicken at the buyer's places like restaurants. Overall, the majority of farmers sell their chicks at the farmgate and traders/paikers
collect the chicken from the farmgate.

FINDINGS OF SONALI CHICKEN CATEGORY
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Table 173: Number and proportion of sonali chicken rearing farmers based on the place of selling

Number and proportion of farmers hased on the place of
selling chicken
Name of location Total % of total 399 Female % of 132
farmers farmers farmers female farmers

M (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1 Farm gate 339 85 n2 85
2 Sale within village 10 2 3 3
3 Local market 41 10 13 10
4 Urban market 6 2 3 2
5 At buyer's place 3 1 1 1

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

8.3.3  Mode of sonali chicken transportation

Table 174 shows the number and proportion of sonali chicken rearing farmers who use transport to sell chicken based on the mode of
transport. It can be seen, the highest proportion (57% of total farmers and 60% of female farmers) use auto vehicle for selling their
chicken. Besides, 25% of farmers use mini trucks or trucks for chicken transport. About 18% of total farmers and 15% of female farm-
ers use rikshaw/van for chicken transport. Overall, different auto vehicles such as battery or engine operated light vehicles are used

FINDINGS OF SONALI CHICKEN CATEGORY

Table 174: Distribution of sonali chicken rearing farmers based on the mode of chicken transport

% of total 20
female
farmers

m (2) (3) (2) (5) (8)

Mode of transport Total farmers % of total 60 Female

farmers farmers

1 On foot 0 0 0
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F

9 Eit;kshaw/Van/hicycle n 18 3 5
3 Auto vehicle 34 57 12 60
4 Boat 0 0 0 0
5 Truck 15 25 5 25

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

8.3.4  Types of cages used to transport sonali chicken

The following table presents the distribution of farmers based on the types of cages used for sonali chicken during purchasing and
selling. As can be seen majority farmers (62% of total farmers and 61% of female farmers) use iron case for chicken transport. Besides,
19% of total farmers and 17% of female farmers use plastic cage, 12% of total farmers and 15% of female farmers use plastic bag and
1% of farmers use bamboo cage for chicken transport.
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Total number of % of total 399 F , % of total 132
bl female

farmers farmers

#SL Types of cage sonali chicken sonali chicken
rearing farmers rearing farmers

(U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (8)

1 Bamboo cage 28 7 9 7
2 Plastic cage 77 19 22 17
3 Iron cage 245 62 81 61
4 Others (Plastic bag) 49 12 20 15

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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8.3.5  Selling processed sonali chicken meat

All of the farmers surveyed reported that they did not sell any processed sonali chicken or portion of sonali chicken during last year.

8.3.6  Sources of feed for sonali chicken

Figure 62 shows the main sources of different purchased feed for sonali chicken farming. As can be seen about 22% of total sonali
chicken rearing farmers purchased feed from the local retailers while about 25% of female farmers purchased feed from local retail-
ers. Besides, about 61% of total farmers as well as female farmers purchase feed from the wholesalers. However, about 15% of total
farmers and 14% of female farmers are found to purchase feed from the feed dealers directly. About 2% of farmers purchase feed
from local mixture entrepreneurs for their sonali chicken farming.

60,15% 18,14%

a) Total b) Female
farmers farmers

81, 61%

@ Wholesalers

‘ Local feed mixure . Feed company ‘ Local retailers

FIGURE 62
Sources of purchased feed for sonali chicken

8.4 Livestock disease management (sonali chicken)

The baseline survey was carried out in 7 districts of Bangladesh for the sonali chicken. To understand the disease frequency faced
during the last year by the Producer Groups (PGs) members under the Livestock and Development Project (LDDP), the survey asked
disease related questions to the farmers.

8.41  Occurrence of diseases in sonali chicken farming

Figure 63 shows that Newcastle has the highest occurring disease in sonali chicken farming following Gumboro and coccidiosis diseas-
es. About 45 % of total surveyed sonali chicken rearing farmers and 43% of female farmers reported that their chicken got affected
by Newcastle disease during baseline period.
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Proportion of sonali chicken farms affected by different disease

As can also be seen about 41% of total sonali chicken rearing farms and 39% of female farmers have been faced by gumboro disease

on their farms while about 30 % of total farmers and 19% of female farmers reported to be affected by coccidiosis during last year.
About 20% to 23% of total farms have been affected by some other disease like bronchitis, fowl cholera, and salmonellosis. Overall,
Newcastle and gumboro disease seems to be the major risk in sonali chicken farming based on the occurrence in larger proportion of

farms.

Table 176 shows that the highest occurrence of Newcastle, gumboro, and Coccidiosis was in Bogura district compared to other districts.

Table 176: Geographical distribution of occurrence of diseases in sonali chicken farms

Number of farms affected across district

Name of disease

(1 (2) (

1 Avian Influenza 1 2

2 Newcastle

3 Infectious

Infectious

Laryngotracheitis

Gaibandha

W
—~
—_
B~
-
—_
(22

£
o
(S}
N
N
~

bronchitis 4 32 7

1 0 3

(6)
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Total dairy
farms
affected

% of total
132 female
operated
farms

Total female
operated
farms
affected

% of total
399 farms

(12) (13)

25 6 9 i

179 45 57 43

80 20 28 21

16 4 2 2
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5  FowlCholera 1 3 8 0 10 25 5 7 20 29 22
6 Infectious coryza 1 33| 5 6 | 3 1 5 64 16 22 17
7 Gumboro 217 23 22 22 2% 21 2 164 4 52 39
8 Avian pox 7 12 8 1 2 2 3 35 9 14 n
9 Salmonellosis 2% 42 4 3 3 N 5 93 23 33 25
10 | Coccidiosis 26 | 13020 23 12 13 16 121 30 25 19

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

8.4.2  Vaccination in sonali chicken farms

Figure 64 presents the proportion of sonali chicken farmers who use regular vaccination on their farms. It can be seen that about
88% of sonali chicken rearing farmers use vaccination for Newcastle while 82% of farmers use vaccination for Gumboro disease.
Few farmers (10%-20% of farmers) also have used vaccination for some other disease like bronchitis, laryngotracheitis, fowl cholera,
infectious coryza, avian pox, and salmonellosis.
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FIGURE 64
Regular vaccination in sonali chicken farms

Table 177 presents the geographical distribution of regular vaccination by sonali chicken rearing farmers. As can be seen, majority of
sonali chicken rearing farmers in Bogura, Comilla, Narsindhi and Tangail districts use vaccines for major poultry diseases like Newcas-
tle, and gumboro.
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Table 177: Geographical distribution sonali chicken farmers use regular vaccination

Number of farms use regular vaccination

Total female | % of total

% of total | operated |132 female
399 farms farms operated
affected farms

(10) (1) (12) (13)

Total dairy
farms
affected

Name of disease

Gaibandha

(1) (2) (3) ' (4)

—_
ol
=

(8 (1 (8

A
=)
-

1 Avian Influenza 0o 12 7 0 0 25 0 Ly L 17 13 >
2 Newcastle 5 36 36 31 58 60 351 88 n7 89 g
3 Infectious bronchitis 0 24 16 0 0 38 0 78 20 25 19 E
Y]
4 'L':;‘:;‘::rsachems 0 5 B 1 0 28 0 60 15 2 7 E
5  Fowl Cholera 1 24 15 0 5 22 1 68 17 24 18 ;
6 | Infectious coryza 0 15 15 0 8 20 0 58 15 19 14 %
7 Gumboro 64 61 35 30 29 49 326 82 108 82 %
8 Avian pox 5 20 1 16 9 23| 3 92 23 29 22 g
9 Salmonellosis 0 6 1 1 0 7 0 38 10 n 8
10 ' Coccidiosis 6 5 B 0 0 B3, 0 39 10 13 10

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

8.4.3  Death of sonali chicken due to disease

Figure 65 shows the number of sonali chickens that died due to different diseases during the baseline period. As can be seen, the high-
est number of chickens died due to Newcastle disease during the baseline period. For instance, about 49% of the total sonali chicken
death was for the Newcastle disease. Besides, about 23% and 14% of chicken death were due to gumboro, and avian influenza disease.
The proportion of chicken death for female farmers are almost the same as this for total farmers.

42,729, 14%

17, 495
6%

16,141,18%

5,343,

b) Female
farmers

farmers

69,591,
23%

soso 2% 1,840, 2%

4,949,2% 1,627,2%
@ Newcastle @ infectious bronchietis @) Fowl Cholera Infectious coryza @ Gumboro
Salmonellosis Coccidiosis . Avian Influenza O Avian pox O Infectious

Laryngotracheitis

FIGURE 65
Number and Proportion of sonali chicken died due to disease
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8.5 Feeding practice and management

Figure 66 presents the quantity of different feeds used per day per sonali chicken. As can be seen on average 0.047 Kg of ready-made
poultry feed per bird per day is used. In terms of female farmers, on average 0.049 Kg of ready-made poultry feed is used per bird per
day. Although some farmers used a feed from other sources like mixed feed from procured or purchased ingredients, the quantity is
very low.
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FIGURE 66
Types of feed used per day per bird in Sonali chicken farming

246 FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY




F

8.6  Food safety and certification

Food safety and certification measures are necessary to ensure the quality of products both from the input and output sides in the
sonali chicken farming. Several food safety and certification measures are identified to know the food safety status of the sonali
chicken rearing farms. Those farmers who reqularly use any measures are considered the adopters of this measure. Table 178 indicates
that about 25% of total surveyed sonali chicken farmers and 22% of female farmers reqularly wash their hands before entering the
poultry house while 39% of total farmers and 35% of female farmers use foot baths. Although 55% of total farmers and 49% of female
farmers control visitors/other animals, birds and pest access on the farm only 9% of total farmers and 8 % of female farmers keep a
record of these activities. However, 27% of total farmers and 22% of female farmers keep records of different diseases, treatments
and vaccination on the farm. About 10% of total farmers and 8% of female farmers reported that they clean the utensils with safe and
disinfected water while 15% of total farmers and 11% of female farmers transport chicken with comfort. About 20% of total farmers
and 21% of female farmers reported that they maintain the drug withdrawal period. Only 4 farmers are found to test the feed quality
and safety for their poultry farming. A total of 73 farmers received food safety related information of which 24 are female.

Table 178: Use of food safety and certification measures in sonali chicken farms
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Food safety and certification particulars Total farmers | % of 399 € § % of total 132
use this farmers use |use this farmers use
measure this measure |measure this measure

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (8)

1 Do you wash your hand before entering the farm? 100 25 29 22
Do you use foot bath containing disinfectant at the entrance of

2 the farm? 154 39 46 35
Do you control visitor/other animal, bird and pest access on the

3 farm? 218 55 65 49
Do you monitor and maintain records for the above-mentioned

b activities? 36 9 10 8

5 Do you keep record of disease, treatment and vaccination 108 97 29 2

information for each poultry batch?

Do you test the quality (Nutrient compositions) and safety
8 | (Antibiotic, Heavy metals, Pesticide residue, Microbial hazard) 4 1 2 2
parameters of your poultry feed

Are all the utensils cleaned and sanitized properly with safe water

J and disinfectants before and after use? ) W W g

8 Do you transport poultry with comfort? 61 15 15 1

9 Do you perform regular health check-up of poultry and farm 0 0 0 0
workers (Salmonellosis, Avian Influenza, etc)

10 Do you keep records of health check-up of poultry and farm 0 0 0 0
workers (Salmonellosis, Avian Influenza, etc)

1 Do you maintain withdrawal period of antibiotic/hormone? 79 20 28 2]

12 Do you get any poultry health certificate before sale? 0 0 0 0

3 Do you use any label/brand for your poultry’s, poultry’s eggs or 0 0 0 0
their meat?

14 Did you receive any information related to food safety? 73 18 24 18

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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It can be seen from the table below that a shallow tube-well/electric pump is the main source of drinking water for sonali chicken birds.
About 84% of total farmers and 80% of female farmers use this source for sonali chicken’s drinking water on the farm. Another source
is the hand tube well. About 16% of total farmers and 20% of female farmers use this source for sonali chicken’s drinking water on the

Name of the water
source

source
(M (2) (3)

1 Hand Tube-well 63
2 Pond/Cannel 0
3 Supply/ Tap 0
4 Filtered 0

Sallow tube-well/

electric pumps 336
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Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

farm. Hand tube-well is mainly used in the small farm categories.

Table 179: Sources of farm animals’ drinking water (sonali chicken)

Number of farmers use different source of drinking water

Number of total
farmers use this

% of 399 total

farmers who use farmers who

this source use this source
(4) (5) (6)

Female farmers % of 132 female

use this source

16 27 20
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

84 105 80

Table 180 presents the source of food safety information amang those who received food safety-related information during the base-
line period. It is found that only 73 sonali chicken rearing farmers out of a total of 399 farmers received any kind of food safety-related

information last year (Table 176). Among those who received food safety-related information, TV seems to be the most popular medium
of information (66 farmers including 24 females) following online media (50 farmers including 15 females). Few farmers received food
safety information from other sources such as training, mobile app, SMS, community radio, and exhibition.

Table 180: Sources of information related to food safety in sonali chicken farming

Number of farmers receive different types of information related to food

#SL | Name of the source
of food
safety information

Total farmers

received
information from
this source

m (2) (3)

1 Training 12
2 Mobile app 2
3 SMS 16
4 Community radio 1

5 TV 66
6 Online media 50
7 Exhibition 8

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

248

% of 24 female
farmers who
received food
Ssafety related
information

Female farmers
received
information from
this source

% of 73 total
farmers who
received foodsafety
related information

16 3 10
3 0 0
22 1 3
1 0 0
90 24 83
68 15 52
Ll 0 0
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8.7 Technology and practices used in sonali chicken farming

Technology adoption is defined as the regular use of any technology by the farmers on their farming. Table 181 shows that all the sonali
chicken rearing farmers use improved breed in farming. Besides, about 59% of total farmers and 61% of female farmers use reqular
vaccination of different disease. About 12% of total farmers and 13% of female farmers reqularly use ration balancing in sonali chicken
rearing farms. About 53% of total farmers and 50% of female farmers use routine deworming which also could be improved for better
health management. Very few farmers (3%of total farmers and 5% of female farmers) use manure management technology on their
farms. Although climate-resilient housing is greatly associated with the productivity as well as environmental issues with poultry farm-
ing, only 17% of total farmers and 13% of female farmers are found to use this technology in farming. Besides, a total of 4 farmers is
found to use cage rearing technology in their sonali chicken farming. Overall, the rate of adoption of different technology is very poor
and that could be improved to increase the productivity and resilient poultry production.

Table 181: Technology and practices used in sonali chicken rearing farms

Adoption of technology and practices

Name of technology Number of % of total | Number of % of total

total farms 399 farms | female farms | 132 farms
adopted adopted adopted adopted

U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
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CSA technologies and practices

1 Improved breed rearing 399 100 132 100
2 Ration balancing 48 12 17 13
3 Routine vaccination 353 59 18 61
4 Routine Deworming 21 53 66 50
5 Manure management 12 3 7 5

6 Climate-resilient housing 67 17 17 13

Other technologies and practices

7 Cage rearing 4 1 2 2
8 Organic egg and meat production 0 0 0 0
9 Fortified egg production 0 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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8.8 Capacity enhancement of sonali chicken rearing farmers

Table 182 presents the number and proportion of sonali chicken rearing farmers received training on different technologies and prac-
tices.

Table 182: Distribution of farmers received training on different technology and practices

Capacity enhancement of sonali chicken farmers

>= o L)
§ #SL| Capacity enhancement training | Total farmers f/; r::‘:::al 399 |remale farmers é’ I:falt:tfglr:::rs
E M L L received training A L received training
: (1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (8)
E 1 Improved breed rearing 14 4 2 2
E 2 Biosecurity and biosafety 15 4 3 2
5 3 Cage rearing 1 0 0 0
(=}
; 4 Organic egg and meat production 0 0 0 0
EE 5 Climate-resilient housing 6 2 3 2
=
E 6 Manure management 3 1 1 1
e 7 Fortified egg production 0 0 0 0
8 Routine vaccination 34 9 5 4
9 Routine Deworming 21 5 4 3
10 Poultry farming 10 3 2 2
n Poultry meat and egg production 1 0 1 1
12 Poultry Hatchery rules 0 0 0 0
13 Poultry Health management 9 2 2 2
14 Poultry agribusiness 0 0 0 0
15 Feed formulation 3 1 1 1
16 Good agricultural practice 0 0 0 0
17 Food safety 0 0 0 0
18 Climate shock mitigation 1 0 0 0
19 Business development skill 0 0 0 0
20 Training on gender equality 1 0 0 0
21 Training on using mobile apps 0 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

As can be seen from Table 182, very few farmers received training on different technologies and practices during the baseline period.
For instance, only 1% -5% of total farmers received training on improved breed rearing, biosecurity and biosafety, manure manage-
ment, routine deworming, and poultry health management. However, only 9% of total farmers received training on routine vaccination
on poultry farming. The proportion of female farmers received different training are almost the same as this for total farmers except
training on vaccination. Nevertheless, there is a huge room to enhance capacity of sonali chicken farmers through different trainings.
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8.9  Housing and management in sonali chicken farming

Table 183 presents different housing systems used by the sonali chicken rearing farmers. It can be seen that a total of 120 surveyed
farmers (27% of total surveyed farmers) of which 46 females (35% of females) use the conventional type of poultry housing. However,
a total of 251 surveyed farmers (63% of total farmers) of which 74 female farmers (56% of female farmers) use raised floors with
bricks or brick wall shed for poultry rearing. About 6% of total surveyed farmers and 8% of female farmers use macha system house
for sonali chicken rearing. Few farmers are found to use multistorey building (5 farmers of which 1female) for sonali chicken rearing.

FINDINGS OF SONALI CHICKEN CATEGORY

Female farmers

% of total Number of % of total (132)
(399) farmers farmers farmers
0

Night enclosed/fenced open
space adjacent to homestead

2 Conventional 120 27 46 35

3 Raised floor bricks or brick wall 951 63 7 56
shed

4 Multi-storied building 5 1 2 2

5 Macha system 23 6 10 8

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Table 184 shows the management system of sonali chicken rearing. As can be seen from Column (4) of Table 184, the majority (73% of
total farmers) of sonali chicken farmers use intensive housing system for sonali chicken rearing following and 27% of total surveyed
farmers use semi-intensive housing system. Besides, 70% of female farmers use intensive farming while 30% of female farmers use
semi-intensive farming.

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY 2517



ﬁ

Table 184: Types of management system used in sonali chicken farms

Total farmers Female farmers

(1 (2)

Type of management system | . per of % of total Number of % of total (132)
in housing farmers (399) farmers farmers farmers
0

1 Free ranging-extensive 0 0 0
2 Intensive 290 73 93 70
3 Semi-intensive 109 27 39 30

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Table 185 presents the number and proportion of farmers mainly use different types of litter in poultry farming. As can be seen from
column (4) of Table 185, majority (63%) of total sonali chicken farmers and 60% of female farmers use rice husk as litter on the farm.
Besides, about 34% of total farmers and 36 % of female farmers use sawdust as litter. About 2% of total farmers use sand as litter on
their farms while 1% of total farmers use ash as litter on their farms.
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Total farmers Female farmers

Type of litters Number of % of total Number of % of total (132)
farmers (399) farmers farmers farmers

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1 Ash 3 1 3 2
2 Sawdust 137 34 48 36
3 Sand 9 2 2 2
4 Others (Rice husk) 250 63 79 60

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Table 186 presents the distribution of sonali chicken farmers based on various facilities used in the poultry house. It can be seen that
about 70% of total farmers and 64% of female farmers have an adequate ventilation system in poultry farms. The majority of farmers
(About 99 % of total farmers and 98% of female farmers) have sufficient space in the poultry house. Besides, about 58% of total farm-
ers and 59% of female farmers reported that they use an electric fan or exhauster fan in their poultry house. However, only 6% of total
farmers and 8% of female farmers reported that they have quarantine facilities for their disease infected poultry on the farm. About
70% of total farmers and 66% of female farmers use reqular biosafety plans in their poultry farming. Nevertheless, the majority (86%
of total farmers) of sonali chicken rearing farmers reported that the utensils they use in farming are women friendly.
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Table 186: Use of different facilities in the sonali chicken’s house

Total farmers Female farmers
s L D L Numberof | % of total Number of % of total (132)
chicken house
farmers (399) farmers farmers farmers

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
1 Adequate ventilation system 279 70 84 64
2 Electric fan or exhauster fan 233 58 78 59
3 Sufficient space for poultry 394 99 130 98
4 Quarantine facility 25 6 10 8
5 Biosafety plan 280 70 87 66
6 Utensils are women friendly 343 86 N4 86

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Following table shows the number and proportion of farmers among those who use biosafety plan in their poultry house. It can be seen
that about 57% of total farmers and 55% of female farmers who use biosafety plan use hand wash facility while about 43% of total
farmers and 45% of female farmers use foot bath in their poultry house. Moreover, most of the farmers use different disinfected spray
or bleaching powder after finishing one batch of poultry and starting a new batch.

Table 187: Types of biosafety plan used in the sonali chicken farms

T f biosafety bl Number of % of total (280) Number of % of (83)
ypes ol biosatety plan farmers farmers farmers farmers
U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1 Foot bath 160 57 48 55

2 Hand wash facility 120 43 39 45

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

The following figure presents the number and proportion of sonali chicken rearing farmers based on using different energy sources
in the poultry house. It can be seen that 95% of total sonali chicken farmers and 98% of female farmers use electricity as the energy
source in their poultry farms. No farmer was found to use any solar energy on the poultry farm.

a) Total
farmers

b) Female
farmers

381, 95% 130, 98%

. Electricity Used @ Noenergy used

FIGURE 67
Types of energy used in the sonali chicken farms
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8.10 Manure management in sonali chicken farms

The following table presents the number and proportion of farmers based on different types of manure processing techniques on the
farm. About 29% of total surveyed sonali chicken rearing farmers and 23% of female farmers keep manure in open spaces as solid
storage. On the other hand, 44% of total surveyed sonali chicken rearing farmers and 50% of female farmers dispose of manure in
a covered place as solid storage. However, 27% of total surveyed sonali chicken rearing farmers and 26% of female farmers dispose
of manure in the open space which could be a great worry for environmental issues. Only 2 farmers of which one female found to use
anaerobic digestion with poultry manure.

Table 188: Types of manure processing in sonali chicken farms
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Total farmers Female farmers o5

Type of manure Number of % of total Number of % of total (132) —

processing farmers (399) farmers farmers farmers 2

() (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) =

(7]

1 Solid storage (Open space) 15 29 31 23 =

(7¢]

[4-]

2 Solid storage (in covered place) 174 L4 66 50 =

[=]

=

B8 Dispose to open space 108 27 34 26 s
4 Burned Fuel 0 0 0 0
5 Anaerobic digestion 2 1 1 1

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

As can be seen from the Figure below, about 31% of total farmers and 25% of female farmers use poultry manure as fertilizer in crop
cultivation. Farmers do not use manure directly in the crop field. They store manure as solid storage and apply it to the crop field while

a) Total b) Feh
farmers farmers

it becomes compost..

99, 75%

. Do not use manure in crop cultivation . Manure used in crop cultivation

FIGURE 68
Number and Proportion of farmers use manure as fertilizer in crop cultivation
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Table 189 presents the number and proportion of sonali chicken rearing farmers based on different categories of waste disposal on
the farm. As can be seen 47% of total surveyed sonali chicken rearing farmers and 52% of female farmers dispose of waste in open
space as solid storage. On the other hand, 27% of total surveyed sonali chicken rearing farmers and 25% of female farmers dispose of
waste in a covered place as solid storage. Besides, 26% of total surveyed sonali chicken rearing farmers and 23% of female farmers
dispose of waste in open space. However, 2 farmers of which 1female is found to use anaerobic digestion with poultry farming waste.

Table 189: Waste disposal in sonali chicken farming

>

§ Total farmers Female farmers
(NN}

= . Number of % of total Number of % of total (132)
<< Types of waste disposal

= - : (399) farmers farmers
™ (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8)
=

&= 1 Solid storage (Open space) 188 47 69 52
|

= 2 Solid storage (in covered place) 107 27 33 25
(=}

w

= 3 Dispose to open space 102 26 30 23
w

'g 4 Burned Fuel 0 0 0 0
[=]

=

(e 5 Anaerobic digestion 2 1 0 0

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

8.11 Climate related risk in sonali chicken farming

Column (&) of Table 190 shows that about 7% of total sonali chicken farmers were affected by flood/flash flood/waterlogging and
excessive rainfall during last five years. Besides, about 2% farmers faced problem during drought in sonali chicken farming. About 8
% total farmers faced tornado/cyclone, while 18% and 15% of total farmers affected by extreme hot and cold weather during last five
years, respectively. Besides, about 7% of total farmers reported that their farm has been affected by excessive rainfall during last five
years. The proportion of female farmers got affected by different climatic event are almost the same as this if for the total farmers.

Table 190: Distribution of sonali chicken farms affected by climatic risk during last five years

Total farms Female farms

risk farmers farmers farmers farmers

(M (2) (3) (2) (5) (8)

1 Flood/flash flood/waterlogging 29 7 10 8
2 Draught 9 2 3 2
3 Tornado/cyclone 30 8 10 8
4 Extreme hot weather n 18 23 17
5 Extreme cold weather 61 15 18 14
6 Excessive rainfall 26 7 8 6
7 Salinity 0 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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The effects of different climatic shocks during last five years are shown in Table 191. As can be seen about 6% of total farmers who
affected by climatic shocks during last five years reported that output (poultry sale) was interrupted due to climatic risks. However, the
majority (83% of farmers who affected) reported that they faced disease outbreak and poultry death due to climatic risks. In addition,
8% of farmers who got affected by climatic risks faced shortage of inputs and veterinary services during climatic risks. Few farmers
(1% -5% of farmers who affected) also faced some other problems such as such as scarcity of concentrate feeds, damage and de-
struction of poultry house, and rising feed price.

Table 191: Effect of different climatic risk on sonali chicken farms

Total farms Female farms

Effect of climatic risk Number of % of (71) Number of female % of (23)
farmers farmers farmers farmers
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
1 Output sale interrupted 4 6 1 4

Animal death and disease

2 outbreak increase 59 83 18 78

Scarcity of green grass and
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3 concentrate feeds ! ! 0 0
4 Damage/destruction to livestock 9 3 1 4
house
Inadequate input and service
5 (veterinary Treatment, vaccine) 6 8 2 9
6 Rising of food prices 4 6 1 4
7 Others 0 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

8.12 Access to extension service in sonali chicken farming

Column (4) of Table 192 shows that about 64% of total sonali chicken farmers and 68% of female farmers have access to veterinarian
and consultancy services, about 100% of sonali chicken farmers have access to improved breed rearing service, 17% of total sonali
chicken farmers and 16% of female farmers have access to biosafety and biosecurity services, about 58% of total sonali chicken
farmers and 57% of female farmers have access to routine vaccination service, about 47% of total sonali chicken farmers and 48% of
female farmers have access to routine deworming service, and 54% of total sonali chicken farmers and 53% of female farmers have
access to medication services. Few farmers also have access to other physical and digital extension services; however, the rate is very
low (below 1% to 6%). Overall, there is a large room to improve the sonali chicken farming through increasing the access to different
digital and physical extension services.
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Table 192: Number and proportion of sonali chicken farmers have access to extension service’s

Reported digital and physical extension services
is accessible

Total % of total | Female % of total
farmers 399 farmers 132 duck
have access farmers have access farmers

Types of extension services

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (8)

> 1 Veterinarian and Consultancy 255 64 90 68
g 2 Improved breed rearing 399 100 132 100
g 3 Biosecurity and biosafety 68 17 21 16
>
g 4 Cage rearing 13 3 3 2
o
E 5 Organic egg and meat production 5 1 0 0
% 6 Climate-resilient housing 42 n 12 9
z 7 Manure management 34 9 10 8
§ 8 Fortified egg production 7 2 0 0
o
9 Routine vaccination 230 58 75 57
10 Routine Deworming 186 47 63 48
1l Poultry agribusiness 9 2 0 0
12 Feed formulation 22 6 5 4
13 Good agricultural practice 8 2 0 0
14 Food safety 19 5 6 5
15 Climate shock mitigation 20 5 2 2
16 Medication 214 54 70 53
17 Product branding and quality certification 7 2 0 0
18 Online livestock and product marketing 7 2 0 0
19 Online knowledge sharing 25 6 5 4
20 Online treatment 0 0 0 0
21 Mobile veterinary clinic 0 0 0 0
22 Waste management 15 4 2 2

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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8.13 Household’s nutrition awareness related information

The figure below indicates that about 55% of the total surveyed sonali chicken rearing farmers and 51% of female farmers received
nutrition-related information during the baseline period. Hence, appropriate measures should be taken to increase farmers' nutrition
awareness.

a) Total b) Female
farmers farmers

. Farmers received information . Farmers did not receive information

FIGURE 69
Number and Proportion of households received nutrition awareness information

8.14 Gender Perspective in managing sonali chicken value chain

The sonali chicken value chain is one of the important value chains of LDDP intervention implemented especially for the women, youth

and other vulnerable community. The women have great interest on improving the productivity of sonali Chicken to meet the demand
of the meat, egg and improving the economic condition of the family.

114.1  Gender perspective in household management in sonali chicken value chain

The table below shows that women are mostly taking care of their family as well as the farm. Among the total surveyed households who
responded, females, are taking care of children in 76% of households (HHs) and both males and females are taking care in 18% HHs. In
terms of preparing children for school, females are preparing children in about 87% HHs while both males and females are preparing
children in about 10% HHs. Besides, females are caring for elderly members, cleaning and washing clothes, cooking in the family and
collecting cooking water in about 66%, 62%, 91and 38% of HH who responded to the respective questions. The overall data amplifies
that cooking, raring children, caring for elderly people, and preparing children for school are dedicatedly taken care of females.

For ensuring women's empowerment there is a need to develop the promotion of the practice of sharing workload especially the house-

hold chores together in consensus which will strengthen the family bonding and spent quality time with family members and become
more productive.
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Table 193: Gender perspective in household management among the sonali chicken rearing farmers

of total farm households
who responded to this
question

Number of members who

mainly manage the activity Total HH who

Both Both re§pondeq to
Total | Total |male and| Total | Total |male and| thiS question
male female female male female fema|e

1 Manage taking care of children along with 5 253 59 6 76 18 332
ﬁaemgg preparing children for their

2 school along with farming 10 274 32 3 87 10 316

3 Manage.canng glderly family members i 181 78 6 66 28 975
along with farming

4 Mfmage C[eanlng, washing clothes along 93 998 118 6 62 39 269
with farming

5 Manage cooking along with farming 12 335 20 3 91 5 367

6 Mana_ge collecting water along with 80 135 142 29 38 40 357
farming

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

8.14.2  Gender perspective in farm management in sonali chicken value chain

The following table presents the gender perspective in farm management in sonali chicken farming. Amang the total surveyed house-
holds who responded to the respective questions, as can be seen in the majority of households (60% to 85%), male members are
mainly taking decisions for buying poultry, chooses of breed, the decision for feed rationing, selection of input supplier, contact with
input supplier, place of selling poultry, and contact with buyers. On the other hand, as can be seen, the female percentage is very low
considering the farm management. However, in the majority of households (40% to 60%), both male and female members together do
poultry feeding, manure management, waste management, and cleaning of farm utensils and took the decision to use the income from
poultry farming. Overall, Men mostly manage outside work and their mability is well accepted in society, but women and young girls
are mainly responsible to manage the housing assignment as their mobility is restricted which is reflected in the farm management
assignment as well.

Table 194: Gender perspective in farm management in sonali chicken value chain

of total farm households
who responded to this

Number of members who

mainly manage the activity ti Total HH who
Indicators Both question Both responded to
this question
Totlal 'fl'otalI male and Totlal :‘otalI male and q
male emale | -je | Male | female . -0
(1 (2) (5) (6) (8) (9)
1 Who takes the decision of buying poultry? 130 33 399
2 Who chooses the breed? 265 20 T4 66 5 29 399
3 Who takes the decision of feed rationing? 247 21 131 62 5 33 399
4 Who fed animals on the farm? 159 36 204 40 9 51 399
5 Who decide to manage manure? 205 19 156 54 5 41 380
6 }A;I:rt:l?anages manure and waste on the 203 20 165 52 5 43 388
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Who perform cleaning and sanitization

7 162 40 197 4 10 49 399
on the farm

8 Who choose the input supplier? 314 17 68 19 4 7 399

9 Who rpaintain the contact with the input 334 16 49 84 4 12 399
supplier?

10 = Who decide where to sale? 286 15 98 72 4 25 399

N Who maintain the contact with the buyer? 340 15 o 85 4 m 399

12 Who decide the use of money earned from 166 6 277 42 4 54 399
poultry’.{ ) )

3 Who maintain the contact with the vet 3 9 65 78 5 6 398

service providers?
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

8.14.3 Gender perspective in access to training and services

As can see from the table below, men mostly decide and participate in training in 67% of households and spent more time in farming
in 58% of households while male farmers are mostly going out for feed and food product testing in about 84% farm households and
also access in different digital and physical extension services in 67% farm households.
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Table 195: Gender perspective in access to training and services in sonali chicken value chain

% of total farm household

Number of members who

mainly manage the activity who responded to this Total HH who

question responded to

Total | Total =i Total | Total foh this question
male and male and
male female male | female
female female
172 23 67 9

Indicators

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 0 (8) (9)

1 Who participates in the training? 60 24 255

2 Who spent more time in farm activities? 229 94 i 58 24 18 394

3 Vi:\:dgflnly have access to finance/ 192 63 58 61 20 19 33
Who mainly goes out for feed and food

4 product testing? 19 4 19 84 3 13 142

5 Who have mainly access to different 999 7 96 67 5 28 349

digital and physical extension services?
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

8.14.4  Gender perspective in ownership of the farm and poultry

As can be seen from the table below, in 89% of sonali chicken farms, male members are the authorized owner of the farm while females
are the authorized owner in 5% farm household and both male and females are the authorized owner in 6% of total sonali chicken
farms. In terms of the authorized owner of the poultry on the farm, male, female and both male and females are the authorized owners
of the poultry in 82%, 9% and 9% of the farms.
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Table 196: Gender perspective based on the ownership of the farm and poultry in sonali chicken value chain

Number of members who /°h°f total fa(;'n:l Itlm::ghold y
malnly manage the actlwty who :espon CA Lo TS Total HH who
Both LR Both responded to
Total | Total 0 Total | Total 0 this question
male and male and
male | female male | female
female female

(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Who is the authorlzed owner of this farm? 399

2 | Who is the authorized owner of poultry? 329 36 34 82 9 9 399
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

In case of sonali chicken, the key activities are typically managed by both male and female but the level of female ownership on farm
management and poultry is low. So, there is a need to explore the opportunity on increasing the ownership of women in both farm and
livestock management for accelerating the path of women empowerment.

8.15 Sonali chicken rearing farmer’s perceptions regarding LDDP services

LDDP is providing different services for increasing productivity, market access and climate-resilient production for the improvement
of the livestock sector in Bangladesh.

8.15.1  Farmers received assets from DLS/LDDP to start or continue their livestock business last year

It can be seen from the Table below, a total of 217 farmers (54% of total surveyed sonali chicken rearing farmers) of which 67 female
(51% of female farmers) received cash incentives from DLS/LDDP during last year.

Table 197: Types of assets farmers received from DLS/LDDP during last year

Total farmers Female farmers

Asset from LDDP/DLS Number of % of total Number of % of total (132)

farmers (399) farmers farmers farmers

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1 Poultry house 0 0 0 0

2 Utensils like bucket, spade, etc 0 0 0 0

3 Hygienic cleaning tools 0 0 0 0

4 Live Bird 1 0 0 0

5 Cash incentive 217 54 67 51

6 Feed 1 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

8.15.2  Farmers received training from LDDP

This survey did not find any sonali chicken rearing farmers who received training from LDDP during last year. Hence, none has com-
mented regarding the satisfaction about LDDP training.
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Table 198: Level of satisfaction regarding LDDP provided training during last one year

H#SL
m

Rate of satisfaction
on the training you
received from LDDP

Number of % of 0 farmers Number of % of 0 farmers
farmers received who received farmers received who received
this training this training this training this training

(2) (3) (4) (5) (8)

1 Excellent 0 0 0 0 =
o

[4-]

2 | Good 0 0 0 0 =
<T

(&)

3 Moderate 0 0 0 0 =
-

S

4 | Bad 0 0 0 0 S
=

5  Verybad 0 0 0 0 =
(=]

(7]

[E

6 | Not applicable 0 0 0 0 3
D

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021 E

=

[re

8.15.3  Farmers overall level of satisfaction with LDDP services (sonali chicken)

A total of 217 sonali chicken rearing farmers of which 67 were females received any kind of asset from the LDDP to continue their busi-
ness during the COVID pandemic in the baseline period. The following table shows the overall satisfaction of the farmers who received
assets from the LDDP during the baseline period. In terms of overall satisfaction regarding LDDP service, 82% of farmers who received
assets reported excellent service from LDDP while 18% of farmers reported excellent service. In terms of females, 25% of farmers
reported excellent, and 75% of female farmers reported good service. A majority of farmers did not comment on their satisfaction
since they did not receive any assets from the LDDP during the baseline period.

Table 199: Farmers overall level of satisfaction with LDDP services (sonali chicken)

Number of % of 217 farmers Number of % of 67 farmers
farmers received who received farmers received who received
asset assest assest assest

Overall satisfaction

with LDDP services

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1 Excellent 40 18 17 25
2 | Good 176 82 50 75
3 Moderate 0 0 0 0
4 | Bad 0 0 0 0
5  Verybad 0 0 0 0

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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A total of 423 sample commercial poultry rearing farmers of which 252 commercial broiler rearing and 171 commercial layer rearing
farmers across 7 districts namely Bogura, Comilla, Gaibandha, Gazipur, Mymensingh, Narsingdi, and Tangail have been surveyed during
the baseline survey. Out of total commercial poultry farmers, a total of 40 female farmers have been surveyed of which 23 were braoiler
rearing farmers and 17 layer rearing farmers. A number of farms and household characteristics have been collected through this survey
that will establish a base to find the progress of LDDP stated indicators related to productivity, market access, and climate-resilient
production.

9.1 Commercial poultry farm characteristics

Column (3) of Table 200 shows that on average 1,682 commercial broiler and 2,498 commercial layer exist per farm. Considering both
broiler and layer, on average 2,090 poultry exist per farm. The highest number of broiler (2,489 broiler) is found in Comilla district while
the lowest (1,053 broiler) is found in Gaibandha district. On the other hand, the highest number of layer (6428 layers) is found in Tangail
district, and the lowest number (1,424 layers) is found in Gaibandha district.

Table 200: Average number commercial poultry per farm

Average number of commercial poultry per farm
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District
Commercial broiler Commercial layer Average

2 Comilla 2,489 3,047 2,768

4 Gazipur 1183 1,942 1562
o mmwswwamw

6 Narsingdi 1,639 2,157 1,898
B L R B

Average of Total 1,682 2,498 2,090

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

From Table 201, we can observe that most of the broiler farms fall in the small (less than 1000 birds) category. In contrast, in the case
of layer farms, the large number of farms (38% of layer farms) falls in the large farm category.
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Table 201: Number of farmers based on different farm sizes

!

Number of farms
Commercial layer (171 farms)

Commercial broiler (252 farms)

266

Bogura
Comilla
Gaibandha
Gazipur
Mymensingh
Narsingdi
Tangail
Grand Total

% of total surveyed
farms

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

6

22

21

18

12

7

108

43

19

13

15

14

18

7

12

98

39

22

46

18

55

32

Small farm Medium farm | Large farm | Small farm |Medium farm | Large farm
(1-1,000 | (1,001-2,000  (>2,000 (1-1,000 | (1,001-2,000  (>2,000
blrds) hlrds) blrds) blrds) burds) blrds)

22

n 14
4 10
13 5
7 5
5 n
8 7
3 13
51 65
30 38
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9.2 Productivity of commercial poultry per bird

The meat productivity of commercial chicken is measured by the average carcass weight and live weight per bird during the sale at the
slaughtering age. Baseline data shows that broiler farmers usually rear birds on average for 32 days which ranged from 28 days to 35
days. On the other hand, culled hen (the layer bird which is sold for meat purposes after its laying period) is sold at 75 weeks of age on
average which is ranged from 63 weeks to 97 weeks.

9.2.1  Average carcass weight of commercial poultry at the slaughtering age

Table 202 presents the average carcass weight per broiler and culled hen at its slaughtering age at the aggregate level without con-
sidering variations in rearing days. As can be seen from column (3) average carcass weight of each broiler bird is about 1.17 Kg which
ranged from 1.12 Kg per bird to 1.24 Kg per bird across different districts. Column (&) shows the average carcass weight of each broiler
bird for female farmers. As can be seen, the average carcass weight of each broiler for female farmers is slightly lower (1.15 Kg) than
this for total farmers. Column (5) shows that the average carcass weight of a culled hen at its slaughter age is about 1.39 Kg per bird and
ranged from 1.23 Kg to 1.66 Kg per bird across different districts. In terms of female farmers, the average carcass weight of a culled hen
is about 1.38 Kg which ranged from 1.15 Kg to 1.47 Kg per bird across different districts. Column (7) shows the average carcass weight
of commercial poultry while both broiler and culled hens considered together. On average, the carcass weight of commercial poultry
is about 1.19 Kg per bird.
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Table 202: Average carcass weight of commercial poultry at the slaughtering age

Average carcass weight (Kg) per bird at its slaughter age
Brorler Commerclal Commercial
poultry poultry
Total Female Total Female (total (female
farmer farmer farmer farmer farmers) farmers)

1 Bogura 118 11 1.23 1.30 118 112
9 Comilla 119 110 1.37 1.47 121 116
3 Gaibandha 1.24 115 1.50 1.36 1.27 117
4 Gazipur 1.20 117 1.66 1.46 1.20 118
5 Mymensingh 112 119 1.35 : 113 119
6 Narsingdi 114 1.20 1.35 115 115 1.20
7 Tangail 115 1.20 1.41 1.36 119 1.23

Average of Total 117 116 1.39 1.38 119 117

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Note: commercial poultry includes both broiler and culled hen together. Average carcass weight (dressing percentage) of a broiler and culled hen is
considered as 70% and 65% of respective live weight based on the previous literature (Azad et al., 2013; Hossain et al., 2006; Mukthulakshmi et al., 2016;
Park et al., 2021).
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9.2.2  Average live weight of commercial poultry at the slaughtering age

Table 203 presents the average live weight per broiler and culled hen at its slaughtering age at the aggregate level without considering
variations in rearing days. As can be seen from column (3) average live weight of each broiler bird is about 1.67 Kg which ranged from
1.60 Kg per bird to 1.77 Kg per bird across different districts. Column (4) shows that average live weight of each broiler bird for female
farmers. As can be seen, the average live weight of each broiler for female farmers is 1.64 Kg which is slightly lower than this for total
farmers. Column (5) shows that the average live weight of culled hen at its slaughter age which is about 2.14 Kg per bird and ranged
from 1.89 Kg to 2.55 Kg per bird across different districts. In terms of female farmers, average live weight of culled hen is about 2.12 Kg

which ranged from 1.77 Kg to 2.26 Kg per bird across different districts.

Table 203: Average live weight of commercial poultry at the slaughtering age

Average live weight (Kg) per bird at its slaughter age

U] (2)

1 Bogura
2 | Comilla
3  Gaibandha
4 Gazipur

5  Mymensingh
6 | Narsingdi
7  Tangail

Average of Total

268

(3) (4) (5) (6)

1.69

170

1.77

17

1.60

1.63

1.64

1.67

Broiler

154
1.57
1.64

1.67

1.70
1mn
1n

1.64

1.89

21

2.31

2.55

2.08

2.08

2.17

2.4

Culled hen

2.00

2.26

2.09

2.25

177

2.09

2.12
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9.2.3  Average price commercial poultry meat per Kg ‘

Table 204 presents the average price of commercial poultry meat during the survey period. The average yearly price is estimated for
commercial poultry to overcome the limitation of seasonality in poultry meat price. As can be seen from Column (3) of the table below,
the average price per Kg live weight of broiler is about Tk 130.07 per Kg which ranged from Tk 122.08 per Kg to Tk 135.32 per Kg. Column
(4) shows that the average price per Kg carcass weight of broiler was about Tk 185.82 per Kg which ranged from Tk 174.40 per Kg to Tk
193.32 per Kg. In terms of female farmers, average price per Kg live weight (column 5) and carcass weight (column 6) of broiler was Tk
127.61 and Tk 182.30 respectively, which is slightly lower compared to these for total farmers.
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The average price of per Kg live weight and carcass weight of culled hen is presents in columns (7-10). As can be seen from Column
(7). the average price per Kg live weight of culled hen was about Tk 170.06 per Kg which is ranged from Tk 162.31 per Kg to Tk 179.44 per
Kg across different districts. Column (8) shows that the average price per Kg carcass weight of culled hen was about Tk 261.63 per Kg
which is ranged from Tk 249.70 per Kg to Tk 276.07 per Kg across districts. In terms of female farmers, average price per Kg live weight
(column 9) and carcass weight (column 10) of culled hen was Tk 163.85 and Tk 252.08 respectively, which is slightly lower compared to
these for total farmers.
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Table 204: Commercial poultry meat price per Kg (carcass weight)

Average price of commercial poultry meat based on live weight and carcass weight (Tk/Kg)

Commercialbraler | Culedhen |

Average Average | Average | Average Average
District price price price based| price based
based based on carcass
= on live : : on carcass| onlive |on carcass weight weight
= weight i weight
[SE]
= (1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) ) (8) (9) (10)
- 1 Bogura 130.73 186.76 121.25 173.21 170.89 262.60 165.01 253.87
o=
g 2 Comilla 133.68 190.97 126.67 180.95 172.86 265.93 157.50 242,31
o
= 3 Gaibandha 135.32 193.32 135.00 192.86 168.13 258.65 160.00 246.15
<z
S 4 Gazipur 130.14 185.91 127.50 182.14 179.44 276.07 165.00 253.85
L
= 5 Mymensingh  128.98 184.25 131.00 187.14 174.82 268.96 - -
3 6 Narsingdi 126.25 180.36 132.50 189.29 164.71 253.39 172.50 265.38
[
(=}
@ 7 Tangail 122.08 174.40 117.50 167.86 162.31 249.70 155.00 238.46
=
= #‘;faflage of ' 130,07 185.82 127.61 182.30 170.06 261.63 163.85 252.08
e

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
Note: Live weight Price (Tk/Kg) of broiler and culled hen has been collected during the baseline period. The price for carcass weight then estimated from

the price of live weight (Tk/Kg) considering the respective dressing percentage (carcass weight) as 70% for broiler and 65% for culled hen.

9.2.4  Average quantity of commercial poultry meat (carcass weight) sold per year per farm

Columns (3-4) of the Table 205 presents the average quantity of commercial poultry meat sold during last year per farm. As can be seen,
the average quantity of broiler meat (carcass weight) sold per farm during last year is 12,836.55 Kg which ranged from 8,347.65 Kg to
20,657.86 Kg per year. In terms of female farmers (Column &), average quantity of broiler meat (carcass weight) sold per female operat-
ed farm is 9,748.88 Kg per year which is lower compared to this for total poultry farm. Among different districts, the highest quantity of
broiler meat sold per farm by female farmers is in Bogura (15,490 Kg) and lowest is in Gaibandha district (3,781.20 Kg) per year.

As can be seen from columns (5), the average quantity of culled hen meat (carcass weight)is sold during last year is 1,318.62 Kg per farm
which is ranged from 345.75 Kg to 3,311.47 Kg. In terms of female farmers, average quantity of meat (carcass weight) sold during last

year becomes 1,157.47 Kg, which is ranged from 343.60 Kg to 4,029 Kg per farm. However, the average quantity of commercial poultry
meat sold during last year per farm seems to be 8,180.37 Kg while both broiler and culled hen are considered together.
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Table 205: Quantity of commercial poultry meat sold last year (carcass weight)

Average quantity of carcass weight sold per farm last year (Kg)
Broller
Female Female Average
Totilzf;;)m = operated Total(ll;a:;ms operated
farms (23) Farms (17)
(1) (2) (7

1 Bogura 16,087.23 15,490.00 592.84 1,201.75 9,889.47 g
Ll

2 Comilla 20,657.86 11,250.67 2,359.47 4,029.00 13,795.96 'E,
>

3 Gaibandha 8,347.65 3,781.20 1,580.81 612.00 5,262.76 g
4 Gazipur 9,518.93 8,647.75 345.75 343.60 5,968.02 z
5 Mymensingh 10,475.36 8,305.20 1,093.54 - 6,921.64 %
p =

6 Narsingdi 12,034.47 14,045.80 1,426.82 575.00 7,636.18 §
L

7 Tangail 13,165.42 6,480.00 3,31.47 2,720.00 9,079.63 Z
Total 12,836.55 9,748.88 1,318.62 1,157.47 8,180.37 E

L

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.25  Average quantity of commercial layers egg sold per farm per year

Table 206 presents the average number of eggs sold per farm during the baseline period (1st October 2020 to 30th September 2021).
There was a total of 171-layer farmers of which 17 were female farmers. As can be seen, on average a layer farm sold 499,490 eggs last
year while female farmers on average sold 378,341 eggs.
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Table 206: Average quantity of eggs sold per farm per year

Average quantity of eggs sold per layer farm last year
(numher)

Commercial Layer

Total farms (171) Female operated farms (17)
(3) (4)

>

o=

§ 1 Bogura 420,187 269,181
(-

S 2 Comilla 1,010,274 900,900
>

[~4

E 3 Gaibandha 283,845 247,250
(=}

= 4 Gazipur 329,308 267,000
<t

E 5 Mymensingh 482,708 340,000
=

z . .

= 8 Narsingdi 430,753 235,635
S

w 7 Tangail 971,635 912,500
[4-)

—

E Average of total 499,490 378,341
o

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.26  Commercial layer egg price

The average price per 12 eqgs is presented in columns (3-5) of the following table. As can be seen, the average price of layer eggs was
Tk 83 per 12 eqgs which varies from Tk 75 to Tk 90 per 12 eqgs across different districts.
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Table 207: Egg price of commercial layer per 12 eggs

Average price of layer egg (Tk/12 eggs)

4 e
ok BiStrict Total Farms Female Farms Average

B A N

Comilla

Gazipur

Narsingdi

Total

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.3 Commercial poultry farm household’s access to market

Findings related to market access of commercial poultry rearing households are described in this sub-section. A number of information
such as type of buyers, place of selling, mode of transport, and so forth are reported in this sub-section.
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9.3.1  To whom commercial poultry farmers mainly sell their product

The following table shows the number and proportion of commercial poultry rearing farmers based on the buyers. The majority of
farmers (92% of total farmers) sell their poultry/eqgs to the traders/paikers whereas it is 100% in the case of female operated farms.
The remaining farmers sell their poultry/eggs to other buyers such as local shops (6%), lenders to repay the loan (1%) and hotels and
restaurants (1%).
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Table 208: Distribution of commercial poultry rearing farmers based on the buyers
Number of farmers selling commercial poultry and egg to various buyers

. : Broiler (252) Layer (171) Total % of total % of

ypes 0 423 Total | total 40
f

buyers Total Female Total Female arMers | tarmers | female | female

farmers | farmers farmers | farmers surveyed | farmers | farmers
surveyed

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7) (8) (9) (10)

>
= 1 Consumer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
f
s 2 Trader/Paiker 229 23 160 17 389 92 40 100
>
o= Direct processing
— 3 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0
§ company
Hotel and

o 4
= restaurant 2 0 ! 0 3 1 0 0
E 5 Local shop 15 0 9 0 24 6 0 0
=
= .
S 6 Online market 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
L
(=]
7 7  Supermarket 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(4]
—
= lender to
=) )
= 8 repay loan 0 0 0 5 ! 0 0
L

9  Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.3.2  Place of selling commercial poultry

Table 209 presents the number and proportion of commercial poultry rearing farmers based on the place of selling their products.
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Table 209: Distribution of commercial poultry rearing farmers based on the place of poultry product selling

Distribution of farmers based on the place of selling poultry product

. ° % of total
Name of Broiler (252) Layer (171) % of total | ..
#SL location Total 423 40 female

Total Female Total Female | . | farmers S . farmers
farmers | farmers farmers | farmers surveyed surveyed

0 @@ W e ® Mm@ @ 0
Sale within the
village

wemse 00000000

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

It can be seen that a total of 385 farmers (91%) of which 39 female farmers (97%) sell their product at farmgate. In addition, 30 farmers
of which 7 females sell products at the local market and 8 farmers of which 1female sell their poultry products at the buyer's place.

9.3.3  Mode of commercial poultry/egg transportation

The table below shows the number and proportion of commercial poultry rearing farmers based on the mode of transport they use for
poultry product marketing. As can be seen a total of 31 farmers of which 1female sell their chicken by rickshaw/van/bicycle/motorcycle.
In addition, 7 farmers use auto vehicles to sell their products. In terms of the proportion, it can be seen from column (8) that, about
1% of total farmers use rickshaws/van etc. and about 2% of farmers use the auto vehicle for poultry product transport. Among 91%,
farmers do not use any transport as they sell at farmgate.

Table 210: Distribution of commercial poultry rearing farmers based on the mode of chicken transport
Distribution of farmers based on mode of transport of poultry products

Mode of Broiler (252) Layer (171) % of total | Total | % Of total

: . 423 40 female
ranspor Total Female Total | Female Total | tarmers ff:ri:‘na;fs farmers

#SL

farmers | farmers farmers | farmers | farmers surveyed surveyed

S A (N I A O I

Rickshaw/Van/
bicycle/Motorcycle

Boat

Others (do
not transport)

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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9.3.4  Types of cages used for poultry or egg transportation

Most of the farmers do not transport their produced poultry (broiler and culled hen) and layer eggs for selling. Only 31 farmers use
transport, and they mainly use iron cages and plastic cages for transportation.

9.3.5  Selling processed commercial poultry meat

All of the surveyed farmers reported that they did not sell any processed broiler or layer or portion of poultry during baseline period.

9.3.6  Sources of purchased feed for commercial poultry

The following figure shows the sources of different purchased feed for commercial poultry farming. As can be seen (figure a) about
majority (62%) of total commercial poultry farmers purchased feed from the retailers while about 25% of total farmers purchased feed
directly from feed company dealers. In terms of female farmers, 65% of female farmers purchased feed from retailers while only 18 %
purchased feed directly from a feed company.
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a) Total b) Female
farmers farmers

@ Localretailer @ Wholesaler @ Feed company

FIGURE 70
Main sources of purchased feed for commercial poultry
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9.4 Livestock disease management (commercial poultry)

The baseline survey was carried out in 7 districts of Bangladesh for the commercial poultry value chain. To understand the disease
frequency faced during the last year by the Producer Groups (PGs) members under the Livestock and Development Project (LDDP), the
survey asked disease-related questions to the farmers.

9.54.1  Occurrence of diseases in broiler farming

Figure 71 shows that gumborao is the highest occurring disease in broiler farming following Newcastle diseases among the surveyed
broiler farms. About 41% of total broiler rearing farmers and 43% of female broiler rearing farmers reported that their broiler got af-
fected by gumboro disease last year. As can also be seen about 35% of total broiler farms and 30% of female operated broiler farms
have been affected by Newcastle disease. Besides about 40% of total broiler farms and 43% of female operated broiler farms have
been affected by coccidiosis disease during the last year. About 18% of total broiler farms and 26 % of female operated broiler farms
have been affected by colibacillosis. Moreover, about 1% to 12% of broiler farms have been affected by some other diseases such as
avian influenza, swollen head syndrome, and aflatoxicosis.
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Name of disease
. Total Farms
‘ Female Operated Farms
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Coccidiosis
Colibacillosis
Swowllen Head
Syndrome
Influenza
Aflatoxicosis

FIGURE 71
Proportion of broiler farms affected by different disease
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Table 211 shows that the highest occurrence of Newcastle, gumboro, and Coccidiosis was in Bogura district compared to other districts.

Table 211: Geographical distribution of occurrence of diseases in broiler farms

Number of occurrences of diseases

Total % of total | Female | % of female

con.ImerciaI 252 farms | farms 23 farms
broiler

farms

#SL| Name of disease

2 Newcastle 21 9 2 8| 14 8 M 89 35 7 30

4 Gumboro 27 12 18 8 20 9 10 104 4 10 43
6 Aflatoxicosis 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 1 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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9.42  Occurrence of diseases in layer farming ‘

Figure 72 shows that Newcastle has the highest occurring disease in layer farming. About 44% of total surveyed layer farmers and 47%
of female farmers faced this disease on their farms last year. The second highest occurred disease is coccidiosis in layer farming.
About 43% of total surveyed layer farmers and 29% of female farmers faced this disease on their farms last year. Besides, about
36% of total surveyed layer farmers and 41% of female farmers faced fowl cholera disease on their farms last year. About 26% of
layer farms and 18% of female operated layer farms were affected by infectious coryza last year. About 29% of layer farms and 18%
of female operated layer farms have been affected by gumboro disease. Few farmers (1% to 16%) also reported that their poultry was
affected by some other diseases such as avian influenza, egg drop syndrome, and avian pox.
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Newcastle
Coccidiosis
Fowl Cholera
Infectious Coryza
Infectious Bronchietis
Avian Influenza
Egg Drop Syndrome
Avian Pox
Infectious Laryngotracheitis

FIGURE 72
Proportion of layer farms affected by different disease

Table 212 shows that the highest occurrence of Newcastle, Fowl cholera, gumboro, Salmonellosis, and Coccidiosis was in Bogura district
compared to other districts.
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Table 212: Geographical distribution of occurrence of diseases in layer farms

Number of occurrences of diseases
Total

commercial
layer
farms

=
0 ) ) S O A

% of total | Female | % of female

#SL| Name of disease 17 farms | farms 17 farms

-
=
o
[~
(-]

=
=)

4=
@
T
]

=

Newcastle

Infectious
Laryngotracheitis

Infectious coryza

Avian pox

Gumboro

FINDINGS OF COMMERCIAL POULTRY CATEGORY

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.4.3  Vaccination in broiler farms

Following figure presents the proportion of broiler farmers who use regular vaccination on their farms.
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FIGURE 73
Regular vaccination in broiler farmers

It can be seen that about 69 % of broiler rearing farmers (70% of female farmers) use vaccination for Newcastle. 37 % of broiler
rearing farmers (43 % female farmers) use vaccination for Gumboro. However, a few farmers (4% - 10% of broiler farmers) use vaccine

for some other diseases.
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Table 213 presents the geographical distribution of reqular vaccination by broiler rearing farmers. As can be seen, majority of broiler
rearing farmers in Bogura, use vaccines for Newcastle disease. In addition, the rate of use vaccine for Newcastle is comparatively
higher in all districts compared to vaccination of other diseases.

Table 213: Geographical distribution broiler farmers use regular vaccination

Number of farms use regular vaccination

= = [ _ otal o of total | Female | % of female >

Name of disease = g 2 con.lmerclal 252 farms | farms | 23 farms =

8 & @ broiler e

S E- = farms =

()] (2) (3) (4 (5 | (8) (7)  (8) (9) (10) (m (12) (13) E
1 Avian Influenza ® 0 5 0 4 1 0 20 8 1 4 §
2 Newcastle % W o 3 A W B s e B |7 ;
Swollen head o

kS syndrome 7 2 n 0 4 0 9 55 13 1 4 &=
=

4 Gumboro 23 M 17 5 15 9 12 92 37 10 43 §
(&)

5 Colibacillosis 4 0 n 0 4 0 0 19 8 2 9 s
(7]

()

6 Coccidiosis 7 0 n 0 2 0 1 21 8 1 4 =
=

e

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.4.4  Vaccination in layer farms

As can be seen from the figure below, about 70% to 94% of layer farmers use vaccination for Newcastle, infectious bronchitis, fowl
cholera, coryza, and avian pox. About 63% of total farmers use vaccination for avian influenza. Besides, 20% to 40% of total layer
farmers use vaccination for other diseases such as Infectious Laryngotracheitis, eqg drop syndrome, and coccidiosis. Overall, layer
farmers are using reqular vaccination of most of the diseases, however, the occurrence of respective diseases is also noticeable.
Hence, interventions are indeed necessary to increase the effectiveness of this vaccination.
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FIGURE 74
Regular vaccination in layer farmers
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‘ 9.45  Death of commercial poultry due to disease

Poultry death due to different diseases become a big challenge in commercial poultry farming. A huge number of commercial poultry
birds die (broiler and layer) due to various diseases every year. The following figure shows the number and proportion of total commer-
cial poultry death due to different diseases during the last year.

25,093,
17%

b) Female
broiler rearing 6.050.
farmers /4 1¥

14,957,
10% a) Total
broiler rearing

6,012,400 farmers

14,592,10% /

3,966, )
@ Newcastle @ Swollen head syndrome @ Gumboro
@ Colibacillosis @ Coccidiosis @ Aian Influenza
FIGURE 75

Number and proportion of broiler birds died due to different disease

As can be seen, the highest number of broiler birds died due to Newcastle (56% in total farms and 58% of female operated farms) dis-
ease last year. Besides, 17% of broiler birds’ death (13% on the female operated farm) was due to avian influenza. About 10% of broiler
birds' death (5% in female operated farms) was due to gumboro disease. However, few poultry birds (1% to 8%) also died due to some
other diseases such as fowl cholera, colibacillosis, and swollen head syndrome.

Figure 76 presents the number and proportion of layer birds' death out of total layer birds' death in total farms and female operated
farms. As can be seen about 28% of layer death out of total layer birds’ death during last year was due to avian influenza. In terms of
a female farmer, about 2% of layer birds' death was due to avian influenza. Newcastle and fowl cholera are another severe disease in
layer farming. About 25% of layers birds’ death (32% in the female operated farm) was due to Newcastle disease. Besides, about 18%
of total layer birds' death was due to fowl cholera disease while about 52% of total layer bird death was due to fowl cholera. Noted that
only 17 layer farmers were female in the baseline sample and most of the layer birds' death due to fowl cholera was in three farms.
These female farmers faced the outbreak of fowl cholera during the baseline period. However, few proportion of layer birds' death was
due to some other disease such as gumboro, bronchitis, laryngotracheitis, coryza, and coccidiosis.
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FIGURE 76
Number and proportion of layer birds died due to different disease
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9.5 Feeding practice and management

Feed is one of the main inputs in commercial poultry rearing. Following figure present the average quantity of different feeds used per
day per commercial poultry. As can be seen on average 0.093 Kg of ready-made poultry feed per broiler bird per day is used. On the
other hand, on average 0.114 Kg of ready-made poultry feed is used per layer per day in layer farming.
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FIGURE 77
Types of feed used per day per bird in commercial poultry farming
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9.6 Food safety and certification

Food safety measures are very crucial for quality poultry production. There are 12 food safety and certification related questions have
been asked to the farers to gather the information related food safety and certification practice in commercial poultry farming. The
following table indicates that about 30% of total farmers and 35% of female farmers wash their hand before entering the poultry house
while 31% of total farmers and 43% of female farmers use foot bath in the entrance on their farm. Although 54% of farmers (58%
of female) control visitor /other animal, birds and pest access on the farm only 10% of farmers (13% of female) keep record of these
activities. Only, 1% of total farmers and 13% of female farmers reqularly clean the utensils with safe and disinfected water. About
35% of total farmers and 33% of female farmers transport poultry birds with comfort. Only 5% of total farmers and 3% of female
farmers reqularly do health check-up of their poultry. However, about 19% of total farmers and 20% of female farmers reported that
they maintain the drug withdrawal period
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Table 214: Use of food safety and certification measures in commercial poultry farms

Number of farmers use food safety and certification measure

#SL | Food safety and certification particulars Total farmers | % of 423 Female farmers| % of total 40
use this farmers use | use this farmers use
measure this measure| measure this measure

B . A - B S O A B

Do you use foot bath containing disinfectant at the entrance of

the farm? 133 31 17 43

Do you monitor and maintain records for the above-mentioned

activities? 42 10 5 13

Do you test the quality (Nutrient compositions) and safety
(Antibiotic, Heavy metals, Pesticide residue, Microbial hazard) 10 2 2 5
parameters of your poultry feed
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8 Do you transport poultry with comfort? 147 35 13 33

Do you keep records of health check-up of poultry and farm

10 workers (Salmonellosis, Avian Influenza, etc)

12 Do you get any poultry health certificate before sale? 0 0 0 0

14 Did you receive any information related to food safety? 47 n 3 8

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.6.1  Sources of drinking water in commercial poultry farming

Clean water is important for poultry production. It can be seen from table below that a total of 44 farmers of which 4 females use tube-
well as the source of drinking water for their commercial poultry. Besides, 20 farmers of which 2 female farmers use water from supply/
tap. In addition, a total of 359 farmers of which 34 female farmers reported that they use motor pump to get water. Overall, it seems
that all the commercial poultry farmers use clean water for their poultry farming.
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Table 215: Sources of commercial poultry’s drinking water (commercial farming)

Number of farmers use different source of drinking water

Name of the water | Number of farmers % of 423 total Female % of 40 female
source farmers farmers farmers
who use use who use
this source this source this source

B ) R S E S N N N

#SL

2 Pond/Cannel 0 0 0 0

4 | Filtered 0 0 0 0
6 | Others(Motor pump) 359 85 34 85

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.6.2  Sources of food safety related information
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Information related to food safety could encourage farmers to use these measures in their farming. It is found that only 47 commercial
poultry rearing farmers out of a total of 423 farmers received any kind of food safety-related information during the last year. Among
those who received food safety-related information, TV seems to be the most popular medium of information (42 farmers including 2
females) following online media (23 farmers including one female) and SMS (19 farmers including one female). Few farmers received
food safety information from other sources such as training, mobile app, and exhibition.

Table 216: Sources of information related to food safety in commercial poultry farming
Number of farmers receives different types of information related to food safety

LIS LT e L Total farmers % of 47 total Female farmers % of 3 female
#SL | of food farmers who

received farmers who received .
received food

safety related
information

safety information information received food safety  information from

from this source related information this source

0 e W (5

2 | Mobile app 9 19 0 0

4 | Community radio 0 0 0 0
6 Online media 23 49 1 3

8 Others 1 2 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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9.7 Technology and practices used in commercial poultry farming

Adoption of different technologies and practices is important for improved productivity in commercial poultry farming. It can be seen
from the following table that all 100% of total farmers are rearing improved breed of commercial poultry. About 15% of total farmers
using ration balancing in commercial poultry rearing. However, majority of farmers (61%) use reqular vaccination while only 19% of total
farmers use regular deworming in commercial poultry farming which also could be improved for better health management. About 26
% of total farmers use climate-resilient housing and cage rearing in commercial poultry rearing. The proportion of female farmers use
different types of technologies and practices are lower than these for total farmers (column 6). Overall, all commercial poultry rearing

farmers use at least one technology such as rearing improved breed. Nevertheless, the rate of adoption of most of the technology and

practices is very poor and that could be improved to increase the productivity and resilient poultry production.

Table 217: Technology and practices adoption in commercial poultry rearing farms

#SL Name of technology

1 Improved breed rearing

3 Routine vaccination

5 Manure management

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY

Number of
total farms

adopted

423

257

27

% of total
423 farms
adopted

100

61

6

Number of

Adoption of technology and practices

% of total

female farms | 40 female

adopted

40

17

2

Other technologies and practices

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

farms adopted

100

43

5
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Capacity enhancement of commercial poultry rearing farmers

The following table presents the number and proportion of commercial poultry rearing farmers received training on different technol-
ogies and practices. As can be seen, very few farmers received training on different technologies and practices during last year. For

instance, only 10% -16% of total farmers received training on improved breed rearing, biosecurity and biosafety, and routine vaccina-
tion. In addition, about 5% to 9 % of total farmers received training on routine deworming, poultry farming, poultry health management,
and feed formulation. The proportion of female farmers received different training are even lower than these for total farmers (column
6). Most of the farmers even do not have any training on different technologies and practices. Nevertheless, there is a huge room to
enhance capacity of commercial poultry farmers through different trainings.

Table 218: Distribution of farmers received training on different technology and practices

#SL| Capacity enhancement training

Capacity enhancement of commercial poultry farmers

Total farmers
received training farmers

% of total 423 Female farmers % of total 40

received training| female farmers

received training received training

L 2 S ) N A ) R ) B (8)

Biosecurity and biosafety

Organic egg and meat production

Manure management

42

16

T R S N T R R

12

14

18

20

Poultry farming

Poultry Hatchery rules

Poultry agribusiness

Good agricultural practice

Climate shock mitigation

Training on gender equality

39

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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9.9 Housing and management in commercial poultry farming

Proper housing is indeed necessary for improved poultry production. The following table indicates that a total of 96 farmers (23% of
total farmers) of which 10 females (25% of females) use the conventional type of poultry housing. However, a total of 245 farmers (58%
of total farmers) of which 23 female farmers (58% of female farmers) use raised floor bricks or brick wall shed for poultry rearing.
About 17% of total farmers and 18% of female farmers use macha system house for poultry rearing. Only 9 male farmers are found to
use the multi-storied building for commercial poultry farming.

Table 219: Type of housing used for commercial poultry farms

Total farmers Female farmers

#SL | Type of housing Number of farmers | % of (423) farmers | Number of farmers | % of (40) farmers

B N A C R A

Conventional

Multi-storied building

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Column (4) of the following table shows that the majority (91% of total farmers and 83% of female farmers) of farmers use intensive
housing system for commercial poultry rearing.

Table 220: Types of management system used in commercial poultry farms

Total farmers Female farmers

Type of management

e system in housing

Number of farmers % of total (423) Number of farmers | % of (40) farmers
farmers

(U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survéy, 2021
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Type of litter used in poultry farm is important for environmental issues. As can be seen from column (4) of the following table, majority
(51%) of total commercial poultry farmers and 45% of female farmers use rice husk as litter in the poultry farm. Besides, about 43%
of total farmers and 52% of female farmers use sawdust as litter while few farmers (3% of total farmers) use ash and/or sand as litter
in the commercial poultry farm.

>
o=
(=}
(4=}
[SE]
—_
<T
o
>
o=
—
-
=
o
a
—
=
o
o=
Lol
=
=
(=}
(&)
[
(=}
(72
(2=}
=
(=]
=
L

Table 221: Type of litter used in commercial poultry farms

Type of litter Number of farmers| % of total (423) | Number of farmers | % of (40) farmers
farmers
(2)

m

1 Ash 13 3 1 3
2 Sawdust 184 43 21 52
3 Sand 12 B 0 0
A Others (Rice husk) 214 51 18 45

Source: FAQ-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

The following table presents the distribution of commercial poultry rearing farmers based on the various facilities used in the poultry
house. It can be seen that about 90% - 97% of total farmers have an adequate ventilation system, electric fan or exhaust fan, and
sufficient space for poultry in the poultry house. Besides, about 81% and 53 % of total farmers reported that they use women-friendly
utensils, and biosafety plan on their farms respectively. Only 4% of total farmers (all male) reported that they have quarantine facil-
ities for their disease infected poultry on the farm. However, the proportion of female farmers who used different facilities are lower
compared to those facilities for total farmers.

290 FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY



F

Table 222: Use of different facilities in the commercial poultry house

Total farmers Female farmers

Facilities in the

#SL | Commercial Number of farmers % of total (423) | Number of farmers | % of total (40)
poultry house farmers Sfarmers

electric fan or
exhauster fan

Quarantine facility

Utensils are women
friendly

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

A total of 226 commercial poultry farmers out of total 423 surveyed commercial poultry farmers regularly use biosafety plans in their
poultry farms. However, different farmers use different types of biosafety plans. Following table shows the number and proportion of
farmers among those who use biosafety plan in their poultry house. It can be seen that about 31% of the farmers who use biosafety
plan use hand wash facility while about 69% of farmers use foot bath in their poultry house. However, most of the farmers regularly
disinfect their farm with bleaching powder or disinfected spray after finishing one batch of poultry.
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Table 223: Types of biosafety plan used in the commercial poultry farmers

Total farmers Female farmers

Types of biosafety
#SL plan Number of farmers | % of total (226) Number of farmers |% of (26) farmers

farmers

B T A A B

2 | Hand wash facility 70 31 8 20

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

The following figure presents the number and proportion of commercial poultry rearing farmers based on using different energy sourc-
es in the poultry house. It can be seen that the majority (above 90%) of surveyed commercial poultry rearing farmers use electricity on
their farms. No farmer was found to use any solar energy on the poultry farm.
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13,3% 2,5%

a) Total
farmers

b) Female

farmers

410, 97%

. Electricity use ‘ No energy use

Figure 78
Types of energy used in the commercial poultry farms

9.10 Manure management in commercial poultry farms
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Proper manure management could reduce environmental pollution. Commercial poultry farmers dispose of poultry manure in several
ways. The following table presents the number and proportion of farmers based on different types of manure processing techniques on
the farm. A total of 201 farmers of which 18 are females keep manure in open spaces as solid storage. On the other hand, a total of 150
farmers of which 13 are females dispose of manure in covered places as solid storage. However, a total of 65 farmers of which 8 are
females dispose manure in the open space which could be a great worry for environmental issues. Only 7 farmers including one female
found to use anaerobic digestion with poultry manure.

Table 224: Types of manure processing in commercial poultry farms

Total farmers Female farmers

Types of
#SL | manure processing | Number of farmers % of total Number of farmers | % of total

(423) farmers (40) farmers

(

) 4) (5) (6)
9 SPIid storage 150 35 13 33
(in covered place)

(2) (3) (

A

Burned Fuel 0 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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As can be seen from the Figure below, about 43% of total farmers and 18 % of female farmers use poultry manure as fertilizer in crop
cultivation.

a) Total b) Female
farmers farmers

‘ Did not use in crop cultivation . Used in crop cultivation

FIGURE 79
Number and Proportion of farmers use manure as fertilizer in crop cultivation
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The following table presents the number and proportion of commercial poultry rearing farmers based on different categories of waste
disposal on the farm. As can be seen a total of 204 farmers of which 19 females dispose waste in open space as solid storage. On the
other hand, a total of 131 farmers of which 13 females dispose waste in covered place as solid storage. Besides, a total of 67 farmers of
which 6 females dispose waste in open space. 21 farmers do not dispose waste at all.

Table 225: Waste disposal in commercial poultry farming

Total farmers Female farmers

Types of

waste disposal Number of farmers % of total Number of farmers | % of total
(423) farmers (40) farmers

U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Solid storage

1 204 48 19 48
(Open space)

o | Solid storage 131 31 13 33
(in covered place)

3 Dispose to open space 67 16 6 15

4 | Burned Fuel 0 0 0 0

5 Not at all 21 5 2 5

[ Anaerobic digestion 0 0 0 0

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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9.11 Climate related risk in commercial poultry farming

Poultry farming faces different climatic shocks almost every year. Column (4) of the following table shows that about 11% of total sur-
veyed commercial poultry farmers were affected by flood/flash flood/waterlogging during last five years. Besides, about 4% surveyed
commercial poultry farmers faced problem due to drought while 3% got affected by tornado/cyclone. However, about 34% and 23% of
total surveyed commercial poultry farms affected by extreme hot and cold weather during last five years respectively. Besides, about
8% of total farmers reported that their farm has been affected by excessive rainfall during last five years. Overall, extreme weather
seems to be the critical problem along with floods/waterlogging that affect commercial poultry farming. Climate-resilient housing
could be an option to mitigate or adapt climatic shocks.

Table 226: Distribution of commercial poultry farms affected by climatic risk during last five year

Total farmers Female farmers

gsL | Typeof climate Number of farmers | % of total (423) Number of farmers | % of total (40)
related risk farmers Sfarmers

S . C N A N A N

Draught

Extreme hot weather

Excessive rainfall

Others
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Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Table 227 shows that a total of 59 farmers of which 18 female farmers reported the increase in disease outbreak and poultry death due
to climatic risks. However, a few farmers (1% to 6% of total farmers) reported some other effects of climatic risks such as scarcity
of concentrate feeds, output sale interrupted, damage and destruction of poultry house, inadequate vet service, and rising feed price.

Table 227: Effect of different climatic risk on commercial poultry farms

Total farms Female farms

#SL | Effect of climatic risk | Number of farmers | % of (71) farmers Number of farmers | % of (23) farmers

B . e N N R

Animal death and disease 78
outbreak increase
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Damage/destruction
to poultry house 2 3 1 4

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.12 Access to extension service in commercial poultry farming

Easy access to different digital and physical extension services could influence poultry farmers to be engaged in improved farming.
Column (4) of the following table shows that about 69% of total commercial poultry farmers have access to veterinarian and consul-
tancy services, 100% have access to improved breed rearing service, 20% have access to biosafety and biosecurity services, 63%
have access to routine vaccination service, 44% have access to routine deworming service, and 45% have access to vaccination and
medication services.

Table 228: Commercial poultry farmers access to extension services

Number of farmers have access to extension services

% of total 423 | Female farmers | % of 40 female
Total farmers have farmers have | have access to |farmers have
#SL| Name of extension services access to . |accessto extension access to
extension services gytension services e
services services

FINDINGS OF COMMERCIAL POULTRY CATEGORY

i @ w0 w
emww w w5

8 Fortified egg production 0 0 0 0

o fowwciwin o @@ ®
10 Routine Deworming 187 44 12 30

T T
12 Feed formulation 23 5 1 3

Food safety 25 6 1 3
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16 Medication 191 45 16 40
7 Prud_u.ct b.randmg and quality 9 0 0 0
certification

18 Online livestock and product marketing 5 1 1 3
19 Online knowledge sharing 29 7

20 Online treatment 0 0 0

21 Mobile veterinary clinic 0 0 0 0
22 Waste management 28 7 1 3

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

Few farmers also have access to other physical and digital extension services; however, the rate is very low (below 1% to 10%). In
terms of female farmers, lower proportion of surveyed farmers have access to different extension services compared to male farmers.
Overall, there is a large room to improve the Commercial poultry chicken farming through increasing the access to different digital and
physical extension services.

9.13 Household’s nutrition awareness related information

FINDINGS OF COMMERCIAL POULTRY CATEGORY

The figure below indicates that a total of 253 commercial poultry rearing farmers of which 23 females received nutrition-related
information. In terms of proportion, about 61% of total surveyed commercial poultry farmers and 57% of female farmers received
nutrition-related information during last year.

a) Total
farmers

b) Female
farmers

‘ Farmers didn't receive asset . Farmers received asset

FIGURE 80
Number and proportion of households received nutrition awareness information
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9.14 Gender perspective in managing commercial poultry value chain

The commercial poultry value chain is one of the important value chains of LDDP intervention implemented especially for the women
and other vulnerable groups of vulnerable community. Both men and women have great interest on improving the productivity of com-
mercial poultry to meet the demand of the meat, egg and improving the economic condition of the family.

9.14.1  Gender perspective in household management in commercial poultry value chain

The table below shows that women are mostly taking care of their family as well as the farm. Among the total surveyed households who
responded, females are taking care of children in 75% of households (HHs) and both males and females are taking care in 21% HHs. In
terms of preparing children for school, females are preparing children in about 85% HHs while both males and females are preparing
childrenin about 1% HHs. Besides, females are caring for elderly members, cooking in the family and collecting cooking water in about
59%, 93% and 42% of HH who responded to the respective questions. The overall data amplifies that cooking, raring children, caring
for elderly people, and preparing children for school are dedicatedly taken care of by females. Male also involved in collecting water.

For ensuring women's empowerment there is a need to develop the promotion of the practice of sharing workload especially the house-
hold chores together in consensus which will strengthen the family bonding and spent quality time with family members and become
more productive.

Table 229: Gender perspective in household management among the PG of Commercial poultry

Number of members who ﬁ:‘: ::ts:lof:gaiizutf‘?: L

mainly manage the activity question Total HH who
Both responded to

male female | female | Male | female |fomale

(2) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Manage taking care of children along with

1 farming 14 272 75 4 75 21 361
9 glz:zgvf\!’ifﬁzérl;rilﬁgchlldren for their school 298 40 . 5 . .
3 2.2::9;:,? rf??mfl,f'; rly family members 5 180 m 5 59 36 306
4 Manage cooking along with farming 3 353 23 1 93 6 379

Manage collecting water along with 84 162 136 =5 = - —

farming
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.14.2  Gender perspective in farm management in commercial poultry value chain

The following table presents the gender perspective in farm management in commercial poultry farming. Among total surveyed house-
holds who responded to the respective questions, as can be seen in the majority of households (49% to 92%), male members are
mainly taking decision for fodder production, fodder cultivation, selection of input supplier, contact with input supplier, place of selling
livestock, contact with buyers, decision for feed rationing, livestock feeding, manure management, waste management, decision to use
the income from livestock farming, and cleaning of farm utensils in livestock farming.. Overall, Men mostly manages outside work and
their mobility is well accepted in the society but both women and men are mainly responsible to manage the house assignment as their
mobility is restricted which is reflected on the farm management assignment as well.
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Table 230: Gender perspective in farm management in commercial poultry value chain

Number of members who % I':f total fa;m dhtou;.::hold
mamly manage the actlwty Wwho |t'espon EATOTIIS Total HH who
Both ESHon —- responded to
this question
Totlal :’otalI male and Totlal 'fl'otalI male and q
male emale ¢ e | Male emale | ¢ ole

(5) (6) (8) (9)

>
S 1 Who takes the decision of buying poultry? 336 6 81 79 1 19 423
(d-)
E 2 Who chooses the breed? 352 6 65 83 1 16 423
()]
>= 3 Who takes the decision of feed rationing? 327 6 88 78 1 21 421
(-
= 4 Who fed animals on the farm? 206 9 208 49 2 49 423
(=]
= 5 Who decide to manage manure? 283 9 123 68 2 30 415
=
= Who manages manure and waste on the
= 6 farm? 245 Ll 157 59 3 38 413
= Who perform cleaning and sanitization
E 7 P 207 16 199 49 4 47 422
= on the farm
(&)
L 8 Who choose the input supplier? 380 6 36 90 1 9 422
2 9 Who rpaintain the contact with the input 382 7 33 91 2 7 422
= supplier?
(=]
= 10 Who decide where to sale? 353 4 66 83 1 16 423
L
n Who maintain the contact with the buyer? 388 6 28 92 1 8 422
12 Who decide the use of money earned from o 5 174 58 1 4 423
livestock? .
13 Who.malntal.n the contact with the vet 374 9 39 89 9 9 422

service providers?
Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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‘ 9.14.3 Gender perspective in access to training and services

As can be seen from the table below, males are mostly participating in training in 74% of households, spent more time in farming in
70% of households, have access to finance in 71% of farm households, go out for feed and food product testing in about 90% farm
households, and access to digital and physical extension services. Overall, males have better access to different digital and physical
extension services.

Table 231: Gender perspective in access to training and services in commercial poultry value chain

% of total farm households
who responded to this Total HH who
question

Number of members who
mainly manage the activity

#SL| Indicators responded to

Total | Total B9  |yotal | Total |BOth | this question

female malsiand male | female malsiand
female female
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(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
1 Who participates in the training? 242 9 77 T4 3 23 328
2 Who spent more time in farm activities? 297 41 84 70 10 20 422
3 Who.malnly have access to finance/ 268 35 76 7 9 20 379
credit?
Who mainly goes out for feed and food
4 product testing? 188 3 17 90 1 9 208
5 Who have malnly access tq dlfferel_lt 297 10 95 70 2 n 402
digital and physical extension services?

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.14.4 Gender perspective in ownership of the farm and livestock

As can be seen from the table below, in 93% of commercial poultry farms, male members are the authorized owner of the farm while
females are the authorized owner in 3% farm household and both male and females are the authorized owner in 4% of total com-
mercial poultry farms. In terms of the authorized owner of the livestock on the farm, female, male and both male and females are the
authorized owners of the livestock in 3%, 90% and 7% of the farms.

Table 232: Gender perspective based on the ownership of the farm and livestock in commercial poultry value chain
T T T T % of total farm households

mainly manage the activity "N° :gsponded to this Total HH who
#SL Indicators question responded to

Total | Total :::I'; and Total | Total Both | this question

I f I I f I male and

male emale | ¢ e | Male emale | (. ale

U] (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
1 Who is the authorized owner of this farm? 385 12 15 93 3 4 412
2 Who is the authorized owner of livestock? 374 13 27 90 3 7 414

Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
In case of Commercial poultry, the key activities are managed by both male and female but the level of female ownership on farm

management and poultry is very low. So, there is a need to explore the opportunity on increasing the ownership of women in both farm
and livestock management for accelerating the path of women empowerment.
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9.15 Commercial poultry rearing farmers’ perceptions regarding LDDP services

LDDP is providing different services for increasing productivity, market access and climate-resilient production for the improvement
of the livestock sector in Bangladesh.

9.15.1  Farmers received assets from DLS/LDDP to start or continue their commercial poultry business last year

It can be seen from the table below, a total of 258 farmers of which 23 female received cash incentives from DLS/LDDP during last year.
Besides, one farmer received utensils and another farmer received hygienic cleaning tools.

Table 233: Types of assets farmers received from DLS/LDDP during last year

Total farmers Female farmers

#SL Asset from LDDP/DLS Number of % of total Number of % of total (40)
farmers (423) farmers farmers farmers

L O . - R S A

Utensils like bucket, spade, etc

Live Bird

Feed
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Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021

9.15.2  Farmers received training from LDDP

This survey did not find any commercial poultry rearing farmers who received training from LDDP during last year. Hence, none has
commented regarding the satisfaction about LDDP training.

Table 234: Level of satisfaction regarding LDDP provided training during last one year

Rate of satisfaction Total farmers Female farmers

on the Number of farmers | % of 0 farmers who | Number of farmers | % of 0 farmers
training you received received received who received
received from LDDP this training this training this training this training

6 Not applicable 0 0 0 0
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9.15.3  Farmers overall level of satisfaction with LDDP services (commercial poultry)

In terms of overall satisfaction regarding LDDP service, a total of 258 farmers commented regarding service from LDDP of which 138
(53%) commented excellent, and 120 farmers (47%) commented good service. During response related to LDDP the farmer considers
all types of service like training, extension, cash incentive, etc. together.

Table 235: Farmers overall level of satisfaction with LDDP services (commercial poultry)

Overall Total farmers Female farmers

satisfaction
with LDDP Number of farmers % of total Number of farmers % of total

services 258 farmers 23 farmers
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Source: FAO-LDDP baseline survey, 2021
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Chapter 10.
Conclusion
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Although adoption of improved technology, better health management, feed management, food safety and so forth are crucial to im-
prove productivity, market access and resilience of production, it is found that there is a huge gap among livestock farmers to adopt
or properly use these for improved production. In terms of dairy farming, many farmers are rearing indigenous breeds with very low
productivity per day. Moreover, farmers are far away from the use of different improved technologies and food safety measures that
could improve farm productivity. Although some farmers are using artificial insemination for their cattle, the occurrence of repeat
breeding is also high. Hence the quality of semen, semen transportation, and the source of semen should be monitored on a reqular
basis. Similarly, the source and use of vaccination should also be manitored for better production along with other factors. Baseline
findings show that livestock farmers are using vaccination for their livestock however, the occurrence of the respective disease is also
high. Farmers’ awareness should also be increased related to the problem of inbreeding in small ruminant farming. Besides, training
should be provided for the selection of appropriate cattle breeds in dairy farming as well as beef fattening farming.

CONCLUSION

The price of cattle feed fluctuates very frequently, and the milk price is also not stable. Hence, a partnership with some established
companies could be helpful to sort out this issue. Furthermore, the establishment of some village milk collection centers could also
facilitate dairy milk production. Training facilities for the farmers should be provided to enhance the capacity of the farmers for better
livestock production and management. Inadequate feed is another hindrance to livestock farming. Hence proper initiatives are needed
to encourage farmers to produce improved green fodder for their livestock. Poultry feed prices also fluctuate very frequently. Estab-
lishment of local level feed entrepreneurs could be a solution of the feed crisis. Moreover, the government should enhance manitoring
of the livestock feed distribution system to ensure the affordable feed price.

A few proportions of farmers are using climate-resilient housing. Moreover, most of the farmers use the conventional type of livestock
housing. Hence, an appropriate plan and program should be implemented to increase the use of climate-resilient housing in livestock
farming. To ensure safe and quality livestock products, proper plans and programs should be taken to increase the adoption of food
safety measures in livestock farming. Training through farmers’ field school could be a means to increase the adoption of technology
and food safety measures. Most of the rural households have at least some livestock. Surprisingly, most of the farmers are rearing their
livestock without any proper business plan. Hence, training on business development skills should be provided to enhance productivity
and market access. Moreover, extension services along with animal health-related extension services should be more easily accessible
to increase productivity, market access and resilience of livestock production.

Since a small proportion of female farmers are adopting different categories of technologies and practices including CSA technologies,
as well as food safety measures, intervention is needed to increase their adoption. Besides, access to different digital and physical
extension services should also be enhanced so that female farmers could get benefit from these services. It is found that female
farmers have lower farm productivity, lower market access, lower adoption of technology and practices, food safety measures, lower
access to extension services, and lower training on technology and practices compared to male farmers. Hence, there is a need to
explore the opportunity for female on increasing productivity, market access, and resilience production in livestock farming through
providing these services.
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Annexure 1. Revised results framework and monitoring

The Project Development Objective (PDO) is to improve productivity, market access, and resilience of small - holder farmers and agro-
entrepreneurs operating in selected livestock value chains in target areas.

PDO Level Results Unit of Baseline Description, definition of indicators including calculation and
Indicators Measure formula if required

PDO Indicator -1: Farmers adopting improved | # 66% The adoption of technology and practices refers to the reqular
agricultural technology (Direct beneficiaries) use of the technologies and practices identified in the

(CRI)® baseline. 66% of total surveyed farmers adopt at least one

technology and practices. On average each surveyed farmers
adopted 1.61 technologies and practices

PDO Indicator-1. a: Farmers adopting # Lh% The adoption of technology and practices refers to the reqular
improved agricultural technology - Female use of the technologies and practices identified in the
(CRI) baseline. 44% of total surveyed female farmers adopt at least

on technology and practices. On average each surveyed
farmers adopted 0.97 technologies and practices

PDO Indicator-2: Increased productivity of
targeted species by direct beneficiaries

2.a Dairy cattle (%) Cow: 5.81litres | Average milk per day per cattle during the lactation period.
Buffalo: 2.17 The average is estimated as the average of milk production at
litres the early lactation, mid lactation, and end lactation period per

cattle. Productivity in female farmers is 5.41litres per cow per
day, and 2.13 per buffalo per day.

2.b Beef fattening (%) 247.74 Kg Average live weight (Kg) per beef cattle at its slaughter age is
considered as the productivity of beef cattle. Slaughter age
defined as the time when a farmer sells his/her beef cattle for
slaughter purpose. Average live weight (Kg) per cattle is
estimated by dividing the total quantity of live weight (number
of beef cattle sold during last year* average live weight per
cattle) with the total number of surveyed farmers. For female
farmers, average live weight was 239.67 Kg per cattle at the

slaughter age.
2.c Small ruminant (%) Goat: 14.96 Kg | Average live weight (Kg) per goat/sheep at its slaughter age is
fattening (live weight) considered as the productivity of goat and sheep. Slaughter
Sheep: 11.91Kg | age defined as the time when a farmer sells his/her goat and
(live weight) sheep for slaughter purpose. Average live weight (Kg) per goat

and sheep is estimated by dividing the total quantity of live
weight (number of goat or sheep sold during last year* average
live weight per goat and sheep) with the total number of
surveyed farmers. Average liveweight for goat and sheep is
calculated separately.

" Improved technology- calf wining pan, udder management, milk processing, milk replacer, machine milking, floor feeding, hydroponic fodder production, early
pregnancy, animal identification, business development skill, kid's replacer and brooding, cage rearing, organic egq and meat production, poultry heath
management, agribusiness including CSA technologies.
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The Project Development Objective (PDO) is to improve productivity, market access, and resilience of small - holder farmers and agro-
entrepreneurs operating in selected livestock value chains in target areas.

PDO Level Results
Indicators
2.d Sonali chicken

Unit of
Measure
(%)

057Kg
(carcass
weight) per bird

Description, definition of indicators including calculation and
formula if required

Average carcass weight (Kg) per bird at its slaughter age is
considered as the productivity of sonali chicken meat.
Slaughter age defined as the time when a farmer sells his/her
birds for slaughter purpose. Average carass weight (Kg) per
bird is estimated by dividing the total quantity of carcass
weight (number of birds sold during last year* average carcass
weight per bird) with the total number of surveyed farmers.
Carcass weight percentage of each sonali chicken is
considered as 65% of liveweight. The average carcass weight
for female farmers was 0.56 Kg per bird.

PDO Indicator-3: Increase in market access
reflected in incremental sales (aggregated over
all targeted value-chains) in real-value in the

project areas (Market Access)

(%)

Tk 728,680,128

Total sales value (Dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, and
sonali chicken) = sum of total sale value of each value chains.
Total quantity sold in each value chain during baseline =
average quantity sold per farm* number of farms of each
value chain* average price per unit.

J.a: Sales increase among Female producers.
Increase for female producers

(%)

Tk 201,442,550

Total sales value (Dairy, beef fattening, small ruminant, and
sonali chicken) of female farmers= sum of total sale value by
female farmers of each value chains.

Total quantity sold by female in each value chain during
baseline = average quantity sold per female farm* number of
female farms of each value chain* average price per unit in
female farm.

Risk management and resilience

PDO Indicator-4: Farmers and value chain
actors have adopted practices to improve
resilience to selected risks

(#)

53%

Selected risks for different value chains have been identified
based on the severity and frequency of the risks. For dairy,
selected risks are FMD, LSD, Mastitis, Lack of climate resilient
housing, and inadequate improved fodder cultivation. For beef
fattening, selected risks are, FMD, LSD, Lack of climate
resilient housing, and inadequate improved fodder cultivation.
For small ruminants, selected risks are PPR, FMD, Lack of
climate resilient housing, and inadequate improved fodder
cultivation. For scavenger poultry, selected risks are
Newcastle, fowl cholera, avian influenza, duck plague, duck
cholera, and Lack of climate resilient housing. For sonali and
commercial poultry, selected risks are Newcastle, fowl cholera,
avian influenza, gumboro, and Lack of climate resilient
housing.

Resilience will increase if a farmers adopt any measures
against selected risks, such as vaccination, climate resilient
housing, and fodder cultivation (where appropriate). At the
baseline, 53 % of total surveyed farmers adopt at least one
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The Project Development Objective (PD0) is to improve productivity, market access, and resilience of small - holder farmers and agro-
entrepreneurs operating in selected livestock value chains in target areas.

PDO Level Results Unit of Baseline Description, definition of indicators including calculation and
Indicators Measure formula if required

measures against selected risks. On average each farmer
adopts only one measures.

At the baseline, 37 % of female farmers adopt at least 1.00
measures against selected risks. On average each farmer

adopts only 0.60 measures.
PDO Indicator-5: Farmers and value chain (#) §1% If a farmer reqularly uses any food safety measures, then it is
actors implement food safety measures considered as the user of this measure. A list of selected food

safety measures is presented in Table 22 as well as each
section of respective value chain in the baseline.

At the baseline 41% of total surveyed farmers uses at least one
food safety measures. On average each farmer uses 0.87 food
safety measures.

At the baseline 29% of total surveyed female farmers uses at
least one food safety measures. On average, each female
farmer uses 0.47 food safety measures.

PDO Indicator-6: Number of farmers who (#) 0.00
benefitted from cash transfer schemes and/or
marketing services to enhance farm resilience
at the time of COVID19

PDO Indicator-6.a: Number of female (#) 0.00
beneficiaries (25%)

INTERMEDIATE RESULTS: COMPONENT-A

Intermediate Result-A: Productivity Improvement

Intermediary Result Indicators Unit of Baseline Description, definition of indicators including calculation and
Measure formula if required

IR Indicator -7: Producer organization # 0.00

facilitated and operational

IR Indicator -7a: Producer organization # 0.00

facilitated and operational - led by females

IR Indicator -8: Farmers have received # 0.00 At the baseline only one farmer out of 2723 surveyed farmers

business development skills training received business development skill related training.

IR Indicator -8a: Farmers have received # 0.00 No female farmer received business development skill related

business development skills training - females training.
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Intermediate Result-A: Productivity Improvement

Intermediary Result Indicators Unitof  Baseline Description, definition of indicators including calculation and
Measure formula if required

IR Indicator-9: Farmers have access to # 66% In Bangladesh, technology or practice is considered a CSA if it

livestock CSA technologies and practices™ could enhance food security as well as at least one of the

other objectives of CSA (adaptation and/or mitigation of
climate change (World Bank, 2017). A list of CSA technologies
and practices are identified in Table 14 in the baseline report.
At baseline, 66% of total surveyed farmers have access to CSA
technologies and practices. On average each farmer has
access to 1.53 CSA technologies and practices.

IR Indicator-9.1a: Farmers have access to # 44% At baseline, 44% of total surveyed female farmers have
livestock CSA technologies and practices- access to CSA technologies and practices. On average, each
Female farmer has access to 0.95 CSA technologies and practices.

IR Indicator-10: Reduced GHG emission per (%) 0.00
unit of milk produced per farmer in project
areas

IR Indicator-10.a: Reduced GHG emission per | (%) 0.00
unit of milk produced per farmer in project
areas (female farmer)

INTERMEDIATE RESULTS: COMPONENT-B

Intermediate Result-B: Market Linkages and Value-Chain Development

Intermediary Result Indicators Unit of Baseline Description, definition of indicators including calculation and
Measure formula if required

IR Indicator -11: PPs/ sub-projects established | # 0.00

and financed and operational

IR Indicator -12: Slaughtering Facilities /milk # 0.00

processing / cooling facilities renovated and
made climate smart

IR Indicator -13: Systems and devices for # 0.00
renewable energy production and energy
efficiency gains established

IR Indicator - 14: Schools under School Milk # 0.00
Program (Government primary school co-
education- boys & girls)

" CSA technology- Improved fodder production, silage making, total mixed ration, ration balancing, UMS, UMMB, artificial insemination, routine vaccination,
routine deworming, manure management, waste management, climate resilient housing
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INTERMEDIATE RESULTS: COMPONENT-C
Intermediate Result-C: Improving Risk Management and Climate Resilience of Livestock Production Systems

F

Intermediary Result Indicators Unit of Baseline Description, definition of indicators including calculation and
Measure formula if required

IR Indicator -15: DLS and project staff % 0.00 0.00

adopting skills learned during training on

animal health, food safety, nutrition, and new

technologies

IR Indicator -15.a: DLS and project staff % 0.00 0.00

adopting skills learned during training on

animal health, food safety, nutrition, and new

technologies - Females

IR Indicator -16: Government staff graduating | # 0.00 0.00

from MSCs, PhDs, and certificates/diploma

program supported by the project

IR Indicator -16.a: Government staff # 0.00 0.00

graduating from MSCs, PhDs, and

certificates/diploma program supported by the

project - female

IR Indicator - 17: Number of tests of foodand | # 0.00 0.00

feed samples carried out at laboratory facilities

IR Indicator - 18: Stakeholders (persons) # 8% Farmers who have received information related hoth food

reached with food safety & nutrition safety and nutrition are considered.

information through training, exhibitions, At baseline 8% of total surveyed farmers received both food

mobile apps, SMS, and video-based tools safety and nutrition related information.
At baseline 5% of total surveyed female farmers received both
food safety and nutrition related information.

IR Indicator 19: Cattle included in the pilot # 0.00 0.00

animal identification and recording system

(Dairy cattle only)

IR Indicator 20: Farmers satisfied by the % 0.00 0.00

emergency activities provided by the project

IR Indicator 20.a: Farmers satisfied by the % 0.00 0.00

emergency activities provided by the project-

females

IR Indicator 21: Number of farmers with # 34% Five health facilities have been considered to measure the

access to animal health services

access to health services in the livestock sector for baseline
survey such as access to veterinary and consultancy services,
access to vaccination services, access to deworming services,
access to mobile veterinary services, and access to online
treatment services. Since most of the services selected above
are an integral part of the animal health service, it is
considered that a farmer has access to animal health services
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Intermediate Result-C: Improving Risk Management and Climate Resilience of Livestock Production Systems

Intermediary Result Indicators Unit of
Measure

Description, definition of indicators including calculation and
formula if required

if this farmer has access to at least three of the listed health

services.
At baseline, 34% of total surveyed farmers has access to
animal health service.

IR Indicator 21.a Number of farmers with #
access to animal health services - Female

26%

At baseline, 26% of total surveyed female farmers has access
to animal health service.

INTERMEDIATE RESULTS: COMPONENT - D

Intermediate Result Component D: Management and Monitoring and Evaluation

Intermediary Result Indicators Unit of
Measure

Baseline

Description, definition of indicators including calculation and
formula if required

agricultural assets or services - Females (CRI)

IR Indicator 22: Targeted livestock producers | % 28.27% 28.27% are found to be satisfied with LDDP services.

satisfied with the livestock services received These 28.27% (770 out of 2723) respondent farmers have

from the project received cash incentive from the CERC-EAP.

IR Indicator 22.a: Targeted livestock % 16.29% 16.29% are found to be satisfied with LDDP services.

producers satisfied with the livestock services These 16.29% (228 out of 1402) respondent farmers have

received from the project - females received cash incentive from the CERC-EAP.

IR Indicator 23: Proportion of overall project % 0.00 0.00

staff and implementers (LEOs, LFAs and LSPs)

trained adopting skills on gender household

approach

IR Indicator 23.a: Proportion of overall project | % 0.00 0.00

staff and implementers (LEOs, LFAs and LSPs)

trained adopting skills on gender household

approach-females

IR Indicator - 24: Farmers reached with # 88.28% 88.28% of total farmers have access to at least one

agricultural assets or services (CRI) agricultural services or assets. In this calculation, services and
assets are considered together. Extension services are
considered as services and assets provided through LDDP are
considered as assets.
Breakdown shows that 83.84% of total survey farmers have
access to at least one extension services and 26.88% farmers
have access to at least one agricultural assets

IR Indicator - 24.a: Farmers reached with # 83.57% 83.57% of total female farmers have access to at least one

agricultural services or assets.

Breakdown shows that about 81.43% of total survey farmers
have access to to at least one extension service and 13.29%
farmers have access to at least one agricultural asset.
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Annexure 2 Upazila wise distribution of samples for dairy value chain
District Upazila No. of existing PGs Total PG Total Required Sample Gender based sample
Dairy | Buffalo  Member Dairycow | Buffalo

Male Female ‘ Male ‘ Female

Netrokana Mohonganj 6 0 180 42 25 17 = =
Khaliajhuri 2 0 n 40 24 16 -
Barguna Barguna Sadar 7 1 284 42 22 15 3 2
Taltoli 5 2 24 40 19 12 5 4
Coxs Bazar | Chokoria 5 2 273 42 19 13 6 4 3
Cox's Bazar 5 1 183 40 21 14 3 2 :
Sadar =
Satkhira Satkhira Sadar 15 0 600 42 25 17 = = E
Tala 12 0 360 40 24 16 - - =
Sirajgonj Shajadpur 14 0 4hh 4 25 17 = =
Belkuchi 4 0 160 40 24 16 - -
Nilphamari | Sadar 3 0 9 40 24 16 = =
Domar n 0 367 42 25 17 - -
Dhaka Savar 9 1 346 42 24 16 1 1
Nawabganj 9 3 40 24 16 - -
Sylhet Osmaninagar 6 180 82 48 34 =
Total 656 387 269 18 13

Annexure 3 Upazila wise distribution of samples for beef value chain

District Upazila No. of existing PGs Total PG Member Total Required Sample Gender based sample
Male Female

Mymensingh Ishwarganj 2 60 28 21 1
Gouripur 2 80 58 4t 15

Fulpur 1 30 20 15 5

Patuakhali Patuakhali Sadar 3 116 46 35 12
Baufal 5 180 60 4 15

Jassare Monirampur 2 60 25 19 6
Sharsha 2 60 25 19 6

Jassore Sadar 3 100 b3 40 13

Dinajpur Chirirbandar 2 60 60 4h 15
khansama 1 40 40 30 10
Total 415 3 104
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Annexure 4: Upazila wise distribution of samples for goat & sheep value chain

District Upazila No. of existing PGs | Total PG Member | Total Required Sample Gender based sample

Goat Sheep
Goat Sheep Male Female Male Female

Kumarkhali 2 1 90 50 - 20 - 30

Kushtia Sadar 4 1 140 53 - 26 - 27

2 Kurigram | Kurigram Sadar 7 0 27 103 - 103 - =
=5 Rajshahi | Charghat 3 0 9 50 - 50 - -
g Godagari 3 1 120 53 = 23 = 30
= Rajbari Rajbari Sadar 2 0 80 50 - 50 - -
= Goalanda 2 0 80 53 = 53 = =
Total 41 - 325 - 87

Annexure 5: Upazila wise distribution of samples for scavenger poultry value chain

Joypurhat | Kalai 3 1 155 52 = 40 = 12

Khetlal 4 1 193 52 - 40 - 12

Gazipur Kapasia 4 160 52 - 52 = =

Sreepur 3 1 122 52 - 40 - 12

Barishal Barishal Sadar 4 2 200 75 = 50 = 25
Bakergonj 2 80 30 - 30 -

Noakhali Hatia 2 80 29 = 29 = =

Subornachar 2 2 164 75 - 51 - 24

Total 417 332 8b

318 FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY



F

Annexure 6: Sample of sonali chicken and commercial poultry

District Upazila Sonali chicken

Commercial Poultry
Layer Broiler Total Sample

Required sample | Male | Female | Male | Female | Male | Female | Required Sample

Bogura Sariakandi 20 13 7 9 1 14 1 25 45
Shibganj 20 13 7 n 1 17 1 30 50
Gabtoli 23 15 8 0 23
Kahalu 20 13 7 8 n 1 20 40 <
Bagura Sadar 20 13 7 1 1 17 1 30 50 E
Gazipur Kaliakoir 20 13 7 l 1 17 1 30 50 =
Gazipur Sadar 20 13 7 n 1 17 1 30 50 =
Mymensingh | Fulbaria 20 13 7 8 mn 1 20 40 =
Muktagacha 20 13 7 8 mn 1 20 40
Tarakanda 10 13 1 24 24
Gaibandha Sundarganj 20 13 1 8 mn 1 20 40
Sadullahpur 20 13 7 8 mn 1 20 40
Shahghata 10 13 1 24 24
Comilla Adorsho Sador 20 13 7 8 mn 1 20 40
Choddogram 20 13 7 8 n 1 20 40
Doutkandi 22 14 8 0 22
Narshigdi Raipura 20 13 7 8 n 1 20 40
Shibpur 20 13 7 8 mn 1 20 40
Monahordi 20 13 7 0 20
Tangail Sokhipur 20 13 7 8 1 1 20 40
Ghatail 20 13 7 8 mn 1 20 40
Tangail Sadar 22 14 8 0 22
Total 407 264 143 161 B 229 18 413 820
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Annexure 7: Questionnaire for the FAO-LDDP baseline study
FAO of the UN: Package: LDDP/SD-65
Household Baseline Survey Questionnaire 2021 for Dairy Value Chain Farms

Survey designed and supervised by: FAO of the UN
(2 O (63N YTNIFATRA GINT (IRTEATEN GIAltHd YIG-2025
TGRS T UMY 8 FIY T TGIILNN JAGIG o AFTHA GATHT ST ABFOFS

Section 1: General Information (BI*T S: ATHTTT©YT)

GPS location Latitude (Srsprs=Y): ____ North ("&SF) Longitude (&feIsme=y): _____’ast Questionnaire No
(RG> SE): E5)) (SPoIE Ng):
Name of the Interviewer (PSS ~TX): Date (dd-mm-yyyy) [ (F=/=T51/7%3)]:

Geographic Location of farmer (ATXIRIR (SI9fEIE SIZ=):

a) Division (fR@T151): b) District (CSw): ¢) Upazila (BTSre):
d) Postal Code (CT5G (TG): e) Union (2SfAE=); g) Village (&T7)/Moholla (Xr==T):
f) Ward (&3m6):

1.2 Information of the respondent farmer (GGWTI YT ©):
Picture of the respondent farmer will automatically be captured by the data collection devise (G&IWTST AN B (S0 ALARFINF
[SIERCE RS NS (SR TISCRIE))

a)  Respondent's Name b) Respondent’s c) Respondent's Sex = d)Respondent's e. Respondent'’s
(GSHTOIR =): Age (years) (Genrers fosy) picture (B@amror  marital status
[SewTerR 557 i. Male (°{=Y) 77 CRELICES
[ ii. Female (xfZeT) TeaiEe
iii. Transgender i. Single
(ErTETST) i. Married
iii. Widow
iv. Divorced

v. Separated

f) Respondent's Years of schooling = g) Respondent's h) Respondent's National ID No i) Respondent's Father's Name (\S@wToI=

(formal/informal) [S@wT®= Mobile No (GSHTOR ﬁt—@ M Wﬁ I )
FRPPIRIET TR (SI/ U W) 2 TS 2

ASIE)] (RIZE NFR):

j) Respondent’s Mother's name k) Respondent’s Husband/wife's name (S8R TR / FiF IN):
[CRUICIERY(GEEIRY
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) Farmers relation with head of HH (319 QMRS m) Age of the head of HH

n. Sex of the head of HH (XA AR

Tewre! IR STF): (years) [(MVfR=TF ST~ 751 fToR):
i. Himself/herself ((RT&TR) P @ARA): i. Male (59)
ii. Son (CRC) ii. Female (ﬂfﬁﬂ)
ii. Daughter (CTCR) iii.Transgender (Gr0GTOIR)
iv. Husband/wife (FTST / &)
v. Father/Mother (J1<1/3m) o=
vi. Others (specify) S=31=3 (STETY FF))] E
(=)
1.3. How much land do you a) Homestea b) ¢) Mortgage d) e) Fallow e) Farm E
have? (decimal) d Cultivable in/leased in Pastureland land Land =
[T R == @TENG) o FF GERESR) (1o (AT =
G WATR? (0T BIRCI5M) c=/ofi ) @) =
) a
~
Ll
1.4 Are you a member of any PG? i. Yes (=M =
(S R (BT B AW 5 (B i, No (=) E
A9 3 AS? <z:
1.4a What is your PG name? (=<1
S qa A )
1.5 Do you face any social obstacles to participate in PG? (@« i) Yes (=0):
3 G (@ S5#1 fRT® (TS SIS I ST/ =77)
i) No (=)

1.6 If yes what specific social obstacles have you faced due to
your gender identity? (fers7 fSf8 AREITR G W= (1w
(TN LR STANGP IR TN =77)

i. Restriction from family member (AR ST (TP (NIRETSaN)
ii. Religious barrier (<rSfrr )

iii. Mobility is restricted (G=ICHAT A=)

iv. Abusive word from the neighbor (XfSTINTHI FIZ (AF IFh
M

v. Road safety during transportation (VfRI=(NE ST TG
IEEIRIEAVISIE)

vi. Insensitive behavior of the service provider (CTAT 2MRFI
LR R G EAV R (SRR EDEI| )

Section 2: Farmer's HH profile (275 2: ATt AfFACag ©27)

Sex (ferey)

Male
(=)

SL Age group ‘

(& (AT E541) Female

i
) ST

1 Children (0-4 years)
[ %3, 0-8 954 |

Transge
nder

Male Female

Highest Education level (STCTS6 f*rsTsrs carsrren)
Secondary (Class 6- | Post secondary

l[]) and above
Female

Male
(*4=Y)

(Nf=2eM)

Primary (class 1-

Female
(NfRem)

Male
()

2 Children (5-14 years)
(e, ¢-98 IRT]

3 Youth early working

(15-24 years) Y5/
IO, $¢-28 ITF]
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4 Prime working (25-54
years) [H©
AN, 2¢-¢8 ILT]
5 Mature working (55-65
years) [I9% SNV,
¢ ¢-Ye IRF]

6 Elderly (65 and above
years) [I¥%, W& IR
432 BT

Total (CXTB)

2.a. How many members are engaged in dairy farming? (ST AT FOGH FAHCTO AQYAE [NLS)?
i) Male (5= ): i) Female (xf2=m): iii) Transgender (BrST&TQIR)

L
o=
<t
=
=
[=}
—
(7]
Ll
)
o
>
o=
T
(=]
~
[FN]
o=
=)
><
[SE)
=
=
<T

2.b) Do you have any person with disability in your family (SRR AR fF (AT ARSI @TF WMR)?

i) Yes =) ii)No @)

2.c) If yes, How many (I ACF O FOGH) ?
i) Male (= 9): ii) Female (\f@am); iii) Transgender (BrST0oroR)

What type of livestock are you farming for dairy in your farm? (SWIfN ST YT FHOTOFATT G (I YIRS

SAMAG AT FTAN?)
i) Cattle farming (579 4TNIK)
ii) Buffalo farming (VXTI WN1R)

Sectin 3: Farm characteristics (S1$*T 3: 4TNICAR CIAFFIET)

(SN AT A (T LA SAMAY ACCR?) | FOYSTEAT AN SN ACACR?)

Which of the following type of livestock do you have How many of the following livestock do you have? (Sitea

No (=2): Total value (Tk) [CNTG
(EIZSI)

3.IName @) 3.2 3.3

Cattle (51=F)
Lactating cows (FTCeT ST
Dry cows (% 5TSt)

Bull calves (47T RS, II37 » IRF M OIF F)
Heifer calves (IP~T-A1RS, IT Y IR M O FN)
Heifers (I3, I » -2 IRA)

Bulls (371G, I957 S IRCIT (IMH)

322y FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY



F

Buffalo (f2T)

Lactating Buffalo (7&mcetr NfRw)

Dry Buffalo (&% WfRy)

Bull calves (400 12, IT3T H IRJ I OIF FY)
Heifer calves (IFAT-IMRS, I S IR AN O FN)
Heifers (<=1, IT57 5 -2 IRF)

Bull (31T, 3951 S LA (IH)

Section 4: Production and productivity characteristics (ST<*T 4: B A 432 B AANATOIA (IF1TT)

During last 1year, October 12020 to September 30, 2021. (7@ 5 IG, 5 MR 2020 (ATF Wo (6T 2025) / 1B TEIT
GIT ST U O [0 207/

[SN)
o=
<T
=
4
(=}
—
(7]
[SE)
=
o
>
o=
T
(=]
~
[}
o=
=
><
[FE)
=
=
<T

SI. of Breed type Age in years 4a.1.iii) How many days was | 4a.l.iv) How much milk

cows (H[SCERER)] (IT) the lactation period during on average per day you
(FS last year produce during this
W) (5T 2 ITA FHACNF lactation period? (&
ANNHT FOW ) HRRINS TTHASICE
TG AfSfor e
oA gy SeAmN
FLACRN?)
Code 1
(CP1GY)

Tl NN

4.1) How much milk you produced last year? (57 I%3 W o fFHGIF 74 B NW FLATRA?)

4.1a) What type of breed do you prefer most for artificial insemination? [Ff&@N HGAIN (4.R) G WA (FH YAV GOl
STCRS6 AT (R/ZH FAN?)

Code 1: Breed type (STITSd 44)

Local breed/Deshi (/=N @)1 | Sindhi crosse (& &57).........8 () Buffalo Local (WfZF Gey.......... 15 (5¢)
) Sahiwal CTRSTE)................... 9 (») Buffalo (crossbreed) (NiR¥ @1 f3w))..16
Holstein-Friesian (ZFTCG2S- Sahiwal crosse *NR&T F)..10 (50) | (BY)

[ERICT ) N 2()) Munshiganj CISRTE)........11 (5) Buffalo (Nilli-Ravi) (XS (RiAt-A1fS...17
Holstein-Friesian crosse (X031~ Red Chittagong (GRS foB19MS)....12 (5%) | (Y

fEpfemrs B)...3 (9) Pabna breed (ST<AT GT®) .13 (sw) | Buffalo (Murrah) (<& (L=I=)L..... 18
Jersey (G 4(8) Others (cow) [T (ORL........ ! Others (specify) [I=3TNY (STAY FF)]... 19
Jersey crosse (G &)......5 () Bir | (yg)

(B N 6 (V)

N R —— 7(q)
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Ll
o=
<T
=
=
(=}
—_
(7]
[S8)
1}
o
>
o=
T
(=]
~
L
o=
=]
><
[SE)
=
—
<T

4.2a. What was the amount of total milk sold last year (liter) [5re %= & = ¥ [{f&E Frare~ @R
4.2b. What was the average price of milk/ liter last year (57 IR ¥ 910G "IN o & G0
4.3a What was the total number of bulls sold last year [57S IZ4 Folb §0 RIF drag~?

4,3b. Average live weight of sold bull (Kg) [Rf&@F® 3G 49 7G 8GR ((HS)]

4.3c. Estimated average price of sold bull (Tk) [Rf&F® G 47 976 WY F© Re)?

4.5a. Did you produce any processed milk /milk product last year (SR 35 51 I27 AFEFIGTS T / THGTO (FICAT AV AFS
PCRAN)?

i.Yes &) ii. No W)

4.5b If yes, please provide the dairy product details produced last year (I S AT OLF 510 IRT ABFOP© HAGTS NN O

Sl no. Description (a1 Unit (95<) ((lgntitv produced Quantity sold Price per unit
(& SATATNA (&= (BT / 9F3F)
) faw=) AfFN=)

1

Pasteurized milk (*MBF® 7%) liter (<T51)
2 Cream (f&m=) Kg (sfey
3 Ghee (%) Kg (S
4 Cheese (A% Kg (=sfey
5 Yoghurt (g %®) Kg ()
6 Sweetmeats (f32) Kg (=fey
7 Butter (<) Kg (sfey
8 Chana (=) Kg (=sfep)
9 Whey (ce) Kg (sfe)
10 Others (specify) [@=3T=5 (STAY

RER)

Section 5. Housesholds nutrition awareness related information (®1$*T 5: ATIfAR AfFAA AT oo~ 7= Fw
)

5.1 Did any member of your household receive any nutrition awareness information last year? (S A (6 {F 76 T2 AT
SHONS] STAFS (FICAT O (TACRA?)

i. Yes =% ii. No (=)
5.2 If yes, what was the source? % (ST IV S FAT (AP (ATICRA?

i. Training (2ArF9Y) ii. SMS (451 ax &7), iiii. TV (CBfAfS*), iv. Bill Board (¥ 16) v. Online media (SI=elr2= X1&ww) vi. Exhivision
(@Y vii. Milk day (72 f%=>1) viii. Community radio (SIGIG (afG) ix) Others___ specify [T (GTEY F6w1)]
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5.3 If yes, how many members of your family including you receive this information (I (TY AN ©IF WA LA AN
AT FOGH ST G2 O A?)

Section 6: Market Access (BT3*T V: AMGITT ATI™)

During last 1year, October 1, 2020, to September 30, 2021. (7% $ IRF, S WIFRF 020 (V(F Vo (TZHFI 01Y) |

SL Marketing options (fI*rertaa Response (&g4)
BT o
6.1 To whom do you mainly sell your milk? i) To consumer (TSI AT=RCHR fF6) | vi) Milk trader (3% IsTTRY)
(ST AYNS FI PR 74 & FEN?) | i) To sweet manufacturers [NIRTHR vii) Online (ST~eTT3=)
PR (CY TG r=m))/Local viii) To lender to repay loan (Y
manufacturers and processors (ZI=I AR SR QN AT
PATGOPI< PICR)
iii) LDDP supported VMCC (q=if&ff | ix) Sale to call center (<1 GTBIR
I TRV Bifers S auifsics) g9 PICR)
iv) VMCC which is not supported by LDDP | X) Others___ specify [ST~3T=Ts
(SIS FEaufif) (STeTY )]
v) Formal processing company xi) Did not sale (Rf& w1 =W
A FAGTSFIR 57
6.2 Where do you mainly sell your milk? i) Farm gate (fRey-2TsI1< =0O) v) At buyers' place ((EFoTS I
(AN S (FIr 7 R&E SN | i) Sale within the village (fRier amcw® (VTR (7
k) vi) Others (specify) [ST=31=5
iii) Local market (TN ImeTs) (CTaTd FF)]
iv) Urban market (1< Irat f{fep)
6.3a | Do you transport milk (U & 74 [/AFT | Yes @) No (=T
Gy AR BEAN)?
6.3b | If yes, what is the main mode of transport? | i) Bicycle/Motorcycle iv) Boat (C=V1<T)
M FIN O(J ARIRAT AU N / v) On foot (SNTC CATH)
F? ii) Rikshaw/Van (<=1 / ©71=) vi) Others___ (specify) [Ty
iii) Auto (battery/engine vehicle) [STBT | (STEY FF)]
SUEVRERERIID)
6.3c | How long do you wait before transport of __ Hours (=751
milk for sale after milking (7% C(RIR(~NL A
AP PEN)?
6.4 How many times milk spoilage during Summer (STTHIET)------ % Winter Not at all
transportation and when? [HfFI=w 4 OIA)-- | (GFANR )
AN PRA YNSRI AR PN | e %
6.5 What is the off-farm feed sources i) Local retailers (BTt Y51 fRtamern)
(aﬁhngga%.%?;?gﬁ?%[@Wmm i) Wholesalers (S23s1at fItamer)
L 1 2 i) Local feed mixers (e (2w e
iv) Feed company (PG (r==1ifw)
v) Others (specify) [ST=3T=5 (STHY FB))]
vi) Do not use (I B =T )
6.6 Who usually go to the market for buying Male (°1=9)
feed/selling milk/milk product? (Y8473 Female (Xf2eM)
T A4/ were AV RF IS | Transgender (FRTTGER)
(P G TR
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6.7a | Doyou face any social obstacles in selling Yes (=50 No (=)
or buying feed/selling milk/milk product due
to gender? (VY3 &Y M GH /AHCTO

Ay R /W= RO WA
(S TGP TR TR Z7?)
6.7b | 1.6 If yes, what specific social obstacles i. Restriction from family member (TSI ST7sT5 (AT fTIETSAT)

have you faced due to your gender identity? | ii. Religious barrier (&= v&m)

(o757 fofa<s “AfBTIR G WA (1| il Mobility is restricted (GecraT S,

(T LR SIS I THATZA?) | iy, Abusive word from the neighbor (STIMTRE P17 (ATH F5 )
v. Road safety during transportation (ARI=INI ST TGP NS
)

vi. Insensitive behavior of the service provider (C1AT 21T
LTIV WHACT WAL FIACY [NFHAZS)
vii. | am not interested to go to the market (S IGUH (TS WA 72)

Section 7: Disease management (BI$*T 4: CATSY ITIZINAN)

Ll
o=
<t
=
=
[=}
—
(7]
Ll
)
o
>
o=
T
(=]
~
[FN]
o=
=]
><
[SE)
=
=
<T

EENENE Did your If yes, how Did you apply any Did you apply Did your animal If died, how
(CATTHT =T) livestock face many vaccine for this any treatment | die last year for | many? (afi

this disease livestock had | disease? (Sweif~ for this this disease? WA forew
during last 12 been & 92 crtorm disease? (TSR 9% A
months’ period?  affected G (AT BT | (wwotf @ s EgE
(ST oz | o2 g% @R AT FOYTEMN?
YIRS e | Ves regularly (T, | Gy (@IGAT | TR WrAT
TRMTSF T FoQrEn | NUNo) fofess fresfetam,)
52 WIS fAtea Yes, irregularly IfACICRA)?
(I @Y : ? @, ST S)
zCHRE)? jii. Not at all
(YT CRET

7.1 Contagious and infectious (CRTSTTE 933 FITHTNS)

i)FMD Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No

(GFANGAFT | (@ () N CUENE)) @n

[S1k)

ii) Mastitis (8N | Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No

SR/ (el | () @h Ao @ ()

S1k)

iii) Lumpy Skin Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No (=)

Disease (5T ) @) @@

LRSI

iv) Anthrax Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No (<)

v) Black Quarters Yes No Yes No Yes No (=)

(@ @EGESY, | (@ | (@ @ @

BILGINSIR))

vi) Bovine Yes No Yes No Yes No (=)

Tuberculosis @) @ @h @@

((RTSIEN T5H)

vii) Hemorrhagic Yes No &) Yes No Yes No

Septicaemia €] @) | @ Q)

(XRGH

[ TR

STETCRIeT CT5Y)
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viii) Calf Diarrhea Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No
SIEEREIEED IR EY) H | @M T ()
7.2 Reproductive (/&= S1:f3E)

iRepeat-Breeding | Yes No () Yes No Yes No ()
([ T &) DING) T

iiMetritis (A, | Yes No Yes No Yes No
2MIZ) @h | @ H @ | @ (=)
iii) Retained Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No (=)
placenta R p | () Q) Q) Q)

HGICAT /[ACS

ATTTBI)

iv) Anoestrous Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No
RERRIERED! ) ) m ) ()

v) Abortion Yes No Yes No Yes No
RISRISECR) H o @ h e < o
vi) Dystocia Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No
(ETRPIAN AT | (N @ @ @D ()
RIOSTRIRED)

vii) Uterian Yes No Yes No Yes No (=)
prolapse (STATY DEENNC)) H @M T

(39 ITH T8

viii) Infertile cow Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No (=)
ix) Infertile Heifer | Yes No Yes No Yes No (A1)
(4 I H @ @) @ @

x) Calf death Yes No (@) Yes No Yes No (@)
during delivery (€ @ @M@

(SRR STACHR

7.3 Metabolic and others (FR=ITHIT 8 ==y CATY)

i) Milk Fever Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No (=)
(GEGA) @ @y @@

ii) Ketosis Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No (=)
(CPUBIST™) ) @H @ D

iii) Acidosis Yes No Yes No Yes No ()
iv) Bloat (CG Yes No Yes No Yes No (=)
i) @h | @ @h @ @

v) Poisoning Ye No (=) Yes No Yes No (=)
vi) Respiratory Yes No Yes No Yes No
related @h | @m @ @@ QL)
complication

(I Gifvo

\©

1.4 Others SINY

i)Affected by Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No (=)
worms (PRI | (= &) @ @
IR ORI )]

ii) Rabies Yes No Yes No Yes No (=)
iii)Others (specify) | Yes No (=) Yes No Yes No (=)
[0 (Bt | (3 @h @ @
FPA)
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Section 8: Feed production and management (T*T b: HSWYMT T ATHN 43 IIIZTIHNNT)
8.1Do you cultivate green grass (ST~ 35 STJS 9157 BT FEN)?
i) Yes =M ii)No =)

8.2 If yes, Provide information below (M STIN O fNTNT SATSTEA AN FFA)

Ll
o=
E SLno. | Typeofland (&= Area Type of grass (ST During last one year (579 9% IQLA)
S gﬁ =) (demmal) <) Production = On farm Sell (&)
o= E (s % Nepier (Kg) consumption
e (TO1™M)] (ﬂf“’f:;na)/pakchun oo (R AT
S (R=) S R S S —
= ii) German (GTX=) () Quantity | Total
= iii) Maiz (@81 ()] | value
~ iv) Kesheri (c4sirah (Tk)
= v) Hydroponic grass
= T
= vi) Others (ST=31RT)
=
<<
1 Homestead land
\O\v
2 Fallow land (31fo® &)
3 Leased/mortgaged in
land
@AE (A I5A w0
4 Own cultivable land
(T BT GifN)

8.3 Feeding Practices (A®4Wy YTSHITAT)

ltem (=1feT=pT) Used from On-farm (fN- Used from
YTIA) off-Farm (fRror-4rra
frge)

Name (3TX) Oty (Kg)/day (ofS=rer (%) | Oty (Kg)/day (syfaser
1 YA 12 ) M (SICIVALR)!

8.3a 8.3b 8.3¢ |

a) Roughage (49)
i) Straw (Paddy/Wheat) (1< / ST 4©)
i) Green fodder (Nepier/Pakchun, German, Maiz,
Kheshari, Hydroponic grass, local grass) (C(=f131=/
ANFEN, T, QBT , (LA, TROGIANE T,
IR SIS )
iii) Hay (S<5TAT <I157)
iv) Silage (STT2reTen)
v) UMS (ZB1451)
vi) Others (specify) [S=31=5 (\STeTY ) ]
b)  Grains (*517)
i) Corn (@&
ii) Wheat (sr1)
iii) Brans (@)
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iv) Rice/ Broken rice (S1el/4w)

v) Khesari (T>4t)

vi) Masur (533)

vii) Gram (FT1R)

viii) Mashkalai (N1JTeTIR)

ix) Dubli (T1afe)

x) Others (specify) [SIIT= (ST )]
c) Ol cake & Meals (T4 92 ¥_TH)

i) Soyabean meal (STIRTNS (¥eT)

ii) Sesame oil cake (fSTeTg C4eT)

iii) Mustard 0il cake (SIfR=1 ()

iv) Coconut oil cake (ST C4e)

v) Sunflower oil cake (ST t4e)

vi) Others (specify) [S=3T=5 (\STETY ) |
d) Commercial ready feed (ITSITH AFOPO N BYMY)
e) Minerals and Vitamins (4G @ fOBIRE)

i) DCP (fSfif%)

ii) Common salt (STIHIE 5799)

iii) Limestone powder (§T=< %)

[SN)
o=
<T
=
4
(=}
—
(7]
[SE)
=
o
>
o=
T
(=]
~
[}
o=
=
><
[FE)
=
=
<T

iv) Rock Salt (¥f<ex 19)
v) Premix minerals & vitamins (SBoF® UG 8
SRR

vi) Others (specify) [S=3T=5 (\STETY FH) |
f)  Molasses (&)
g) Urea (2TfF)
h)  UMMB (28 43 4% )
i) UMB ((BS 4w fJ)
j)  Others (specify) [T (GIRY FF)]

Section 9: Production cost (®T$*Y »: BEATHN 44E)
9a Operating/recurring cost (53 6T / AR 4=®)

SL | Iltem name (o1feram) Response (&g 7)

9a.1 | How much feed cost incurred during last year? (57e3%< Tk. (GrT)
YT AN AN PO 46 RARe?)
9a.2 | How many family labour hours per day did you use for Male Female | Young boys Young Not at all
dairy farming? (AGT® SRAIM NQHTN NS~ fNG- | (PN | (W2 | (aged 15-24 | girls(aged | (TFAMRR
A 20S S T ST (A7 years) q3%) | 15-24 S=E
(>¢- 28 years) FR)
TA): E5IS)
(5¢- 28
IRA)]:
9a.3 | How many hired labour per day did you use for dairy Male Female | Young boys Young Not at all
farming? [AGTS SR AN AFSTHN JGF (FFN) | (W= | (aged 15-24 girls (aged | (TR
RN F© 26T IR FEAN? years) (I3<F) | 15-24 IR
(5¢- 38 years) FA)
IRA): EGiSH
(5¢- 28
dRA)]:
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9a.4 | What is the average wage rate of labour? XfNFMI Male labour (S{F¥ Female labour (e | Not at all
N G NG o Ra) = NF) A ) (ATHFANIR
Tk/day Gr1/M=) Tk/day (Gr1/M=) (IRE
EHIERID)
9a.5 | How much cost incurred for input and output transport Tk. (B1<RT)
" during last year? (SFoIRR G AW I GAFIT
= HARTRA W 7T o Rel?)
— 9.a6 | How much breeding cost incurred during last year? (57 Tk. (GreN)
=) IR AT AN PO YA AR
E 9a.7 | How much veterinary cost (treatment, vaccination, Tk. (GIeT)
= deworming) incurred during last year? (57 IR
> BB (BT, SIFITAH, FIRARE AT
= W T PO Re)?
=) 9a.8 | How much was the utility (electricity, moskuito coil, net, Tk. (GrA1)
: etc.) and other costs during last one year (57 IR
o= BHNTIT (Rgp], TN, 31 e 2071W) g3 AT
>< REL))
= 9a.9 | How much cost incurred for rental house per month Tk. (GI<A1)
= (TIPS TR T AfS W F© U6 ZCHRCE)
9b. Investment cost (fRFNTSTY 4=®)
Investment cost (Tk.) Lifespan (years) Salvage value (Tk.)
@A) [SRIE W (B3N]
9b.1 Cattle house (SRIMH®F TF)
9b.2 Generator/IPS (CHATIAGA/ SR

9h.3 Water pump (IR ™)

9b.4 Electric fan (CIIfoF =Ar4m)
9h.5 Other farm machineries (STN3T™3 AT
TF1S)

Section 10: Food safety and certification [T* So (4TWY fRATWST 433 ANANF)]

Criteria (NMWD) Response (S@9)

10.1 Do you wash your hand before entering the farm? (==« 3 Yes, reqularly (=T, | Yes, irregularly (=T, | No )
AT AT ST RS (KT ACFA?) ERES) IV

10.2 Do you use foot bath containing disinfectant at the entrance of the | Yes, reqularly =%, | Yes, irregularly (=5, | No ()
farm? (@I 35 YT AR RIS FRS e o fSfown | ) IRSS

AT ACR* HFEN?)

10.3 Do you control visitor/other animal, bird and pest access in the Yes, reqularly =T, | Yes, irreqularly &f, | No &)
farm? (@ 3 A iR @3 AR ARG - e | i) RIS

PIoorest AT AT FEN?)

10.4 Do you monitor and maintain records for the above mentioned Yes, reqularly (=%, | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
activities? (S & SRS e Nafie oneis qqg g7 | [Wao) INS)

O ATFY FIN?)

10.5 Do you keep record of parent's information, treatment, vaccination | Yes, reqularly &% | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=
and Al information for each farm animal? (=i« f& NI 2AfSH [REES) IR

330/
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SR esg fPremirerd w2y, [BfeesT, B J33 T2 99 O fRa®
GIREETEIGER),

10.6 Do you test the quality (Nutrient compositions) and safety Yes, reqularly (=57, | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
(Antibiotic, Heavy metals, Pesticide residue, Microbial hazard) SIS ©Y

parameters of your livestock feed regularly? (=i <5 fNfre

YU BTG T (B GoMI) I3 AT (@ Bos,

Ol 41g, FOAFHFT TIFTLIL*, WYGIR TIF) NIH FA?)

10.7 If yes, where did you test? (X FTI AP, OIRC (P (ACH i) DLS/BLRI

AN FA?) Bz / Raeramens)

ii) Other Public labs (STNITT TR HAPISNR)
iii) Private Feed testing lab (ISTIFIRT A& LM AIHFINF)

iv) Others_(specify) [STN35 (STTY FE)]

10.8 Have you ever seen any cattle/buffalo disease incidence for unsafe | Yes, reqularly (=7, | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
feed? (ANHIAM FHSUTATI FIRCT AN AN B S (FINS TS ©Y
(TN ATHTH (MTACRN?)
10.9 From which source you collect farm animal's drinking water? (= | 1. Tube Well water (B8t *1fw)
T (ATF WA CMAMAST YR AN A= FEA?) 2. Pond/Cannel water (SIBRI/ AR A1)
3. Supply/ Tap water (STI(TR / (GT™R 1)
4, Filtered water (ARTAE® 1)
5. Shallow tube well/electric pump (STr&IF
NP/ LIPOP A=)
6. Others (Specify) (ST ST FF)
10.10 Do you transport animal with animal comfort? (@ & Yes, reqularly T, | Yes, irreqularly =7, | No (A
MM TRTATF O ARIRA FEAN?) SRS SIS
10.11 Do you test mastitis of milking cow reqularly? (=~ & A3 | Yes, reqularly T, | Yes, irreqularly &7, | No &)
TAIO! SO AN (I, NI FEN?) e S
10.12 Are all the utensils cleaned and sanitized properly with safe water | Yes, reqularly (=%, | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
and disinfectants before and after use? (& (AIRTNS ™I A8 AT SRS ©Y
VIR SR 3 fRRrem A1f ey SfoFens ~iR{wR 933
GRITARE BRI QRIS 41 XT7)
10.13 Do you wash your hand, clean and disinfectant milking cow's udder | Yes, reqularly (=7, | Yes, irreqularly =, | No (AT
before milking? (=1 fF & (MR A =K TS & KT IR SE)
SMOIF S GIITAPIE SR T RHRE FE ([72)
10.14 Do you keep milk in cleaned covered pan on height to prevent urine | Yes, reqularly =7, | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (A
and cow dung cross contamination into the milk? (S~ 5 L& A© vY
AT G MK ATLARLS IV (1Y FCO Y (MIRONT A
GIFAIYS ARHIF A0 OF FI0A 74 FT56 FEN?)
10.15 Do you preserve milk below 5° C (cool temperature) after milking? | Yes, reqularly (=7, | Yes, irreqularly =3, | No (AT
(DA 135 1P 7Y (IR A AT fOfy SIANIER fNE | i S
RS SN TY FTH FEN?)
10.16 Do you transport and sell milk by maintaining cool chain below 5° Yes, reqularly (=7, | Yes, irregularly =7, | No (@)
C? milk before marketing? (=i~ i35 if6 fSfY CTerfsmms Srorwra S Y
TG (roa or1aTa) IGT @04 7Y A=A 93z RS =)
10.17 Do you use any preservatives to prevent milk spoilage before Yes, reqularly T, | Yes, irreqularly T, | No (=)
marketing? (S 3 AT AT LR oA (@14 FACO (FINS IR ©Y
GRS IR FAN?)
10.18 Have you ever seen any disease incident from farm animal to farm | Yes, reqularly (=%, | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (A
worker or vise versa? (ST fF FYNS AR SRAAMADY (A(F SIS S
YT FH A ANR FA (AF YR SRIMASTS (FHS @R
ATIHA (MTA(RA?)
10.19 Do you perform reqular health check-up of animals and farm Yes, reqularly (3T, | Yes, irreqularly =57, | No (Am)
workers (TB, Jaundice, Brucellosis etc.)? [QI=TF AINICK 5 5117 ey NS ©Y
3 FRR FRATS FTE7 A FIA (TN T35, FTCEAA,
TG, ToNfh)?]
FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY 331/
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10.20 Do you keep records of health check-up of animals and farm Yes, reqularly (T, | Yes, irreqularly =%, | No ()
workers (TB, Brucellosis, etc)? (U fF sRAIAN® J3s FRHR IR RSO ()

RS FrEy IR OF SFTFT AN (TN T, FSTCA,

GG Reqn)?

10.21 Do you use antibiotics or added growth hormones in animal feed? Yes, reqularly (T, | Yes, irreqularly &%, | No ()
(DA {3 SIMerST eny O 1 RATN AIRE P SINCIO

PEN?)

10.22 Have you ever seen any disease/illness incidence of customer for | Yes, reqularly (%, | Yes, irreqularly &7, | No ()
your farm’s milk/milk products? (RN {5 S AN 74 S IR RIS

MRS AN GY (OIS NS (PIN (TN DR OI ATHA

(MTYTRN?)

10.23 Do you test quality (Fat%, SNF) and food safety (microbial count, Yes, irreqularly &%, | No (A

antibiotics, and heavy metals) parameters of your farm’s milk and milk
products? (AN 3 7Y 32 THGNS AL BVNS (FI6 %,
IAINIF%) I3 AR (NG 75, AFCITTOF 8 ©rat

§T®) N AT FAN?)

Yes, reqularly (=T,
SIRYS)

AT N\OY

10.24 If yes, where did you test? (M I AT, OTRCeT (I (AT
N FA?)

i) DLS/BLRI (G 4=1.451 / R qeTonaans)
ii) Other Public labs (ST=3T=3 SR HASHINR)
iii) Private Veterinary diagnostic lab (RIS (STBIR-I

)

iv) Others (specify) [SI=5T5 (ST FE)]

10.25 Have your cow's milk ever rejected from the buyer? (ST™=IK 5169 | Yes, reqularly (=5, | Yes, irreqularly =7, | No (A1)
74 [ FLNE (PO IR (A OIS AR?) IBEIRS)! SRS
10.26 If yes, for what reason? (i XCT AT, O (F1 FIACY Milk Spoilage (T4 *¥6=)
SIS RAACR?) Antibiotic (STTFGITCIGH)

Heavy metal (STt 41Q)

Preservatives (fAromateiowe)
10.27 Do you sell diseased (Mastitis, Tuberculosis, Jaundice, Brucellosis, | Yes, reqularly %, | Yes, irreqularly &%, | No (@)
etc.) cow's milk? (AT 5 SFATN (BT, T, GG, ST IR RIS
2ONW (@151 AR SIS SToIR 4 R )
10.28 Do you sell under treatment cow's milk with antibiotics, hormone Yes, reqularly (T, | Yes, irreqularly =T, | No ()
and steroid? (A1 & BT, ZACNW, CHITTS T IR IR
BRI s 74 RS =)
10.29 Do you maintain withdrawal period of antibiotic/hormone? (J=fN | Yes, reqularly =% | Yes, irreqularly &%, | No (@)
% va [RfEe vt afFSanafos /a0t e fBfFe s =13 Tref SIS RINCIS
ORI ANIPIT (NN BleTN?)
10.30 Do you test any milk safety parameters (e.g. microbiological, Yes, irreqularly (=T, | No (W)

antibiotic, heavy metals) before sale? (=U=i¥ 35 RfGs= =wCsy
RO (TN, WG 77, A BATTOF, S1at L)W= N
PEN?)

Yes, regularly (=T,
RUS)

NIRYSIC)

10.311f yes, from where you test? (I FI, OI=CA WA (FIAT
(AT R NI FCI?)

i) Collection Centre BSTI (Rasifowns)
ii) DLS/BLRI (B 4e1asT / R qeraraens)
iii) Other govt. authority (ST} STIFIA FHNF)

iv) Private Veterinary diagnostic lab (RT3t (STBR-I

AR

v) Others (specify) [T (GTEY F7)]
10.32 Do you use any label/brand for your cow’s milk? (@i« & Yes, reqularly (=7, | Yes, irreqularly =1, | No (W)
WANT T FLIL G (P (T / IO IR PCEN?) S ANO©

10.33 If yes, from where you get this label/brand certification? (I
PR, OIR(E DA (FI (ACF AR (FTe / DA
ATN?)

i) DLS/BLRI (B ae1 > / R qeToaen®)
ii) Other govt authority (SI=ITNT STRFIT FHF)
iii) Private authority ((RTIFIA FOF)

iv) Others_(specify) [T~ (GeY F)]

10.34 Did you receive any information related to food safety (=i~ <
T AT STRFS (AT 2T (ICRA)?

Yes, reqularly (=T,
\9

Yes, irreqularly (=,

SIRUSIC)

No (A1)

10.35 If yes, by which means (&% (1T AMHF (< [FwI)?

i)Training (s

332/
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ii Mobile app (CNTTZeT wT2r>)
ii))SMS (5% % )

iv) TV (CGfafo==)
vi) Exhivision (om=fSth

v) Online media (ST=eTI2 NI&Fw)

iv) Community Radio (FFSRIG @fG8)

vii) Community Radio (FfRSfG (af%8)
viii) Others (specify) [STNIT=5 (STEY FE)]

Section 1: Technology and practices (ST 53: HYfF & WPN)

0. no.

[tems (fTT™)

Do you follow the
following technology
or practices in your

farm? (s~ &
O[NNI 4TIt
REaayfe e
ﬂlﬁﬁ CICEE]
FCAN)?

Yes, reqularly (=¥,
2 k)
Yes, irreqularly (=5,

iii. Not at all (4T

CAE M)

If yes, from where did you know

about this technology/practice?
(M FR IMFA, O @ AT

(AT (ATF 92 AY(F /oS

SNTF TINTS (ATATZA)?

1.DLS (Ga=1.957)/LDDP
2.BLRI (RasTena=n®)
3.University (Frgfamsrer
4. Abroad (fFTwT)

5.0wn ((Ror®)

6.Friends (%dATh3)

7.0nline media/mass media
(SR / YTAILTN)

8.Private sector/NGO (CIsTa<eTaY
4TS / g7Gre)

9 Others_(specify)

[SINTINT (STHY T26)]

Is this
technology/parcice
women friendly (4%

NI/ “rafoft &
RIEGICIPT))

?

1.1 Artificial insemination (Ff@x Yes & | No @)
AGA)

1.2 Ration balancing (=1~ Yes =T | No @)
OIPATIRLY)

1.3 Total Mixed Ration (¢ fr=y=) Yes 0 | No (=)

N4 Calf winning pan ([ AfeTY Yes =) | No (@)
HeMI RS )

n5 Milk replacer for calf ([UgT Yes 0 | No (A
LISIMCA)

11.6 Improved fodder production (3¥® Yes f | No (m
IS T A

n.7 Silage making (TI2(eTy Yes @) | No @)
AZORA)

1.8 UMS (2T 43 &57) Yes =T | No (=)

1.9 UMMB (28 ax 4w fJ)/ UMB (38 Yes @) | No @)
ax )

1.10 Floor feeding (CNTRITS RGN Yes @0 | No @)
LISATCAT)

1.1 Hydroponic fodder Yes No (A
production (k) ('EST)

11.12 Climate resilient housing eg. Yes @ | No (@
concrete floor, proper drainage,
free from flood or water logging
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], IV AT ST
Gkl RO IF 2071M)
113 | Machine milking (CNR= Rty 5% Yes @ | No @)
CAIRIICAT)
.14 Milk processing technology eg. Yes () | No (@)
Cream separator/ cheese/ yogurt/
ghee flavored milk,/and
pasteurized milk etc (74

A FAGoFT 2, (T,
P/ oy w¥/ Ry Grons 1%/
AT ARG 7Y RoNh)

11.15 Early pregnancy diagnosis tool Yes @7 | No @)
(ORI AP ST
SIS

1.16 Manure management like Biogas, Yes (N | No (=)
composting pit (C5TRF /NG
11.16a) Do you have access to climate resilient manure entrepreneurs (STH=IR < G AR2e MR GIMTSTIRR PR

Ll
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=
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ATINIFICIL LA AMCR?)

i. Yes (=)

ii. No (<)

117 | Waste management (G
RISEU R

118 | Routine deworming (Rf® Yes 1) | No (@)
PR 2T

119 | Routine vaccination (RsIf®
foFmm)

11.20 | Improved udder management Yes 1) | No ()
(GRS BAIT S AZNA)

n.21 Animal Identification (%3 Yes @9 | No @)
SIGHI)

1.22 | Others (specify) [=m=3 (SraY Yes &) | No (=)
PPN

Section 12: Capacity enhancement (ST$*T 2: ST3FNoI 3Z)

Items (=) Did you receive any If yes, from where did you get this training?
training? (S~ s @ (T RO AN, S S04 (Frar
AT corTETEY) (AT 2 ARTHT (ATACRA?)
LDDP NG IR)
Private sector...2 ((IAIFHIA! UTo)
3 (a=fEr8)
Others_(specify).....4
[SNIT0 (ST Y F7)]
121 Artificial insemination (PG> orG=) Yes (=0 No (=)
12.2 Ration balancing (= SIRSTTHI) Yes (=) No (=)
12.3 Total Mixed Ration (= =) Yes (=0 No (=)
124 Calf winning pan ([T W @eTmT B | Yes (i) No ()
BIS)

334y FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY



F

125 Milk replacer for claf Q2T HT4F HRACS | Yes (= No (=)

N REEERISIERICRI )
12.6 Improved fodder production (S%® 957 Yes (=) No (=)
SR
127 Silage making (TIRTeTS ABOFAY) Yes (=) No (=)
12.8 UMS (2T g% 457) Yes (=) No (=)
12.9 UMMB (28 4% 4 fJ)/ UMB (38 ax fJ) Yes (=M No (=)

12.10 Floor feeding (CNTAT® RGTH YIS Yes =) No =)
12.1 Hydroponic fodder production RIRCHINNF | Yes (=) No (=)
T B8 )
1212 Climate resilient housing eg. concrete floor, Yes = No (A1)
proper drainage, free from flood or water

logging (SreT_ITY SR RIS, (TN, AT

W QAR TS Y 29NM)
1213 Machine milking (CI T & CAIICAN) Yes (=0 No (=)
12.14 Milk processing technology eg. Cream Yes (=) No (&)

separator/ cheese/ yogurt/ ghee flavored
milk,/and pasteurized milk etc (G4

A FTCTeHT &S, (TT, piw/ Soy
w¥/ fi (et 78y *IgfHe 74 Tenf)
12.15 Early pregnancy diagnosis tool (SFEREIR Yes (=% No (=)
AP WIZ TSI
12.16 Manure and waste management like Biogas, Yes (=0 No (=)
composting pit (CNF /TINER g TGT
JRFIA], (TN, AT, OGS 93
3G, SIfFT=IG, To™)

1217 Rotinue Deworming (fREIfr® HHRm™<e Yes (=0 No ()
ha[£31)))
1218 Improved udder management (58® ST | Yes (N No (=)
RIS E R
12.19 Agribusiness and value chain (FR-J5>T Yes (=N No (=)
43} ©TI (53)
12.19a Business development skill training including | Yes (=) No (&m)
input marketing, supports and financial
services (BHFIY R, STRITOT J1%
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12.20 Good agricultural practice (58N $fX “y&f®) | Yes = No (=)

12.21 Food safety (43 fRR1=171) Yes (=) No (=)

12.22 Climate shock mitigation/adaptation Yes (=) No (=)
(SETRTIE SSEIS 2PN/ BTN

12.23 Animal Identification (HSFANFFIT) Yes (M) No =)

12.24 Animal health card and certification Yes =) No (=)
(TSI BIG 73 TAE)

12.25 Training on gender equality issues (CSr@IR Yes (=) No (=)
ol TFS [3m)

12.26 Training on using mobile apps (CNTATZS Yes (=0 No (=)
ST IR A

12.27 Others (specify) [ST5T=3 (GTETY FF)] Yes (=) No (=)

12.26a Did you receive any asset from LDDP/DLS to start/continue your livestock business (S=1f< & SI={=1< SIQ17 e 5351 &
FACS /BIfICN (TS LDDP/DLS (AT (PICNT ST (ATI(RN?)

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY 335
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i. Yes (0 ii. No &)
12.26b If yes, what kind of asset did you receive (I (ATT AP O F LRI TR (AT(RA)?
i) Livestock house (RIS SRITH),
ii) Utensiles like bucket, spade, etc. (JIeIf®, (I, (JeT61 FoNh)
iii) Cream separator (f&F< D@ T3)
iv) Feed mixure machine (w3 fr=yer T3)
v) Hyginic cleaning tools (FTZFFII ARHE FAF T3)
vi) Roughage shredder machine RTTGT (XGTR ()
vii) Grass chopper machine (151 SIGIF (X¥=)
viii) Live animal / Bird (&< ¥/ *MfY)
ix) Cash incentive (VY =gwI=)
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x) Feed (re34rmy)

xi) Others (specify) [T (STEY FE)]

Section 13: Housing and management (J1>T 59: WAV 8 IIIFTA)

Question Question (%) Response option (&g3)
number
(AN W)
13.1 What type of house do you mainly use for your livestock? (=if< 1. Single row permanent made with brick
TN NRMHNGT Gy HLTS (FT LKV T IR FEN?) (floor) and tin (roof) (*7<RT (19 4= fBTa
BE/RW (M1 O STAE ZN TR) .1 (D)
2. Double row permanent made with brick or
tin (SVIRT (&9 3¢ fOTNa BIeT/=m (7 32
SRR W TR 2 ()
3. Single row make-shift (PG fof8F JFF
| ERARIL ) . 3(9)
4, Double row make shift (*r=5 fof8<F 72
SR Z1 ).... 4(8)
b. Conventional (ﬁsﬁﬁﬁsﬁlﬁ) ......... 5 (¢
13.2 Do you use floor mat for livestock (=« fF SRAIM®T G F1F Yes (=) No (=)
WM IR BEN)?
13.3 Does this huse has electric fan or exaustor fan for cooling (S2G or/@1 | Yes (=) No (=)
AR T F (AT AABGP TN AT I I IR
FAZW)?
13.4 Does this house have mechanical manure management option? Yes =) No (=)
(TGS fF AEF SR (TR /G AIFNE S IIR?)
13.5 Does this house have mechanical watering and washing option? Yes (=) No (=)
(MBS fF TEE TATT NN AIRARI TIF ™M)
136 Does this house covers biosafety plan? (F=fote fF G = | Yes () No (=)
HR?)
13.7a If Yes, then what are those? (I =T =T, ©r=a (TR F F?) i) Foot bath (1 QRIS 1K T7FN
ii) Hand wash facility (2r® (4TIR 57))
iii) Mosquito net (1=

336/ FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY
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iv) Others (specify) ST3=5 (STEY FF)
13.70 Does this house have proper ventilation system? (42 St & Ay Yes (=0 No (=)
BATGETR =gy A7 |ITR?)
13.8 Is there sufficient space for livestock in this house? (42 9t Yes 1) No =m)
SIS BT YIRS T IR 35 )2
13.9 What kind of energy source do you use in this house? (SRf6rs (F i) Electricity (R7s)
YRR 38 IR FCAN?) ii) Solar energy (CT==1f&)
iii) Others (specify) [QIIT=F (STEY FE)]
iv). No electricity use ((TCT fRvgys 19=1R
PRI AN
13.10 Do you maintain quarantine & isolation in your farm? (ArsITCR <y Yes (=) No (=)
I 1 APIFIY FAR AIE AR F)?
13.1 Does utensils and mechineries used int the farm are women friendly Yes @0 No (A
(ATICE TS TG 7 TFANS F WReAIFH) 2

Section 14: Manure management (ST$*Y $8: (AT /TN OF JIIZIAA)

0.No. | Question () Response option (&g7)

(G

)

14.1 How much manure did your farm produce last Kg (&fe)___
year? (QITF AINIH (ATP 516 IR (<5 AN
(ONRR/ANTH T A RCIRA)

14.2 How did you mainly process manure? (&{f< Solid storage (Open space) (CUTETl SIS G FA)..........oo...n 1(9)
SIS fFOIR (SN /TINE AT Solid storage (in covered place) (IS ST Gl F0)........ 2 (2)
FRARLET?) Dispose to open space (CTETT GIHN (TE)-------------------——- 3 (9)

Burned Fuel (GIETRY).....cccccooooeeeeeceeeeseccceeesee e 4(8)
Anaerobic digestion RIT-BWNT ABN) .....coovverrveeeeennns 5 (&)
14.3 How much manure you used for crop fertilization? | Kg______ /Year (G /RS )
(T (MBI T3 A B A=
COTRR/STIGH ST RO IR FRARLEAN?)
144 How much waste did your farm produce last year? | Kg (hey__
(SN AT (AP 91O IR B AR
SRGAT B AT XCARZ)

145 How did you mainly dispose waste? (=< Solid storage (Open space) (CU=T G Gl FA............. 1(9)

AL [FOII TG ILFNA FRRCET?) | Solid storage (in covered place) (SF© SN G FA).......... 2(R)
Dispose to open space (CATET G (FLeT)----------=-=--=------ 3 (9)
Burned Fuel (IETRY).....cccccooeeeeeeseceeeese e 4(8)
Anaerobic digestion RII-WNF ABN) ....coovvrvvernererirerinns 5 (&)

14.6 Do you face social conflicts due to conventional Yes (=) No (=m)
manure management? (5fere X3RS
JIZIANT AR F TANGE TR ST
2q7?)

14.7 How do you manage this social conflict? (@={f< Follow standard method for manure disposal/process (CoMR=/SAG

ANIGF BHP PO FAWH?) | (P (M8 A S NOTORICT G NS NG 0T AT
PEN) oo 10)
Do nothing ((RFRR FIIN ) ......2 (})
Others (specify) [SI=3T= (STAY FEA)] )-----3 (9)

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY
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Section 15: Climate related risks in dairy (cattle and buffalo) production (s S¢: {5TS! (51F ¢ WZF) TS AN

L
o=
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Climate related

risks (Gre1Qry,
Gifve 4f)

Did you affect
by any of the
following risk
during last five
years? .

(5T +ATS
QA WA
& fRare
@ JfFre

HroTS
TCAMRRCAN?)

Effect of Climatic risk (Gre1ary,
Gifve JfFa o)

1. Output sale interruption (®fery
fa@ Ty TymaTe W

2. Animal death and disease
outbreak increase (€3

g3 AT TSI (.E'L?\_'?r Y
)

3. Scarcity of green grass and
concentrate feeds (g HITHAF
8 MIRMTA YTTATH TI6fo)

4. Damage/destruction to
livestock house (Y39
SR IS /4-3H)

5. Inadequate input and service
(veterinary Treatment, Al,
vaccine) (STorsfres HioTare

What are the strategy you have taken to address these
risks? (4% JFSTAT IS FAF G WA 5 F
(P SJATN FLATRA?)

1. Use of emergency shelter (S1a1fi &3 (R ST

@3 AT Tre )

2. Avail Emergency service for rescue and treatment

(G 8 fofFesa Gy Treeat 1T %)

3. Construct climate resilient farmhouse (GreTary SIfX s
At

4, Sell dairy cattle/buffalo with very low price (43 %

AT GHIO! 7155 / WfXF {7 FH)

5. Receive institutional support from institutions (S

BTAT CYTH YA ARMHOT CATH YTTHAN)

6. Feed alternative low quality and low nutritive values

concentrate feed and fodder (a5 932 7 =7

RN 4TRT 8 XI3T T8 HIN)

7. Get insurance benefit from the insurance company after

g3 AfFeTar (rfefassr disaster (UTSR 2T AN <77 (ATF T JfI3&w
T, a =g, fosT) Nt anae)
6. Rising of food prices (ATCWIA | 8. others (specify) [T (BTHY F26)]
A (T T13) 9. No strategy taken (TN (1T (VI TH)
7. Others (specify) [SINIRY
Tl FBV)]
15.1 Flood/flash Yes No
flood/waterloggin | (=0 GU)
g [/
BB N/
Gl
15.2 Drought (4= | Yes No
@h @
15.3 Yes No
Tornado/Cyclone m QL)
/
15.4 Extreme hot Yes No
weather (5% &) (A
RERRISEURE)!
15.5 Extreme cold | Yes No
weather (6% ) Q)]
I RIS
15.6 Excessive Yes No
rainfall (@fefds | (0 Q)]
LRI
15. 7 Salinity Yes No
GERIRAS)) @h @
15.8 Other Yes No
(specify) [Ty | () CU)
(ST )]
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Section 16: Digital and physical extension services (S1s*f Sv: fGfGroTe 3g F-F AT ST=2AET (74N

Is this service Who is the service If available, how would you rate | Is this service gender
accisible provider? ((& your satisfaction with the friendly (for example -
(CTAIGTAF | SATYTEAT () services (X% AT@TT ST | Provide the service
Gy / DLS/LDDP WA CHAISTAT T=F without making any
ATSHT )2 ﬁaﬁim' ) Wér"i’:TatW )2 discrimination- or bias; L
rivate Services.. i.Excelent (43 er1t) Provide the service with =
(TSI ii. Good (STT<N dignity and respect etc.) E
s iii.Moderate (CRTBrYf®) a2 s 5 =
Dairy Producer IV) Bad (4raT*Y) (mmz{ 5
Organizations---3 v. Very bad (43 4TaT®Y) EFATO T 0 (AT L
(52 fre) vi) Not applicable (T=TeTy AI; T 8 ST =
PMIA) NRARTHA)?)? g
Others (specify) —
[SIRTY (SThY L
FF)] =
E
=
=
16.1 | Veterinarian and Yes No Yes (=) =
Consultancy (123 @0 (=M No (=)
MR SEICEN
16.2 | Artificial Insemination | Yes No Yes (=
@FFEW erem=) @ Q) No =m
18.3 | Vaccination (M=) | Ye No Yes (=)
@ (= No (=)
16.4 | Pregnancy test Ye No Yes (=)
(STERY = =TeT) Q) Q) No (=m)
16.5 | Deworming (™1 | Yes No Yes (=0
AT (0 Q) No ()
16.6 | Agro-enterprise Yes No Yes (=)
development (Ff3- @0 Q) No (=)
RISRIACEER)
16.7 | Fodder production, Yes No Yes (=)
cutting and @ (M No (=)
distribution (=1
T AT, FIBT 4%
[RISER)!
16.8 | Livestock feedingand | Yes No Yes (=)
management services | (3 (M No (=
(ORI STH
QISATCAT 4<%
IIZIANANT ()
16.9 | Local & global market | Yes No Yes @
information (BT &) Q) No (=)
a3 R Ao
TAFS ©20)
16.10 | Product and input Yes No Yes =)
quality control @0 (M No (=)
servjces (GRIFUEN
PIGINCETS NN
REERISE)
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16.11 | Product branding and Yes No Yes (=M
quality certification &) GU) No (=)
(N FISS 3
D RICR(C
1602 Online Database Yes No Yes (=)
" fofss = ) No (=)
o= TIGI)
E 16.13 | Online livestock and Yes No Yes (=0
= product marketing &) Q) No (1)
= Y
« SIS g3 T
= [ERRD)
- 16.14 | Online knowledge Yes No Yes (=)
E sharing related to food @ (=M No (=)
2 safety, marketing,
: amimal health,
= livestock production
>< etc. (A fr=ywTey,
= RN, Y77y,
= ST B8 e
SN ST SITNA
[EIIE)
16.15 | Online treatment Yeg No Yes (=)
(S~TI2N fofee st =) () No (1)
(SARL))
16.16 | Mabile veterinary clinic | Yes No Yes (@0
(CTRIZS AR | (= @ No (=)
)
16.17 | Waste management Yes No Yes M)
(AT IRFIA) @ Q) No ()
16.18 | Manure management Yes No Yes T
(CONR IRFI) &) Q) No (1)
1619 | Others (specify) Yes No Yes (=0
(=3T3 (BTerd (=) QU] No (=)
FEA)]

16.a Did you attended any of LDDP provided training last year (=¥ {3 51 I27 LDDP SRINF® (FICAT (NS 4 TLHTART FIICRA?
i) Yes (=M ii) No @M

16.b If yes, how would you rate your satisfaction on the training you received from LDDP (% T T+, OC LDOP (TH (BNe (T
AN PHF TED) ?

i.Excelent (I @It
ii. Good (eICEM)
iii.Moderate (CSTGrL(G)
iv) Bad (4r=T%Y)
v. Very bad (43 4119y
vi) Not applicable (2{TI1Gy =)

16.b.1. If the satisfaction ranking is below moderate, explain the reason? W STERE N LN SR SN T O Ol FIEY 57)_

30
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16.c. How would you rate your overall satisfaction with LDDP service (LDDP (T3 (AT (VT SN FORF TB8?)

.Excelent (43 oIt

ii. Good (@rTe)
iii.Moderate (CGr{B)
iv) Bad (rT®Y)

v. Very bad (Y3 4IR19Y)

vi) Not applicable (2{TIrGT W)

16.c.1. If the satisfaction ranking is below moderate, explain the reason? (X% ST&fEF T NLTN WFF FN T OF O IR

)

Section 17: Livestock decision-making practice: Gender Perspective by gender (S1s*Y 54 - S1AIor® AfSomaTT

feryfefes fSrarg aza)

SL

171 Who is the authorized owner of this farm?
(42 YTRT WRNS NIfeTP (F7?)

17.2 Who is the authorized owner of livestock?
(42 YA SRAMAST ARNS NMfeTd
=?)

17.3 Who takes the decision of buying livestock?
(RIS (FE 7S (F (F9?)

17.4 Who chooses the breed? (SRT=1®g
Tl fRAE (& FE?)

175 Who takes the decision of fodder
production? (157 G AT &S (&
¥?)

17.6 Who cultivates fodder? (=757 S8 NV (5
TGS G FEA?)

17.7 Who collect fodder from field ((F ¥

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY

(/S T SR AR B(H)?

Gender (F59)
Male Female
(YY)

Male Female
) @z
Male Female
2 INOEG))
Male Female
Y Wz
Male Female
Y @z
Male Female
Y @z
Male Female
Y @z

Both

Both

Both

Both

Both

Both

Both

Youth

Young
boys
FI)

Young
boys
FIP)

Young
boys
(GCED)

Young
boys
(CCED)

Young
boys
F{3)

Young
boys
FIP)

Young
boys
FIP)

Young girls
O

Young girls
O

Young girls
\9

Young girls
\9

Young girls
O

Youn% girls
\.>

Young girls
9

[SN)
o=
<T
=
4
(=}
—
(7]
[SE)
=
o
>
o=
T
(=]
~
[}
o=
=
><
[FE)
=
=
<T

Not
applicable
(ARG
)

Not
applicable
(ARG
)

Not
applicable
(TS
%)

Not
applicable
(HNGT
)

No
applicable
(ARG
)

No
applicable
(TS
)

Not
applicable
(ARG
)
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17.8 Who takes the decision of feed rationing? Male Female | Both Young  Young girls Not
(FRIER AR R TR bae @y () GPeSH) boys (39D applicable
(=) JIP) (HrSy
)
17.9 Who fed animals in the farm? (4rstg Male Female  Bath Young  Young girls No
RIS (F AR COTH7) CFY) (W) @SR boys E applicable
= (GCED) (AT
= )
— 17.10 Who in the family mainly involve in milk Male Female | Both Young  Young girls Not
2 processing (SERIAR W&T o< (B H | (GRY)  (WRe) | EPISSR)  boys | (I3 applicable
% A SAGTS FE)? TIF) %w
=} S
: 1.1 Who have mainly access to different digital =~ Male Female | Both Young gg%girls No
= and physical extension services (&= FFY) (W) @PTGOR)  boys S applicable
a FORGGIeT g FHRACT ST2TT T T®) (ST
» SYTS FIF O WG/ ATIHCIINT)? ER)
= 1712 Who decide to manage manure? (¢ Male Female = Both Young | Young girls Not
= (TR /NG TN RS (F77) (T (W2 @EPTOOR)  boys S applicable
= (TTP) (BTG
= )
17.13 Who manages manure and waste in the Male Female  Both Young  Young girls No
farm? (AN (F (IR G2 IST (RN (WREN  @PTOSR)  bhoys (IFOD applicable
BN PL?) ) (AN
)
17114 Who perform cleaning and sanitization in Male Female | Both Young  Young girls Not
the farm? (AR (3 AREE AFvzmor 8 (Y (W) EPUGOR)  boys | (FI9D) applicable
GRS R B TN FI?) FTZF) (erITey
)
17.15 Who choose the input supplier? (=5 Male Female  Both Young  Young girls Not
TP TR (NATEN BC?) Y (WEEm  (EPTOSR)  boys @3@% applicable
F{I®) (SIS
D)
17.16 Who maintain the contact with the input Male Female  Both Young | Young girls No
supplier? (( BB SAARFAI MY (FY) (W) EETGSR)  boys S applicable
CRITNTIT FICYN?) JIF) (A
<)
17.17 Who decide where to sale? (19 TR @72 Male Female  Both Young = Young girls Not
RN & R B RE @ @@) Ry () GPESR)  boys (339D applicable
FI) (ARG
)
17.18 Who maintain the contact with the buyer? Male Female | Both Young | Young girls No
(CTFOTR ST (M FLIN (F?) (RN (FE @PTOSRE) boys | (IF9D applicable
J3¥) (ARG
)
17.19 Who decide the use of money earned from Male Female  Both Young  Young girls No
livestock? (ORI & (((F BoMfGre ~ (BRY)  (WRel)  EPIGSR) boys (I3 applicable
o IR (F PIETS 9= FR?) T3P (ST
<)
17.20 Who maintain the contact with the vet Male Female | Both Young | Young girls Not
service providers? (YfBfFLST (51T CEFY @) @PTOOR)  boys (33\59%) applicable
STRIARBIATAF AL & SIS F3) (BT
MCYN?) )
17.21 Who decide the participants of training? Male Female | Both Young = Young girls Not
(VR (AT AT (F SHE=Y CFFY)  (WFE) GPTESR)  boys (FF9) applicable
PR 12 TS (777 R
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17.22

17.23

17.24

17.25

17.26

17.26a

17.26b

17.26¢

17.26d

17.26e

17.26f

17.27

Who participates in the training? (®rste
(3 WLHARY FAN?)

Who spent more time in farm activities?
(TR BI0G (F QMR AT (T?)

Who mainly have access to finance/ credit
/AT I (PTG PIT ATI*CITOT
)2

Who mainly goes out for feed and food

product testing ((F ALTNS B A L8
TP A FACS NCT T)?

(S
)
Male Female | Both Young | Young girls Not
Y (WfEE) @PTOOR)  boys @3@% applicable
(CSED) (a1
<)
Male Female  Both Young  Young girls No i
CFY) @A) @EPTOOR)  boys ® applicable =
JIF) (ATNGT =
RE) S
Male Female  Both Young | Young girls Not =
)  @zE) EPTEOR)  boys O applicable =
T3) (SIS -l
) =
Male Female  Both Young  Young girls Not =
CEFY) @ @PTESR)  poys @?@% applicable =
FI) (SIS o
) =
Who manage the household chores listed below along with farming (F SIXTNS FIX AIZHNNF AP SHE SIfeTPrgs §
<T

TREIAR Froesfe] ARTGETN I

Who manage taking care of children along
with farming (( 2NS TTX TIFHNNE
AT JICEITAR (TN ST
PE)?

Who manage preparing children for their
school along with farming ((F 2{¥=® HTX
JRCZIANR APNAI OICAR (RCeT
(VIR HETH G NS BA)?

Who manage caring elderly family members
along with farming (¢ 24T I
SATCRS (RATCATNT BISN)?

Who manage caring elderly family members
along with farming (¢ 24T 1
NN AR ARIHIR, (G 933
NG ATIETETH PR)?

Who manage cooking along with farming
(CF TS T AN AT JTT
AIGET FCI)?

Who manage collecting water along with
farming ((F 4TS T BIFNT
AT N SR FCR)?

Why men- women are practicing this,
Please specify the reason ((F~ 7/F3-
NRART A6 ST FARA, T I
FRAG Gy F)

Male Female  Both Young  Young girls Not
CFY) @A) @PTO®R)  boys S applicable
F{I) (ARG

)

Male Female | Both Young = Young girls Not
CFY) (R EPTOOR) boys 0 (FIOD applicable
J3¥) (TSI

)

Male Female  Both Young  Young girls Not
(RN (WfFE  @POSE)  boys (IROD applicable
{I) (ARG

%)

Male Female | Both Young = Young girls Not
(RN (WFE N @PTOSR)  boys (IROD applicable
{I) (ST

)

Male Female  Both Young  Young girls Not
CFY) @A) @EPTEOR)  boys 39 applicable
F{I¥) (TSI

)

Male Female | Both Young = Young girls Not
CFY) (R EPTOOR) boys (FIOD applicable
J{3) (a1

)

i. Learn from the family ({31 (T fr50)

ii. Ask to do so by in laws (e.i Father in law, mother in law, mother, father) (43,
NG, W, IR FACS I G)

iii. Due to the abusive word of the neighbor's and community pressure
(SFSTINF MG 3 FITGOF B FIRCY)

iv. Due to religious pressure (4 G2 FTATEY)

v. Others (specify) [ST3=y (STeTd F2E)]
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VT T ARBFAT OI (62N

FAO of the UN: Package: LDDP/SD-65
Household Baseline Survey Questionnaire 2021 for Beef Fattening Value Chain
Survey designed and supervised by: FAO of the UN

Section 1: General Information (=T* S: SATYTT ©T)

YTIfATAA GINT (ISR QAT 2P g-202)
TGFSHLTTT 4T 8 FIF T TGIILNN GG ABTHA GAIAT STHTT ABFOFS

1.2 Information of the respondent Farmer (S@Wrel AINIIF ©20):
Picture of the respondent farmer will automatically be captured by the data collection devise (SSIRTST TR B (ST AL AZHFIN BIF

(NN}

=

<T

=

E GPS location Latitude (ST5FTS*Y): ®North "&&J) Longitude (Efersms): OFast Questionnaire No
Z (S w=ZE): (Gor)) (O ~3):

=4 Name of the Interviewer (rFo= Date (dd-mm-yyyy) (1R (F=/51/3%7)):
E _):

=) 1.1 Geographic Location of farmer (INISIF (SIAETE SE):

E a) Division (X@1o); b) District (ce): ¢) Upazila (ST

=~ d) Postal Code (CTSG (FTO): e) Union (RS=): g) Village (arsn/Moholla (3r=e):

§ f) Ward (8a6):

T

S TN FNAF TR © =)
b) Respondent’s Name b) Respondent's c) Respondent's Sex (S@Wrord faimy) d) Respondent's picture
(SSHTSIF AIN): Age (years) i. Male (y29) (CRELICIERE)
[SSHIO I ii. Female (==
GET)E iii. Transgender (BrTCGTSIR)
e) Respondent's marital status (G@IATOIF (M2 | f) Respondent's Years of schooling g) Respondent's Mobile
F) (formal/informal) [SSTTR FFEFPTET IR No (BSHIOIR (NIRTRS
i. Single (N ANTHNAF)] =)
ii. Married
iii. Widow
iv. Divorced
v. Separated

h) Respondent’s National ID No i) Respondent's j) Respondent's Mother's | k) Respondent's Husband/wife's name (G&wrer
(AR GretT ARG Father's Name name (SSWISE NI | TN / Fi Iw):
=) B} e =3 (CSHOR ARE | )
DIRYE

) Farmers relation with head of HH (SfRRTR S&ITRE ST | m) Age of the head of HH | n. Sex of the head of HH (TR &YKTT= feT5%):
AT ST=1F); (years) (GIERIE] i. Male (*/FF9)

i. Himself/herself (NTG3) AN I ([=F)]: ii. Female (wf2em)

ii. Son (e iii.Transgender (BTTGOIR)

iii. Daughter (C3TTx)

iv. Hushand/wife (ZTSIt /7 3

v. Father/Mother &1=1/3)

vi. Others (specify) S35 (STHY F26))]
1.3. How much land do | a) b) c) Mortgage d) e) Fallow e) Farm
you have? (decimal) Homestead Cultivable in/leased in Pasturelan land Land
R & AR | (@) oF GRS d cifoe (AT
TN WITR? (ST BIRCTM) =1/35AT () (GERECIRY) Q) T)
1.4 Are you a member of any PG? i. Yes (0
(S 3 (PN T HNMF $HN a9 | i No ()
AAT?
1.4a What is your PG name? (S=Y~1g
FIP P I7 AN )

#




F

1.5 Do you face any social obstacles to participate in PG?
(@A 5 58 (8 1 e (@8 ST 4=
SR =7?)

Yes @) No (=):

1.6 If yes, what specific social obstacles have you faced due to
your gender identity? (757 fof@< HRETIR Gy W= (1
(N LFR TG AL TN 27)

i. Restriction from family member (SfRRICIT STHTY (A FNTIATSAN)
ii. Religious barrier (&3 am)
iii. Mobility is restricted (6T A=)

iv. Abusive word from the neighbor (XfSTIMTHR FIZ (ATF F{ FAN)
v. Road safety during transportation (SRR STNY TGF MA@
o)

vi. Insensitive behavior of the service provider (CTRT 2RI
STHTIRARNA WG WG FIACT [NFSHAZ)

Section 2: Farmer's HH profile (27*T 2: ATIfad HfF3tad o)
Sex (f=r55)

Highest Education level (STt<Te6 f*rsTsre camsvrer)

Female Transge = Primary Secondary
(Class 1-5) (Class 6-10)

Male Female @ Male Female Male Female

Age group
(AT PpH)

[ES]
o=
=T
=
=
(=)
o
(7]
[FS]
=
(=4
L
Lol
[FS]
=]
~
[FN]
o=
=]
>
[NE]
=
=
<T

Post secondary
and above

1 Children (0-4 years)
13, 0-8 I%3]
2 Children (5-14 years)
e, ¢-38 I2]
3 Youth early working
(15-24 years) Y3/
IS, H¢-28 ITH|
4 Prime working (25-54
years) [H¥TN©
TV, 2¢-¢8 I
5 Mature working (55-65
years) [Q% SNV,
G E-\Y& IR
6 Elderly (65 and above
years) [I¥%, ¢ IR
438 5T

Total (CXTB)

2.a. How many members are engaged in beef fattening? (SN AT FOGH TF ZYTIACT NTF)?

i) Male (°f=9): ii) Female (f2em): iii) Transgender (BrST0GEIR)

2.b) Do you have any person with disability in your family (=== SR fF (FCAT ASIH @16 WCR)?
i) Yes =) i) ) No (=)
2.c) If yes, How many (%t Q1 O FOGH)?
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[ES]
o=
=3
=
=
(=)
J—
(7]
[FS]
)
[=J
L
[SS]
[FE]
=]
~
[FW]
o=
-
><
[FS]
=
=
<T

i)Male (= N): ii)) Female (xf@em): _ iii) Transgender (Brst&rord)

What type of livestock are you rearing in your farm? (SN ST ATNIA 518 T YL FACTI GIAT (FIN 4ANA SRS
ATAN FCAN?)

i) Cattle farming (579 4TIH)
ii) Buffalo farming (NI AINTR)

Section 3: Farm characteristics (®1$*T ©: ATNITAR ¢IF1EY)

Which of the following type of livestock do you have (Sr*_rg How many of the following livestock do you have? (1te=a
IR fATHA (R LATTH FAMANS TCACR?) FOGTEAT SIS SN ACACR?)

Number (13m) Total value (CNIT® J=13) Tk (BI3F)

Name (AT) 3.2 3.3
Cattle (51<8)

Bull (371G, I $ IRCIF (M)

Lactating cows (TCeTT STSt)

Dry cows (% STot)

Bull calves (4TG RS, I » IR I OIF FN)
Heifer calves (IFATI-g, I S IR M O FN)
Heifers (ST, I S - I7T)

Buffalo (f2¥)

Bull (371G, I3 5 IRCIF (M)

Dry Buffalo (&% WfRY)

Bull calves (4T g4, IT S IR M O F)
Heifer calves (IFT-I1RF, I S IRF N O FN)
Heifers (I, I S - I7F)

Section 4: Production and productivity characteristics (ST 8 - 2[IfT B AWM 933 T oM ANTOIF (IF1EY)

Please provide information about fattened beef cattle during last 1year, October 1, 2020 to September 30, 2021 (5% 5 %<, >
TTFRA 2020 (ATF 90 (BT R0 J7 V4T TEYEF O BT ST~NFH O A7)

419 5 518 9 If yes, please provide following information (% fAf&F ST IE~ O3 AT SATSTE fim)
IR YO (HICAT

i) Yes cz3fy) i) ) No Breed type Average live weight of beef | Average price per

(ST &) (Kg) [GIR® W= 1FT fattening beef (Tk.)
Codel ((F1GY) MG ST ((BG)] :
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IPATBATFO
CHITAT TP C4TACRN?
i) Yes (z3%) ii))No
QU

42 SIAN 5 T® 9 | |f yes, please provide following information (% faf& ta Ut~ ©Ta RTHa SUTST i)

Breed type (Gt | No. (3734m) Average live weight of beef | Average price per fattening
SER) (Kg) (GRS B 5T beef (Tk.) [SIIS WIZTH

Code1 ((FTT ) NG SO ((FNG)] A G WY (BIFT /
NPA)]

Breed type (GItod &) | No. (3732 Average live weight of beef (Kg) (K98 SITE 9164 G 86 ((HG)]
Code1 (CPIG Y)

ANNEXURE 7, BEEF QUESTIONNAIRE

Code 1 (CFTG 3): Breed type (SIS 417)

Local breed/Deshi (C/=T~Ia Holstein cross (ZTS612 J¢FA)...... 7 (Q) Buffalo Local (C77 NfZ)........ 11 (59)
L11) W 10
Jersey cross (St S1eFA)......... 8 (v) Buffalo (crossbreed) [Nf2¥ (¢4 f3©)]
Munshiganj R [5) WO 2 (R) 12(5%)
gan G Sahiwal cross (MRS A<FH).. 9 ()
North Bengal Gre (S&a3%% (9))......3 (*9) . Buffalo (Nilli-Ravi) (IfZF (Widt-a1f®)] 13
Others cattle (specify) [SI~IT~s o1=F (BTTY | (3v)
Red Chittagong (G fofGrae).......4 (8) S ) OO 10 (50)
Buffalo (Murrah) [Wf2¥ (YF91)].... 14
Brahman cross (@RN AFA) ......... 5 (€) (58)
Pabna breed (RN GO ................. 6 (V)

Section 5. Household's nutrition awareness related information (®T<*Y 5: ArNIfAA 2AfFATCA T SHO~NO! T FS ©27)

5.1 Did any member of your household receive any nutrition awareness information last year? (SN HIAMIF (FG F 51 IR AT
STEoe! ST™AFS (FI O (TR~ . Yes @0 ii. No @)

5.2 If yes, what was the source? I (T AMH O FAT (ATH (NTATRA?

i. Training (2ArFY) ii. SMS (457 G &), iii. TV (CBf&==), iv. Bill Board (R (A16) v. Online media (ST NI<T) vi. Exhivision
(@M vii. Milk day (7728 f%=7) viii. Community radio (TRG(G (f8) ix) Others___ specify [T (ST&TY F6))]

5.3 If yes, how many members of your family including you receive this information (Xt (T AT OI AN LI AN
AT OGN ST A2 ©F A?)
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Section 6: Market Access (U$*T &: AGITT ATI™)

Please provide information about fattened beef cattle during last 1year, October 1, 2020, to September 30, 2021 (57 5 IRS, 19 5 IRS, 5

SR 2020 (Y(H Vo (TTZHHF 203Y)

Marketing options (fRerrca r&m) Response (&g )

6.1 To whom do you mainly sell your beef fattening
cattle? (@A TZHT B SRIMATT AHN© FIF
IR R Fa?)

i) Consumer (TS TRCHA fAFG) vi) To lender to repay loan (41

ii) Trader/paiker (JTISIRN/N2HTR) AR FAR G0 ATAOR

iii) Roadside butcher with no fixed PR

slaughtering space (- x1esy | vii) Online market (T2 JTeT)
fRterer fAF0) viii) Sale to call center (1

IO 9 PR
ix) Others___ specify [ST~3T=y

iv) Butcher in local market with fixed
slaughtering space (ISR WIgH-

Rtrorg fN0) (ST FE)]
v) Direct to meat processing company x) Did not sale (Rf& a1z =13)

TSR WS AT

6.2 Where do you mainly sell your beef fattening

i) Farm gate (fRG-¥TS19 209) v) At buyers' place ((FFoTg I

buying feed/selling beef cattle due to gender? (¥my

N 1 201 1 e [Rwey @ /9= Rew
(N ATNIGE IR STFAN Z)?

cattle? (SN AYTVS (FIATT TZTFS ST | i) Sale within the village (Fey amrsz MR o7

R*Rf&E F@) i) vi) Others (specify) [Tw=y (Srery
iii) Local market (=1 IrGH) FE)
iv) Urban market (*r=(59 e Rf)

6.3 What is the main mode of transport? (*f&3=t@ | i) On foot (CXTB) iv) Boat (C-VI<T)

QT TN B ) ii) Rikshaw/Van (R /<513) V) Truck (Br<F)
iii) Auto (battery/engine vehicle) =BT vi) Others (specify) =313 (STEHY
(TG 2 S FFA)]

6.4 Do you sell processed or portion of beef? (U= | Yes (=0 No (=)

F A FACTS R 51F1 WS T 1 e H

R F@E)

6.5 What is the off-farm feed sources (Roughage & i) Local retailers (B ¢B3T Rtamor)

C[cj)(rjlcentra}te, ;itafn]l(ins/mine)ralfs/n}rdicinisg%g feed | ji) Wholesalers ("2t fRtemer)

additives for beef fattening) of collection? - ;

TR <G A BT T (TSI !n) Local feed mixers (Br~1¥ 5o fram=)

NI, fEBIR / 4f¥er / 83%) 62 iv) Feed company (FG (F=1f=)
v) Others (specify) [STITR5 (BTEHL F)]
vi) Do not use (TR 1 X )

6.6 Who usually go to the market for buying i. Male (*/=9):

feed/selling fattened beef cattle? @fums fSwre | ii. Female (fZem):

1 SRIMAT [k FACO (F IS TH?) iii) Transgender (GTCGTOIR)

6.7a Do you face any social obstacles in selling or Yes (=) No (=)

6.7b. If yes, what specific obstacles have you faced
due to your gender identity? (eT57 fofg< AHfIeTaa
TINT AN (PN (I LHCNT AL ST 2?)

i. Restriction from family member (AR STHSTS (AT FNTETSaN)

ii. Religious barrier (&S <rem)

iii. Mobility is restricted (GeITC=F=T S=3)

iv. Abusive word from the neighbor (AfSTIMTHR FTZ (ATF FG F2)

v. Road safety during transportation (AfRIRINF STV TGP NAINSH Ww{)
vi. Insensitive behavior of the service provider (CTT 2MNPIAT SHLTITAeT
BT WA DR [N SR)

vii. | am not interested to go to the market (SN ISR (IS AR 7R
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Section 7: Disease management (®T$>T Q: CATS ITIZTAAD)

Disease name Did your If yes, Did you apply any Did you apply Did your animal die | If died,
(CATTHT N livestock face how many = vaccine for this any treatment last year for this how
this disease livestock | disease? (BN | for this disease? | disease? (7oq%=
during last 12 hadbeen T 9% @R AR F 92 | 2 @ s
months’ period?  affected 9T (NI BT | CATCoTa GIy CPTCAT STAAG

(ST iz | oITRN)? CICAT AT fafgram)
AMS

ATNIAR
ATAMAGT TS O [EEIEO) FETIZN)?
SR ATER  FoWTaT | VYes, irreqularly

(N CATsY AWM | (T, W)

Yes, reqularly (3%, | fofss

(FH ]
=
<T
=
—
[—
zUafR)? \F) Not at all (FT~T E
rd
o L
7.1 Contagious and infectious (CRTITE 432 HITHTNF) =
I)FMD (a1 | Ves No (=) Yes No &) | Yes No (1) »
(€10) &) &) &) =
i) Lumpy Skin Disease | Yes No (=) Yes No =1 | Yes No (=) i
i) Anthrax Yes | Nom Yes | Non | Ves No (1) =
(TG (€) ) )
iv) Black Quarters Yes No (=) Yes No An) | Yes No (=m)
@ (FIAGIR/ ) 1) 1)
M 1)
v) Bovine Yes No (=) Yes No@m | Yes No (=m)
Tuberculosis &) ) M
((RTSIR TR
vi) Hemorrhagic Yes No () Yes No(m  Yes No @m)
Septicaemia @ &) )
((RNTRAGF
CIBTR RN
SYETCRIET CT9Y)
vii) Calf Diarrhea Yes No (=m) Yes No A1) | Yes No (=)
7.2 Metabolic and others (fRPTFIT 8 STT cAT5Y)
i) Ketosis (CFTOI™™Y) | Yes No Yes No®m | Yes No (=)
&) (=M &) &)
i) Acidosis Yes No (=) Yes No @) | Yes No (=)
(ST TCIf) ) ) Q)
iii) Bloat (™G =i=m) | Yes No () Yes No @m | Yes No (1
= &) &)
iv) Poisoning Yes No (=) Yes No@m | Yes No (=)
3 &) &) &)
v) Respiratory related Yes No @) Yes No@m | Yes No @)
complication (™18 | (XN € &)
Gif® GifeTor)
1.3 Others SINIHY
i)Affected by worms Yes No (=) Yes No@m | Yes No (&)
EIREIGIAIRO] &) ) )
287)
ii) Lameness (57®) | Yes No (=) Yes No@m | Yes No (=)
= @M (€3]
i) Brucellosis Yes No (=) Yes No @M | Yes No (=)
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ii) Rabies (GreTTo%s) Yes No (=) Yes No m) | Yes No (=)
&) &) &)

iii)Others (specify) Yes No (@) Yes No (= | Yes No (=)

(ST (ST @M @M @

L))

Section 8: Feed production and management (ST br: NSQYMAT TS AN I3 JIIZIAA)
8.1 Do you cultivate green grass (R 35 SIS W1 B1Y HIH)?

i) Yes =% ii)No (=)

8.2 If yes, Provide information below (I BTN O IR SASTE AR Fw)

SL no. Type of land (GfNR Area Type of grass During last one year (57 43 JQ(A)
:f) ' (gfé'lgrg{” .) N T HLR) Production = Onfarm Sell (Rf&)
) S P (Kg) consumption
(To1*)] (Wﬁﬂ@/pakchun (e (e AT

Ll
o=
<t
=
=
o
—_
(¢}
Ll
=
(—4
L
Ll
Ll
o
~
Ll
[
=
><
Ll
=
—
T

(CTeR) (@) LIS
|

i) German (Grs{=) (@) Quantity | Total value
iii) Maiz (28 (Pl
iv) Kesheri (x>
v) Hydroponic grass
(FRZIAE T)
vi) Others (I31=)
1 Homestead land
9\
2 Fallow land (s¥fo® &ifY)
Leased/mortgaged in land
W A I (=
)
4 Own cultivable land
(et SrCETsy S

8.3 Feeding Practices (*1<34TWy YT HIC)

ltem (SIfeT<RD) Used from On-farm (fN&i-4T19) Used from
off-Farm (fNo-4ra=

)

Name (ST™) ‘ Oty (Kg)/day (fasney (tfey) /- Oty (Kg)/day (e
=) (RG) / i)
8.3a 8.3b 8.3c

k) Roughage (¥G)
i) Straw (Paddy/Wheat) (&1 / ST UG)
ii) Green fodder (Nepier/Pakchun, German, Maiz, Kheshari,

Hydroponic grass, local grass) ((Rf3E1R/ “IFE, TN,
QAT , (4TI, TRCHIANE 91, FI S «)

iii) Hay (3T <I™Y)
iv) Silage (ST2CT&Y)
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v) UMS (RBAN4T)

vi) Others (specify) [ST=3T5 (ST ) ]
[)  Grains (*/17)

i) Corn (@8N

ii) Wheat (57)

iii) Brans (9f¥)

iv) Rice/ Broken rice (51<1/4W)

v) Khesari (T2t

vi) Masur (T579)

vii) Gram (3eT1)

viii) Mashkalai (NT*1FTeTR)

ix) Dubli (T1afen)

x) Others (specify) [R5 (STEHY FF)]
m) il cake & Meals (T4eT 432 ¥IATH)

i) Soyabean meal (TR T¥e)

i) Sesame oil cake (foT=1R ¢4eT)

iii) Mustard il cake (TSR C4e)

iv) Coconut oil cake (STRTHET C4&)

v) Sunflower oil cake (ST t=)

vi) Others (specify) [ST5T= (STEY F=2) ]
n) Commercial ready feed (IFRH ABOF© AQLMY)
0) Minerals and Vitamins (¥f~ey 8 fOBITN)

i) DCP (R&fif%)

i) Common salt (STI&TY =1Y)

iii) Limestone powder (Gt &0T)

[ES]
o=
<t
=
—
o
-
(7]
[FS]
=
o
L
Ll
[FE]
oo
~
[ NN ]
o=
=
><
[5S]
—
=
<T

iv) Rock Salt (¥f~y =34)
v) Premix minerals & vitamins (XBoF© 4G 8
[SRIER))

vi) Others (specify) [ST=3T5 (ST ) |
p) Molasses (&)
q) Urea (B3R
r)  UMMB (28 g a3 RR)
s)  UMB (T axfJ)
t)  Others (specify) [STIT= (ST )]

Section 9: Production cost (ST$*T &: B ATHN 4dE)
9a Operating/recurring cost (53 311 / 1%L 4=w)

SL ltem name (®1f"I<en) Response (5@ 4)

9a.1 | How much feed cost incurred during last year? (ro3%d Tk. (GreT)
YU I NN PO Y6 AAReT?)
9a.2 | How many family labour hours per day did you use for beef Male Female | Young boys Young girls | Not at all
fattening? 57 TEYEFACT AfSM G- AT O Fo | (T | (M=) | (aged 15-24 (aged 15- | (ATPAMRR
01 SN (A? years) (I3F) | 24years) | UIRE
(5¢- 28 BRI T =)
IRA)]: O¢- 28
IRA)]:
9a.3 | How many hired labour per day did you use for beef Male Female | Young boys Young girls | Not at all
fattening? [57F TEYEPACY Ao~ YA [FFAwAd® | (AFF) | (W2 | (aged 15-24 (aged 15- | (ATRAMRR
FNYBT AT FEA? years) (J9F) | 2hyears) | BIRW
et FA W)
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Ll
[
T
=
=
o
-
(7]
Ll
=
o
L
Ll
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[aa)
~
Ll
o=
=
><
Ll
=
—
<<

(3¢- 38 (S¢- 28
RA): RA):
9a.4 | What is the average wage rate of labour? (AN tif"<s | Male labour (%% =If3<F) | Female labour (If2#r | Not at all
RCRCEEC R Tk/day (Bre1/f=) Hf3w) (TR

Tk/d BISEAC
ay (OrFl/m=) B,

9a.5 | How much cost incurred for input and output transport Tk. (Br<eT)
during last year? (TOIRH BLANMA AR BHBLT A=A
IV Y O [Re?)

9.a6 | How much veterinary cost (treatment, vaccination, Tk. (B1<e1)
deworming) incurred during last year? (5o I2<
HSfBBST (BRI, SIBHAR, FRNH AT
IV I P Be)?

9a.7 | How much was the utility (electricity, moskuito coil, net, etc.) | Tk. 1)
and other costs during last one year (57 IRII SHATITS
(R, SR, TR BT BOW) 78 ST ¥=D)
9a.8 | How much cost incurred for rental house per month Tk. (B1<eT)

9b. Investment cost (fIfNTIIST 4=6)

Investment cost (Tk.) Lifespan (years) Salvage value (Tk.) [Tf*rg

ICRISIREEL [(BFRFE (AQA)] | NN (B13N)]
(B133N)]

5b.1 Cattle house (SIRIMA®T TF)

5h.2 Generator/IPS (CGRITAGA / SRfH.45)
5b.3 Water pump (S =)

5b.4 Electric fan (Ifos =

5b.5 Straw Chopper Blower (151 1619 (Xf¥1=)
5b.6 Other machineries (=3T3 TFATS)

Section 10: Food safety and certification [T*f Yo (UTHY fRATAMST 438 TARA)]

Criteria (WN"'3) Response (©@<)

10.1 Do you wash your hand before entering the farm? (=if< <5 Yes, reqularly (=57, Yes, irreqularly (=, No (=)
YT ATICIF DT =TS (KT ACHA?) [EERS) MIREIRSICIS)

10.2 Do you use foot bath containing disinfectant at the entrance of | Yes, reqularly (=57, Yes, irreqularly (=, No (1)
the farm? (@I fF YINIRR AR QRIS RS ey o1 | i) SN

fORGIT ATITRR A BAN?)

10.3 Do you control visitor/other animal, bird and pest access in the | Yes, reqularly &, Yes, irreqularly (=7, No (=)
farm? (@i« 35 A fIRTRE (G IR ARG -y | R EeS)

8 FICTo% A ATFT FEA?)

10.4 Do you monitor and maintain records for the above mentioned | Yes, reqularly =, Yes, irreqularly (=7, No =)
activities? (@I 3 SRIER S S fNafie onele g7z | o) RISERICTIC)

G OYT ST PLAN?)

10.5 Do you keep record of parent’s information, treatment, Yes, reqularly (=, Yes, irregularly (=, No (=)
vaccination and Al information for each farm animal? (@« & [BERO) AOY

YTIRA 2AfSf6 srIfo1es fremrer w2y, fBfses, o a3s

AN G O IS g FE?)

10.6 Do you test the quality (Nutrient compositions) and safety Yes, reqularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No =m
(Antibiotic, Heavy metals, Pesticide residue, Microbial hazard) IREIRS)! ANOY

parameters of your cattle/buffalo feed? (==« & Ao

QYT BTG T (YRR T W=) I3 fRRrerwer
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(AFBACANGE, TIRT 4Tg, BENPITHT WAL, WG

TIF) AT FA?)

10.7 If yes, where did you test? (1 L ACH, OIRCeT (FIA i) DLS/BLRI ((E4e1451 / R GeToae®)

S FN) ii) Other Public labs (STIT=y SR FE=F)
iii) Private Feed testing lab ((ISTRIRT 2T HIFINR)
iv) Others_(specify) [STN73 (STAY FF)]

10.8 Have you ever seen any cattle/buffalo disease incidence for Yes, reqularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly =T, No (=)

unsafe animal feed? (NATR NI FIRCT AN AT AN© SRS E

B FYAN (FHE FIR AT (RCACRN?) =

10.9 From which source you collect farm animal's drinking water? 1. Tube Well water (GSITtaTa =) —

(CPTN B-T (N A SIS AR A AR BEN?) | 2. Pond/Cannel water (SRR A ) =

(7]

3. Supply/ Tap water ({12 / (BT iR L
4, Filtered water (ART=1E® “1fw) =
5. Shallow tube-well/electric motor (V5O NeTF=Y/CIRSF N6A) E
6. Others (Specify) (I35 (STHY ) @

10.10 Are all the utensils cleaned and sanitized properly with safe Yes, reqularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly =T, No (=) :

water and disinfectants before and after use? (@ 5 r=IC=R S RIS s

STRGTIM IR W 432 N0 1o A1 e sifdwern >

AR J32 GRITAFE - GRS FEAN?) =

10.11 Do you transport animal with animal comfort? (R« <5 Yes, reqularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=) <

NG FRHTHIFSIE AN FEHAN?) IR PSS

10.12 Have you ever seen any disease incident from farm animalto | Yes, regularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly (=37, No (=)

farm worker or vise versa? (S~ & FLNS AN SRS JIRUS) IR

(T LTRSS A1 ATE FR (AT AR TR ANSTS

(I8 (TN ATHIH (MTATRA?)

10.13 Do you perform reqular health check-up of animals and farm | Yes, reqularly (=, Yes, irreqularly (=57, No (s

workers (TB, Jaundice, Brucellosis etc.)? [SU~IK «r=1Cs i S SRS

ST 21 7 FRMMR WIS FIF A FEN (TN T3,

FOACAI, IS, Boh)?]

10.14 Do you keep records of health check-up of animals and farm | Yes, reqularly =T, Yes, irreqularly =T, No (=)

workers (TB, Brucellosis etc)? (=i 3 srqf=1e g3 FHHF A SRS

RS 1y AIHR ©UF FeT5F FAA (T T,

ST, QIS Tonfn)?

10.15 Do you use antibiotics or added growth harmones in animal Yes, regularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly (=57, No (=)

feed? (SR fF SRAMAGT QT SHFBGITIMGF A T IR RIS

IR PEN?)

10.16 Have you ever seen any disease/illness incidence of customer | Yes, regularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly (=5, No (=)

for your farm animal's meat? (SN & SHNK LTI RS SRS

SRIMAGT WL TS (OISR N (SN ([ SWIZOR

ACHHA (MCYCRN??)

10.17 Do you sell diseased (Tuberculosis, Jaundice, Brucellosis, etc.) | Yes, reqularly T, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)

beef cattle/buffalo for slaughtering purpose? (ST & 55, RIBUS) A0S

GG, ST, TN (197 BT SS SYE NF/NR

GRIZR GUmiee f[{ifes Baw?)

10.18 Do you sell under treatment cattle/buffalo with antibiotics, Yes, reqularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly =T, No (=)

hormone and steroid for slaughtering purpose? (AN % SRS IR

AFBIMANDF, XAV, CHATTG FRT BB 51/ ARY

GRIZCIE SUees R dea=?)

10.19 Do you maintain withdrawal period of antibiotic/hormone? Yes, reqularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly =T, No (=

(@i 35 AFBTEH/=ICT= fAr fBfFe TR R 1o Ao SIRGT

AONRMTIL ANIPIET (NN BleT?)

10.20 Do you get any cattle health certificate before sale? (U~ | Yes, reqularly (=, Yes, irreqularly (=, No (=)

135 fRfEsa ST o1se/ROIH F -5 R FEAN?) ® IO

10.211f yes, from where did you get this? (X% ST AP, ©r=tel | i) DLS/BLRI (B a1 / RGeTHINR)

(PIRT (YCF FEF-TAM ARV FIIN?) ii) Other govt. authority (ST STAFIA FHG5F)
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iii) Private Veterinary diagnostic lab ((RT<eIaT CSUGR=ITR

AN
iv) Others (specify) [ST3T=5 (STRY )]
10.22 Have your cattle/buffalo ever rejected from the buyer? Yes, reqularly (=7, Yes, irreqularly (=, No (=)
(DM 1E/ARY [F FINE (FOIF FIR (A(F AL INO) SIS
RMCACR?)
10.23 If yes, for what reason? (% =TI ATF, O (PN FIACY Disease conditions/ill ((RTMGFIS/ S13)
SOTYITS RIR?) Emaciation (RITCG>H)
Pregnancy (ST&39t)
Others (specify) =T (RRE F27)
10.24 Do you use any label/brand for your beef cattle? @« < Yes, regularly (=, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
WA SRIM AT GAY (PN (G- / IS AR BAN?) o SRS
10.25 If yes, from where you get this label/brand certification? (% | i) DLS/BLRI (Sae1as / RqTwa=z)
P, O FHN (FIA (AP G2 (K / IS ii) Other govt. authority (ST=ITY STRFT FEH)
A7) iii) Private authority ((ITIFIA FGNF)
iv) Others_(specify) [T (STEHY F6)]
10.26 Did you receive any information related to food safety Yes, regularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)

(A 5 4w fN[remoT S (FHICAT OT (ATACZA)?

\9 SRS

10.27 If yes, by which means (% (T ACF O [FOIR)?

i)Training (SfAHe)

iiMobile app (CRTTE+T @1Z)

iii)SMS (451 9% 45

iv) Community Radio (GG (@GS)

iv) TV (CBfetfeoere)

v) Online media (STNeT2N NIKTN)

vi) Exhivision (217

vii) Community Radio (FfSR(G (afG8)
viii) Others (specify) (T35 (BTETY )]

Section 11: Technology and practices (®1$*T 55: HIfS & PN)

ltems (=) Do you follow the
following technology
or practices in your
farm? (AN
WIHNTF 4TI
Rmaagfs e
Aafo TITE
[CEN)?

Yes, regularly (=¥,

9

Yes, irregularly (=¥,

O

iii. Not at all (4TAT

If yes, from where did you know about Is this
this technology/practice? (% Fta
YTFA, O SUA (AT (ATH A%
AT /&S TN TINTS (a2
CATATRN)? ©
1.0LS (G a=1.957)/LDDP

2.BLRI (RasTorra=ns)

3.University (FrgfammreT)

4 Abroad (fRTwy)

5.0wn (Fom™)

6.Friends (@3ATh)

7.0nline media/mass media (SINEAT2 /
STTATYIN)

8.NGO (47fSr8)

9 Others_(specify)

technology/parcic
e women friendly
&/

?

1.1 Artificial insemination (Ff@x Yes &) | No ()
AGAA)

1.2 | Ration balancing (CF=1= Yes @0 | No @)
ST

M.3 | Total Mixed Ration (== f=y=) Yes 1) | No (W)

354
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.4

Improved fodder production (&F®
T T M)

Yes (=

No ®m)

N5

Silage making (TIRTTG AFOHAY)

Yes (=)

No &m)

1.6

UMS (3G X %)

Yes (=)

No ®m)

1.7

UMMB (2 4% 4w fJ)

Yes (=)

No (=)

n.8

Floor feeding (CNTIT® RRGTH
LIS

Yes (=)

No (@)

n.9

Hydroponic fodder production
RIRTYIAT T B8 ATMH)

Yes (=0

No (=m)

1.10

Climate resilient housing eg.
concrete floor, proper drainage,
free from flood or water logging

Yes (=)

No @)

nn

Manure management like Biogas,
composting pit (CONRF /NS
CORTR 9 5 Ty

Yes (=)

No (=)

n.12

Waste management (IG3
BISEWR

Yes (=)

Ll
o=
T
=
=
S
—
w
L
=
o
L
L
Ly
oo
~
[SN)
o
=
>
L
=
=
<T

No ®m)

n.13

Rotinue Deworming ((Waf=
PN AT

Yes =)

No (=m)

.14

Animal Identification (/%8
RRIREER)

Yes (=)

No @)

.15

Routine vaccination (ﬁﬂ e

Yes (@)

No &)

1.16

Others (specify) [Sr=uT=5 (STavd
FPA)]

Yes (=)

No (=)

Section 12: Capacity enhancement (®T$*T $2: STHoT Jzn)

ltems (=)

Did you receive any
training? (S & @
AREHT CATITZ?)

If yes, from where did you get this training?
(W T I, 17 WA (FrAr

CATH G2 APFHT (NTITZN?)
LDDP

Private sector...2 ((ITAF1AT UT)

3 (afTre)
Others_(specify).....4
[SINTINT (STTY T26)]

121 Artificial insemination (&N 2rGw=) Yes (M) No (=1T)
12.2 Ration balancing (G/= SISITIeaeY) Yes (=) No (A1)
12.3 Total Mixed Ration (1= f3ray=) Yes (=) No ()
124 Improved fodder production (3=® =151 Yes () No (<)
S
125 Silage making (CT2TeTGT AESHFAY) Yes (=) No (=1T)
12.6 UMS (3T 9% 457 Yes (M) No (=1T)
12.7 UMMB (3B % 4w f3) Yes (M) No (=T
12.7a UMB (3B a% J) Yes (=) No (<1T)
12.8 Floor feeding (CNTT® RfGTH WS Yes (=) No (1)

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY
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129 Hydroponic fodder production (@3TEHRE | Yes (M No ()
T T A=)
12.10 Climate resilient housing eg. concrete floor, Yes () No (W)
proper drainage, free from flood or water
logging (ST, AR DRI, (TN, M1
RN SRzl X0 Y& o)

12.1 Manure management like Biogas, composting | Yes =0 No (<)
pit (CONRF /INGF TIZIHNT, (TN,

TS, (GRS - G Ry

12.12 Waste management (IG7 I<EI2) Yes (=) No ()

1213 Rotinue Deworming (R=IF® HH-™E Yes (M) No (?7T)
2T

1214 Agribusiness and value chain (F¥-531 Yes () No ()
EERIDIDICED)

12.14a Business development skill training including | Yes (=) No (<)
input marketing, supports and financial
services (GPIY RN, STRITOT {1
IEREEE IR

12.15 Good agricultural practice (58N FfX *af®) | Yes () No ()
12.16 Food safety training (4 fN=To{mer 2¥r6e) | Yes (1) No (1)
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12.17 Climate shock mitigation/adaptation Yes (=) No (<)
(G NGHIS 2P/ BATINEIT)

12.18 Animal |dentification (NSNS IHIV) Yes (=) No (<T)

12.19 Animal health card and certification (f&¥T=5 | Yes (1) No ()
FIG R TARNE)

12.19a Training on gender equality issues (CGTeIR Yes (N No (<)
el e f797)

12.19b Training on using mobile apps (CTRT3T S | Yes (VM) No (W)
TR AR

12.20 Others (specify) [Ty (GTEY FF)] Yes (=) No (=1T)

12.26a Did you receive any asset from LDDP/DLS to start/continue your livestock business (S~ & @1 srQfmore 5751 @5
FICS /BIFETCH (TS LDDP/DLS (ATF (FICAT TR (ATACZA?)

i. Yes (@0 ii. No (=)
12.26b If yes, what kind of asset did you receive (7 (ST AT O F LT ST (ANTATRA)?
i) Livestock house (RIS SIRISTN),
ii) Utensiles like bucket, spade, etc. (RTEfS, (FMWTET, (76T Boi™)
iii) Cream separator (G~ SIEAMIBAY T3)
iv) Feed mixure machine (3 fr=yey ¥3)
v) Hyginic cleaning tools (FTPHRCII ARHIR FE T3)
vi) Roughage shredder machine RTCPS (RGIF (1)
vii) Grass chopper machine (X757 IGIA (=)
viii) Live animal / Bird (& =1ey/ =12
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ix) Cash incentive (S Sreyar=)
x) Feed (S1&my)
xi) Others (specify) [TRIT= (GTAY FF)]

Section 13: Housing and management (T3*T 5©: TATHAN 8 ITIZIN) ]
<T
Question Question (2% Response option (S@4) —
number E
(AWR) «
13.1 What type of house do you use mainly for your livestock? (==« 1. Single row permanent made with brick (floor) =
IANF SRIMAST Gy AHTS (FI LKV T IR BLAN?) and tin (roof) (ST<FT (1R 932 BRI BRI w
O 9% STRA Z ) ....1(5) Ll
2. Double row permanent made with brick or o~
tin (ST CF1R 93¢ o= vrer/gm o 12 L
SR BT TR 2(R) =)
3. Single row make-shift (16 fof8F 9 L
| SRR L) W 3(9) =
4. Double row make shift (*rG foféxs 72 =
SR N TR (8)
b. Conventional (Y6feT® HIBITH)........5 (&
13.2 Do you use floor mat for livestock (A & SRAMST G (FIR Yes (=N No @)
M IR FEN)?
133 Does this house have air cooling? (T3BTS fF Y ASAIEIT IIZT Yes =) No m
HMR?)
13.4 Does this huse has electric fan or exaustor fan for cooling (I3fG Jrer Yes (=0 No (=)
AR G 3 (FIAT AABGS T S JFF6H FIH I AT
)2
13.5 Does this house have mechanical manure management Yes () No (=)
option? (TAGCS F AMFF O (NI /TN IIZNNF
BT ACACR?)
13.6 Does this house have mechanical watering and washing option? Yes (=) No (@)
(TROTS 3 AMFF AT N FIRANRS IIF |R?)
13.7a Does this house covers biosecurity plan? (SRBT® & GISIEH 97 | Yes (3 No (=)
HMR?)
13.7b If Yes, then what are those? (3% =51 =T, ©r=ta (To3teT 3 F62) i) Foot bath (*T QRIS 41K 7))
ii) Hand wash facility (=r® (419 5750
iii) Mosquito net (11fR)
iv) Others (specify) S=I=5 (STa4 FF)
13.8 Does this house have proper ventilation system? (4% (K & Ay Yes (=0 No (=)
BATBLAR Vg5 T SR?)
13.9 Is there sufficient space for livestock in this house? (42 Tt Yes (=) No (AT
SIS Gy 1125 Gt ™I 35 )2
13.10 What kind of energy source do you use in this house? (FR6T® (FN i) Electricity ([w38)
4R 38 1927 FEN?) ii) Solar energy (CT==1&)
iii) Others (specify) [T (GT&EY FF)]
iv). No electricity use (CPITaT fR7e, 592K
PRI A
131 Do you maintain quarantine & isolation in your farm? (ArsCIq 1y Yes (=) No (=)
(FIRRIFGH A1 PP FA AIF WMR F)?
13.12 Does utensils and mechineries used int the farm are women friendly Yes (=) No (=)
(IR (IR AN &8 TGS B WRARMHR)?
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Section 14: Manure management (ST$*T $8: (NI /NI OF IIIZIAA)

0. No.

()
)

Question (1)

Response option (S@A)

14.1 How much manure did your farm produce last Kg (=)
L year? (RNIF TN (ATH 510 IS [ AN
= (SRR NTH T AV JCA(ReT)
=
= 14.2 How did you mainly process manure? (S{f~ Solid storage (Open space) (CATEN QI G FAN............... 1(5)
= AL PO (NG TZINN . .
« PN Solid storage (in covered place) (g GIEMT G FA.......... 2(R)
=
S_’ Dispose to open space (CUTAT G (P ----------=-=--=-----~ 3(9)
Lo Burned FUel (ST ..o 4(8)
E Anaerobic digestion @TF-SNT AE6R) ..o 5 (€)
= 14.3 How much manure you used for crop fertilization? | Kg______ [Year (Sae /RS, )
= (FFTET (RSTR Gy A 5 A=
= (NI TNGF ST PRI IR FIRIRCEAN?)
14.4 How much waste did your farm produce last year? | Kg ((&fG)___
(ANIF ATNIF (ATF 519 IR F AR
HRGAT G- AW XARA)
14.5 How did you mainly dispose waste? (=¥ Solid storage (Open space) (CHTET SIS G BA))............... 109)
S [FONI RG] I FARAN?) , ,
Solid storage (in covered place) (ST G G FA....... 2(R)
Dispose to open space (CUTET SN () ----------=-=-==-----~ 3 (9)
Burned Fuel (SFIFTTAND)......ooooo oo 4(8)
Anaerobic digestion (QIT-BNT NON) .....oooovrvvrrrrrrieerrierirenns 5 (&)
14.6 Do you face social conflicts due to conventional Yes (=) No ()
manure management? (feTe WG
TR A 5 ANGE ST0R TN
T
14.7 How do you manage this social conflict? (=f~ Follow standard method for manure disposal/process (CONRE/INGS
G2 STAINGP TP PO FARN?) | (P RSN/ A EFICIOBFACT GNF NSNS NZ o Sgo7qe
PEN) o 10)
Do nothing (PR FENAN) ......2 (})
Others (specify) (ST (STEHY FEN)] )-----3 (9)
358 FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY
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Section 15: Climate related risks in beef cattle production (S73* S¢: (1T (57F 32 NfRY) B A G Gifvo JF

RES

Climate related

risks (SreT_Ty,
Gifve )

Did you affect
by any of the
following risk
during last five

years?

(5T 5 I7CA

AN fF
e @
JfFte
FHOAH
ZCAMRLEAT?)

Effect of Climatic risk (GreTary,
Tifve JifFa o)

1. 1. Output sale interruption (®¥ry
fa& T Imare 9o

2. Animal death and disease
outbreak increase (IS YQy 492
CATCSI ATTST (AT )

3. Scarcity of green grass and
concentrate feeds (374G ICIA 8
RINTATG 4TCHI S

4. Damage/destruction to livestock
house (¥SF WA FHfS

VA R))

5. Inadequate input and service
(veterinary Treatment, Al, vaccine)
(WY FIENET 932

What are the strategy you have taken to address these
risks? (42 JFSTAT IS T G0 WA & 5
(P SITHN FLATRA?)

1. Use of emergency shelter (SIRTM#® (M SI2[w
@t fRrg )

2. Avail Emergency service for rescue and treatment
C@R 8 fofFSTa Ty Treeat 71 %)

3. Construct climate resilient farmhouse (Gr=1ary.
AfEgp fRfien

4, Sell cattle/buffalo with very low price (43 35X WITY
s / kT A& s

5. Receive institutional support from institutions
(AFSIN BTAT (ATH WA FA=ZTTST CHTT ATTFH)
6. Feed alternative low quality and low nutritive values
concentrate feed and fodder (fRFg 933 RF ==
AT 4T 8 NI YI8HIN)

AfFtTan(rsfofSssm c1ar, @ | 7. Get insurance benefit from the insurance company
-z, fo=r) after disaster (YUEIToIA *ITa I 3T (ATS AT
6. Rising of food prices (4TTAIA 34 AT A=)
WY (J09 I3 8. others (specify) [T (STEHY F6)]
7. Others (specify) [SINTINT ©TSY | 9. No strategy taken (T (I (N1 TH()
JPA)]

15.1 Flood/flash Yes No (=)

flood/waterloggin @M

g I/

PP TN/

GISEIS]

15.2 Drought Yes No (=m)

(%) (€)

15.3 Yes No (=)

Tornado/Cyclone | (30

/ :

15.4 Extreme hot Yeg No (=)

weather (A5G T

RERRSSEVRH)))

16.5 Extreme cold | Yes No

weather 6% | (@) | ()

TG RSN

15.6 Excessive Yes No (A

rainfall (@fefFes | (=)

FEre)

15. 7 Salinity Yes No )

GERISAS) @

15.7 Other Yes No (A

(specify) @t~y | (N

(STHY FF)]

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY
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Section 16: Digital and physical extension services (ST S: fGfGTBIET s F-*1ATH ST=LHTAT (574N

[ES]
o=
=3
=
=
(=)
J—
(7]
[FS]
)
[=J
L
[SS]
[FE]
=]
~
[FW]
o=
-
><
[FS]
=
=
<T

16.1

Veterinarian and
Consultancy (ofe
fofFesTF a32
IR RI&IE))

Is this service

acceble (CTISTAT

f& wifesmy /
TS TT)?

Yes (@)

Name (=) Yes @) | No (W)

No @)

Who is the service
provider? ((&
OYTYTAT (M?)
DLS/LDDP
fGasas)
Private Services..2
((CHEERIE
“IfarEan

Dairy Producer
Organizations——-3

Others (specify)
ST (ST
FPN)]

If available, how would you
rate your satisfaction with

the services (% M8
I O WA
CTATSTAT ST
IR CIER TR EOH
i.Excelent (43 ©IT=)
ii. Good (TTM)
iii.Moderate (cCUTBrYfB)
iv) Bad (4T4T?Y)

v. Very bad (43 4rar?Y)
vi) Not applicable
(HTTGT H)

Is this service gender
friendly (for example -
Provide the service
without making any
discrimination- or bias;
Provide the service with
dignity and respect etc.)?
(9% ATt

(CAIZATHF R - (N
Iy N1 304 74T
SMIN AT 2oy 1
FAT: T 8 TN a7
ST CHAT AWTN
2onM)?

16.2

Artificial
Insemination

(FIEW 2Gww)

Yes (=)

No (=)

16.3

Vaccination

Yes (@)

No (A

16.4

Deworming

R EIR)}

Yes =)

No (=)

16.5

Agro-enterprise
development

(FR-I
CEER)!

Yes (@)

No @)

16.6

Fodder
production,
cutting and
distribution (>
BN, HICT
ECIGICER)

Yes (=)

No (=)

16.7

Livestock feeding
and management
services
(ORIMANSTH
YISIMCAT 4<%
IR (I

Yes (@)

No ()

16.8

Local & global
market
information
(BTN @3e
IER BRI
TFS ©20)

Yes (@)

No =)

16.9

Product and input
quality control
services (¥

Yes (@

No (=)

360/
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G]R PIGIATCET
W NEEY 1)
1610 | Product branding | Yes & | No (m
and quality
certification (5
EHICIIGER
DRIV E

16.11 Online Database Yes @ | No (@)
Y
TIGII™)
16.122 | Online livestock Yes &N | No (&)
and product
marketing
(ST fofed
NN G378
A [2T=)
1613 | Online knowledge | Yes =) | No ()
sharing related to
food safety,
marketing, amimal
health, livestock
production etc.
(s =T,
RN, “yesary,
BBl
B M 2@iIM
STE BN
f%T=)
16.%4 | Online treatment | Yes =) | No (=)
(SIETEN

[FN]
o
<t
—
=
=
-
(7]
Lol
=
(=4
L
[FS]
L)
[2a]
~
[ES]
o=
=
><
[ NN ]
=
—
<t

IDESSINSED)
1615 | Mobile veterinary | Yes =&H | No (=)
clinic (CNRT3s
ABBRBET
EIRE3)

16.16 | Waste Yes @) | No (@)
management
(@G I
16.17 Manure Yes (@) | No ()
management
(RICE]
RUEEUR)
16.18 | Others (specify) | Yes @ | No (@)
[T (SreHY
FPA)]

16.a Did you attended any of LDDP provided training last year (S~ {35 57 IR LDDP AMIWPF® (FICAT (BINS & TLHARY FARN?
i) Yes (=30 ii) No (=)

16.b If yes, how would you rate your satisfaction on the training you received from LDDP (I (5 AT, ©T LDOP (T (GiNS (T

QAN FEF TST) ?
i.Excelent (43 ©I1Ce)
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i. Good (®TCe)

iii.Moderate (CNTGI(B)

iv) Bad (&r1#Y)

v. Very bad (3 4I19Y)

vi) Not applicable (2TIIST W)
16.b.1. If the satisfaction ranking is below moderate, explain the reason? (3% BT TN VLN AT FN 2T O OIF FIRA F72)_
16.c. How would you rate your overall satisfaction with LDDP service (LDDP (T3 (IR (ATH WA FOEF ABE?)

i.Excelent (¥ oIt

ii. Good (oTC<)

iii.Moderate (CNTGI(B)
iv) Bad (4r=1*Y)

L
o
<T
=
=
o
-
(7]
Ll
=
o
L
L
Ll
o
©~
(58]
o=
=]
><
L
=
—
<<

v. Very bad (3 4I19Y)

vi) Not applicable (2TIIGy w%)

16.c.1. If the satisfaction ranking is below moderate, explain the reason? (I TSI N VTN WCF FN T O O FIRV

2
Section 17: Livestock decision-making by gender (ST 54 - SrAIMor® AfSNN fAxfefes Frarg azI)

Sl. no Decision criteria (Pra@sa Gender (fF59)

(&S | TAnG)

) L

1.1 Who is the authorized owner of this Male Female | both (o) Young boys | Younggirls | Notapplicable
farm? (4% 4IAS WENS WiAs | (FFH) | (qf=em FIF) GeS) (YT =)
?)

17.2 Who is the authorized owner of Male Female | both (Go%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
livestock? (42 ATNICHA SAIMmores | (P | (WZeM (TZF) (ilﬁs%w (YT =)
RS W (F7?)

17.3 Who takes the decision of buying Male Female | both (Go%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
livestock? (RIM® (FNE Sars | (IR (xfzem JFIP) FIN) (TIGT )
(P (N?)

1.4 Who chooses the breed? Male Female | both (Go%) Young boys | Young girls | Not applicable
(RIS Grors (A6 (5 CEFY | (= T S5ic) (BTG )
PE?)

17.5 Who takes the decision of fodder Male Female | both (3&%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
production? (151 g ANMNR Sigrs | (FF) | (WIZem) TTF) REIS)! (STASY =)
(P (N?)

17.6 Who cultivates fodder? (s Male Female | both (3o%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
BLAMIH (F GINCO G FEN?) | () (qfzem) TIF) S (STIGT 7T

1.7 Who collect fodder from field (=5 Male Female | both (o) Young boys | Younggirls | Notapplicable
G (AT T 3892 LH)? CEFY) | (e TP) (§5iS) (ST )

17.8 Who takes the decision of feed Male Female | both (S©%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
rationing? (3 ARG AT (Y | Wz TTF) m%\o (STATST +F)
RffE = Frars @=?)
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17.9 Who fed animals in the farm? Male Female | both (5©%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
(AR SIS (F AR )| ()| (Wf=em) ) @ﬁ% (YCIIGY 7¥)
17.10 Who have mainly access to different | Male Female | both (Go%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
digital and physical extension (GE)) (Nfzem) FIP) §5S) (SIS )
services (RfoR GGG s
TR TR T N IR
G SS9/ THIC197)?
1.1 Who decide to manage manure? ((5 | Male Female | both (5o%) Young boys | Young girls | Not applicable i
(TRR /NG TIFAER B/ | (@) | (Wfzem FI) @3@% (YT 7X) =
(~3?) =
17.12 Who manages manure and waste in | Male Female | both (G©%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable E
the farm? (ATXCH (5 (SN (Y| (WfEem (TTF) C (BTG ~¥) =
IGT AN FL?) =
17.13 Who perform cleaning and Male Female | both (3e&%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable 3
sanitization in the farm? @M & | Y | (W= TP (T3 (BT ¥ =
NRHR AR 8 e
IRITIFET BT =17 A7) »
17114 Who choose the input supplier? (( | Male Female | both (Go%) Young boys | Young girls | Not applicable =
GoFAY STIIAZFIN (NG FR2) | (qFF) | (e (T7) S (ST =) >
17.15 Who maintain the contact with the Male Female | both (3e&%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable =
input supplier? ((F BHNFIY (@R (N2 JF3) &&iS) (TG =) =
J<s I ATCY (TN
CAN?)
17.16 Who decide where to sale? (19 Male Female | both (&%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
PR 4% (PRERGE IR | (Y | (WED (9 &5iS) (STAGT )
Tas (3 (+W?)
17.17 Who maintain the contact with the Male Female | both (o) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
buyer? ((EFeIR ST (ST CFFY) | (WfEem (TTF) &&iS) (TS )
PEN (F?)
17.18 Who decide the use of money earned | Male Female | both (3e&%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
from livestock? (511 #ATeT Q&) (2= FIP) S (ATIGT 7X)
(A SoN1Ere W IR (F
STar® 9= FE?)
17.19 Who maintain the contact with the Male Female | both (o) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
vet service providers? (1@fBfFes | (Y | (Wfzem (T3) &SiS) (TG )
O STRIARFIKR ST (F
CRATATCIT ICLN?)
17.20 Who decide the participants of Male Female | both (&©%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
training? (SRR (AT AT (*3=) (2= FIP) S (2TAGy )
(3 IR AW (12 PIaSs
(~3?)
17.21 Who participates in the training? Male Female | both (5©%) Young boys | Young girls | Not applicable
(ALY (F DHIARY FEA?) (579) (2 TIF) S (2TIAGT )
17.22 Who spent more time in farm Male Female | both (Go%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
activities? (AINITRA G (F @ | (FH | (W= (TTP) (T (BTG ~X)
SR (MR?)
17.23 Who mainly have access to finance/ | Male Female | both (5©%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
credit IRAS/AT @ TG I | CFY | (W= T §5S) (YIS 7¥)
SIS (F)?
17.24 Who mainly goes out for feed and Male Female | both (Go%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
food product testing (( KT CFFY) | (fzem (T3) (T3S (STIGT )
T AMH ¢ GBI VI
FACO [T TW)?
17.25 Who manage the household chores listed below along with farming (F /XS HTX IIZINNR ANAI 6 OfATFTGS
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17.25a Who manage taking care of children | Male Female | both (Be%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
along with farming (% FENO B | (FF) | (q=zEM TP S (BTITT w¥)
JIRFIANF AT ACBICHR
CRRTTTT ATIBIE BR)?
17.25b Who manage preparing children for Male Female | both (3&%) Young boys | Younggirls | Not applicable
their school along with farming (& | (1Y) (== J3) S (TING )
o AT X FIZIHNNR AT
o= OIHA (R (VT FHLETd Gy
= AB© FH)?
— 17.25¢ Who manage caring elderly family Male Female | both (3&%) Young boys | Younggirls | Notapplicable
— members along with farming (=5 FFN) | (WiZem (T) T3S (BTG W)
&a SIS T TIZHNAIL AT
a AGATT % STV (AT
L FEN)?
= 17.25d Who manage caring elderly family Male Female | both (3e&%) Young boys | Young girls | Not applicable
~ members along with farming (¢ (GG (WfZ=) {3®) 39 (ATITGT X))
= LYTTS T TIFAF AP
= AREHIR, (T 432 IS AT
; PH)?
= 17.25e Who manage cooking along with Male Female | both (3e&%) Young boys | Younggirls | Notapplicable
farming (= 2fg® B Y | (NEem () §515) (TITSY wX)
PEN)?
17.25f Who manage collecting water along | Male Female | both (3&%) Young boys | Young girls | Not applicable
with farming (3 S{&T~® T3 ) | (fEem (T3) (T3S (TS %)
TIREINNL APAT A S
PH)?
17.26 Why men- women are practicing i. Learn from the family (ST (C<F f*75%1)
this, Please specify the reason ((F~ | ii. Ask to do so by in laws (e.i Father in law, mother in law, mother, father) (@7,
Y- NIRRT A6 SR *efT, N, I FACO I G )
AR, T P SRV Say iii. Due to the abusive word of the neighbor's and community pressure (S(fSTI™R
FFA) SIS AR FNGWIGI BT BTN
iv. Due to religious pressure (XX BITHF FIRC)
v. Others (specify) [ST=3T=5 (STeTY <o)
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FAO of the UN: Package: LDDP/SD-65
Household Baseline Survey Questionnaire 2021 for Small Ruminant Value Chain

Survey designed and supervised by: FAO of the UN
QI5TE/ (ST S (63N YTNIAMA TIAT (IR GAITHA oPTNF-203D
TGIFSSTLTNT 4T 8 FIF FiFE TGN IS AFTHT TATAT STHTT AFOF O

Section 1: General Information (SI*T S: ATYTIT ©LY)

Ll
o
<T
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=
(=]
(-
wn
Ll
=}
o
—_
—
<T
=
=
=
o=
-l
-l
<t
=
(7]
~
Ll
o
=)
>
Ll
=
=
<T

GPS location (RG> | Latitude (&#1s*Y): ___ ONorth Longitude (&if<r<me=y): _ OFast | Questionnaire No
SIE): (05SR) 0% (PN ):
Name of the Interviewer (FER Date (dd-mm-yyyy) (1 (m=/xm1/72A)):
T):
1.1 Geographic Location of farmer (4TXIRHF (S191fed SRZR):
a) Division (f=@191): b) District (CGve): c) Upazila (S=10are):
d) Postal Code (CTSG () e) Union (RSNT=): g) Village (8r=1)/Moholla (T==T):
f) Ward (8316):
1.2 Information of the respondent Farmer (SSWreT AT ©27):
Picture of the respondent farmer will automatically be captured by the data collection devise (GGIWTeT ATV B (ST AL AZFIAT
[GISEER R RN RIS (S A RIACEIC)!
Respondent's Name (S@wTeIR «IT): b) Respondent's | c)Respondent's Sex (S@wnreTd feTs7) d) Respondent's
Age (years) i. Male (°{=9) picture (SBIATOIR
[CSWeIR I8 | ji. Female (Wf2eM) =)
[QRA): iii. Transgender (BrTTGTGIR)
e) Respondent’s marital status (S@<wrerd (J1112<F W) | f) Respondent’s Years of schooling g) Respondent's
i. Single (formal/informal) [CewTeR RFITa I8 Mobile No (SswTe™
ii. Married (SIS SISIP)] (RIS THR):
iii. Widow
iv. Divorced
v. Separated
h) Respondent’s National ID No i) Respondent's | j) Respondent's k) Respondent's Hushand/wife's name
(SQWToA OTor ARENa ¥59) ’R | Father'sName | Mother's name (CSMTOTF I / FHF A):
«I): I):
1) Farmers relation with head of HH (AT ST ST | m) Age of the head of | n. Sex of the head of HH (M¥fR_T= &¥&ICN=
TR oF); HH (years) ((ofFare | o)
i. Himself/herself ((TG®) AN I [@RA)]: i. Male (*@9)
ii. Son (CRCT) ii. Female (xtf=zeM)
iii. Daughter (CNT) iii.Transgender (GrSTTGoIR)
iv. Husband/wife (TSt 7 Jh
v. Father/Mother ([1=1/3m)
vi. Others (specify) S35 (STeHY F)]
1.3. How much land do a) b) c) Mortgage d) e) Fallow e) Farm
you have? (decimal) Homestead Cultivable in/leased in Pasturelan land (Afo® Land
[QoR fF N ([@PTeary) (BICES @& /M d i) SINIE
G @CR? (*FS1s*)] BINTII5M) SR GRS Gi)
IR

;



ﬁ

1.4 Are you a member of any PG? i. Yes (=
(SUAT 3 (BICAT B ANF B G ii. No (=)
AAI?
1.4a What is your PO name? (SU=\~1
- 8/ FIF F=1 7 NN )
E 1.5 Do you face any social obstacles to participate in PG? Yes (=: No (=m):
= (AT 5 1S (0 =13#Y TS (IS STNIGs 1=
=] SR =7?)
P 1.6 If yes, what specific social obstacles have you faced due to | i. Restriction from family member (SRR STWSTs (T fNTILTSAT)
§ your gender identity? (e757 fof8< ARBINR Gy WA ii. Religious barrier (St 2rEm
— (BTN (PN LN SATNMG AL ST Z?) iii. Mobility is restricted (G=TTCse=T ST )
— iv. Abusive word from the neighbor (SIfSTIRTHA FTE (ATF FG
= )
E v. Road safety during transportation (NfRIRCRF STV TGP
— ICEIRRIEASIRIE))
= vi. Insensitive behavior of the service provider (G731 HHINFIAIT
> THLIANANA FHICVT TGN FIACY [NFLHAZRS)
L
[~
-
><
[NE]
=
=
<T

Section 2: Farmer's HH profile (ST 2: YrIfaq “If3ataa o)

Age group (G \ Highest Education level (TS5 fRrgTsre Camsmren)
(CRIE R )] Male Female Transge | Primary Secondary Post
(EF) | (NZem) nder (Class 1-5) (Class 6-10) secondary
@IS and above

99 Male Female | Male Female = Male Fem
CFY) | @@ | (R @@ G | ale

™
fZer

1 Children (0-4 years)
(13, 0-8 q]

2 Children (5-14 years)
e, ¢-38 IZF]

3 Youth early working
(15-24 years) ISR/
IO, ¢ -28 I

4 Prime working (25-54
years) [A{V©
FAFV, 2¢-¢8 IZH)
5 Mature working (55-65
years) [{¥% X,
¢ G-Ye IRF]

6 Elderly (65 and above
years) [I¥%, W& IR
SRV

Total (CTTB)

2.a. How many members are engaged in goat/sheep rearing? (SUH=IF AT FOGH RIS/ (GG A [NF)?
i)Male (=) ________ i) Female (xf@emy: ________ iii) Transgender (GrS10GToId)
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2.b) Do you have any person with disability in your family (SU==1< SRR fF (FICT ASIHT (1F @MR)?
i) Yes =) ii)) No (=)

2.c)If yes, How many (I AMTF OI FOGH)?

i)Male (N):  _____ ii) ) Female (xrfzemy: ___ iii) Transgender (Gr™T0GIR)

What type of livestock are you rearing in your farm? (SUf¥ (I AR FAMMAS AT FTA?)

i) Goat farming (RIS 4IN1H)
ii) Sheep farming (TOUIR 4TNIK)

Section 3: Goat farm characteristics (ST ©: QITAF YTNICA CAFTEY)

Breed type How many of the following goat do you have? Did you sell any of the Did you consume any of
(Grced (SUATR SHEF FOGTAT QIS ATNCR?) following goat during last the following goat during
= Bucks Castrate | Kids (3m561)  one year? (S~ f& srs | last one year? (Su=if¥
Sair)) g3 IQLA OB G & oo aF IgE
& starg) Bavibe
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CUTITR?)
No. | Average @ Average | No.  Averae | Avera
(R | live price G live ge
BN weight of | per AN weight | price
goat (Kg) | goat of goat | per
RN (Tk.) (Kg) goat
su (TS [T (Tk.)
(S3i=) I 8T | [5G
(BT (e | wry
] (Br
3|
g
G|
3.1 Name : : g X . |3 . . X : : : 3.14 3.15
Eniah E NN
i) Black Bengal
Goat (FIH
(SEQRRG)!
ii) Black
Bengal Goat
Crosses (¢
(57T SLPA)
iii)
Jamunapari
(TR
iv) Beetal
v) Boer
(SIEIE))
vi) Cross
(*RPE GI9)
vii) Others
(specify)
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Section 4: Sheep farm characteristics (NGO 8: (SUIF YTNIAF (3F18T)

How many of the following sheep do you have? (== NH FOYTE (STT ICAR?)

Breed type
(Tmced | (

47) Rams
(A1)

No. | Valu
(&N e

D (Tk.
)

X

G

®r

<FMN)]

4.1 Name 42 | 43 | 44 | 45
(}N) I R I

i) Local
(=
Bk

Ewes

()

No
(378
)

Valu
e
(Tk.
)
R
G
(Gr
PN

Wethers

(castrated)
(i)

No | Valu
(R e

D (Tk.
)

R

G

®r

<FMN)]

How many of the following livestock do you have?
o FOGTAT FAMHS T ATACK?)

Lamb (3r56T)

No
(&N
)

Did you sell any of the
following sheep during
last one year? (S

5o asIga
@1 (oo fafs

Did you consume any of
the following sheep during
last one year? (eI~ f&
O G IR (I
(ST (4TATRN?)

FLATI?)
No. Averag
(&N e live
/M weight
of
sheep
(Kg)
[T
g

Avera
ge
price
per
sheep
(Tk.)
[T
Y
(Brel
/
(©uI
)]

No. Averag

(312 AN

AT | weight
of
sheep
()
TS
3G
(THf)
]

Averag
e price
per
sheep
(Tk.)
[TO
LY
(BT /
(G0
)

46 | 47 | 48 | 49 410 4.1 412 | 413 .14 g

i) Garol
(TCETeT)

iii)
QOthers
(specify)
[T
(SrEY
PPA)]

4a. Breeding management (8%. G~ I13E)
4a.1 How do you breed Does/Ewes? (2151l/ Cof%

fFeng Jom Tam)?

4a.2 in case of off farm, who provide breeding service?

(ST AR IFRES LA (F AGAN (T 2R FLI)?

fafS=es *m& o)

iii. Al service (PN FTA7)
iv. Others (specify) [SIRIRT (STHY F7)]

i.Govt. breeding center (TIFI AT (F)

ii. Community breeding center (FINGWIB AGHN (%)
iii. Others (specify) [STRTNT (BEAY FFE)]

i. Natural mating in own farm (f(RS7 4TI “¥1et (=)
ii. Off-farm Paid natural mating (fRr57 urira 3T g™ Brara

368/
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4b.3 Do you practice inbreeding in your farm (=i« 3 Yes (=0 No (A1)
TIANTL AT A A GNN FAIN)

4b 4 if yes, Do you know the problem of inbreeding? &% Yes (=M No ()
FAW OF WA F AW TN 7 TS T
GICAN)?

4a In case of Al which breed do you prefer most? (4512, 41 (5F(q Black Bengal Goat (31 (571 RI97&)
AN (PN GO AT (A?)

Black Bengal Goat Crosses (3 (I AFA)
Jamunapari (TY1NR)

Beetal (RGe1)

Boer (M=)

Others (specify) [ST=0T=5 (ST FF)]

Did not use Al service (4.2, IIIRIT FAT = 1))

4a.5 On average, how many kids your goat/sheep give birth (=<1 Number (378¥m):
w%mﬂa/mﬁwm Ol P BRI (MX)?
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Section 5. Housesholds nutrition awareness related information (2T$*T 5: AT AT AR SitvO~Or ST=*iF© ©Y)

5.1 Did any member of your household receive any nutrition awareness information last year? (SI*{=IF fRI (6 F 7S 357 T
OS] STAFS (FICAT OF (ATACRA?) i Yes () ii. No (@)

5.2 If yes, what was the source? I (I ATHN OCI AT (ACH (AT(RA?

i. Training (2ArHeY) ii. SMS (45T G g57), iii. TV ((GfARS*), iv. Bill Board (=1 (A1) v. Online media (=12~ XI) vi. Exhivision
(@vefa) vii. Milk day (325 =s7) viii. Community radio (SfRSR(G (afE) ix) Others___ specify [S=I= (STAY FH+)]

5.3 If yes, how many members of your family including you receive this information (I (T ATFN ST WAV WY AN
AT FOGH ST G2 BT AT)

Section 6: Market Access (BI3*T V: AIGITT HTI*T)
During last 1year, October 1, 2020 to September 30, 2021 (5T IR, S SCFRF 020 (AH 90 (TTZHFT 201H)

Marketing options (fR=frea fIsg Response (&@9)
BT
6.1 To whom do you mainly sell your i) Consumer (TR ATR(F fHF0) vi) To lender to repay loan (4
goat/sheep? (A AHN© FF FICR ii) Trader/paiker (3Tl 212F19) AR FAL G WO FIR)
Qo¥eT/(oG1 R FR?) iii) Roadside butcher with no fixed vii) Online market (SI==TT2= JIST=)
slaughtering space (JTSTI- AT WL viii) Sale to call center (e GTOIF G
Rtpors 4H0) IMR)
iv) Butcher in local market with fixed ix) Others___ specify [SI=31=5 (BTEY
slaughtering space (IS IS - EER))
ﬁ'(%lﬁﬁ?ﬁ?%) x) Did not sale (Rf& a1 =T N13)
v) Direct to meat processing company
TSR 1> SAf AR
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6.2 Where do you mainly sell your
goat/sheep? (A AKTS (FIA

i) Farmgate (FRG-4TN1H 209)
ii) Sale within the village (=oy a2 &)

v) At buyers' place (CZFOIR 5T
(Mg ()

selling or buying feed/selling of
animals/meat due to gender? (SY3¥My
TN/ 1 1 WIS [RGB @/
FROTR (@I TG AR ST
zN?)

RI9/(00l RIS A7) iii) Local market (IS IrGR) vi) Others (specify) [I=3T=5 (STeHY
iv) Urban market *r=ta9 Irema (&) P

6.3 What is the main mode of transport? i) On foot (ST (2TB) iv) Boat (C-VI=FT)

(RI9VeT/(O0T ATFIRCNR AL MLGA D) | i) Rikshaw/Van/bicycle, Motorcycle v) Truck (Gr<p)
(R*11/oN=/ JRTRCP/ (T vi) Others (specify) [T~ (ST
iii) Auto (battery/engine vehicle) [STCGT )]
@GR/ M)

6.4 Do you sell goat/sheep meat? (U~ | Yes (=i No (/)

3 Bo1e/(SurR Wes [fEs FE?)

6.5 What is the off-farm feed sources i) Local retailers (BT~ ¢GaT Rtamen

(Roughage & Concentra.te., i) Wholesalers (s3<1at fRitemen)

vitamins/minerals/medicines, and feed i) Local feed mi -

additives for goat/sheep) of collection? il Local feed mixers (= =)

Ao 4R IEgS YMI-Be ST iv) Feed company (PG (r=1=)

(SISO 8 MNMIF, SN / A ey / .

o3Y) 2 v) Others (specify) [SI~IT= (ST&Y FE)]
vi) Do not use (RIIRIF FK =TI

6.6 Who usually go to the market for i. Male (°5=9):

buying feed/selling goat/sheep? (@4 | ii. Female (Xf2e):

PACS A Q5¥/ (00! R FAO (F iii) Transgender (GrHICGTOIR)

SIYIYS G I?)

6.7a Do you face any social obstacles in Yes (=0 No (=)

6.7h. If yes, what specific obstacles have

you faced due to your gender identity?
(fero7 fofSF ARBTIF G S (1
(I 4N LT STYAN =)

i. Restriction from family member (YRR 713 (AT fTI4TSRN)

ii. Religious barrier (St JrEm)
iii. Mobility is restricted (ST N_)

iv. Abusive word from the neighbor (SfSTMTRA T (ATF F,, F)
v. Road safety during transportation (MYfRIZINI ST TG NANSR We[])
vi. Insensitive behavior of the service provider (CTRT RN SIS

HHACTR WO FIAC [P R®)

vii. | am not interested to go to the market (S ISR (IO WA F2)

3701
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Section 7: Disease management (BI$*Y 4: CATSY ITIZTAN)

Disease name (GATCSE | Did your If yes, how | Did you apply any Did you apply | Did your

) goat/sheep face many vaccine for this any treatment | goat/sheep
this disease goat/sheep | disease? (BN & | forthis die last year
during last 12 hadbeen | 9% CATCHRA Gy disease? for this
months’ period? | affected e AN | disease?
(ST @z | o2 GR @R | (sToqwd a2

TN ot | Yes, regularly (=, O (PIAT | caresr

RIT/ (SO FoglEr | Rufie) fofres AT

TS 52 WTH I/ Yes, irreqularly (3%, FEACNRN)? | grorer/coor

(RS CARe)? 3 ? | Notatall (F4TAT foreafytam)
AT TR
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7.1 Contagious and infectious (CRITITE 432 THFHITH)
i) PPR (g Yes @ | No Yes No | Yes No
Q) &) @m @) QL)
ii) FMD (aawfG/Far | Yes @ | No Yes No | Yes No
(=19 Q) &) @m @ (A
iii) Goat/Sheep pox Yes @ | No Yes No Yes No
(CRIGERE-Eb)) @ @ @m o @hH | @
v) Pneumonia Yes @h | No Yes No | Yes No
vi) Diarrhea (orafasm Yes @ | No Yes No | Yes No
Q) &) [QUINNEY) QL)
vii) Mastitis (8T Yes (=) No Yes No Yes No
W) Q) @) @ @) @
viii) Enterotoxaemia Yes =) No Yes No Yes No
(SBICAIBTSTCN) (M @) @ @) @
ix) Anthrax Yes @h | No Yes No | Yes No
x) Actinomycosis Yes @H | No Yes No | Yes No
(AT QL) @) @ @ | @
x)Others (specify) Yes @h | No Yes No | Yes No
[STTS (ST FP)] Q) @) @ @) @
7.2 Reproductive, Metabolic and others (TN, (NBIIAIAF & WIAY)
i) Repeat breeding Yes (=) No Yes No Yes No
(PRAGA) QL) @ @M@ @
ii) Dystocia (RPN | Yes ) | No Yes No |Yes | No
66! WG T8 () @h @ @) | @
iii) Abortion (sT&*¥T®) Yes &1 No Yes No Yes No
iiv) Urolithiasis Yes @ | No Yes No | Yes No
(TGRITS *1R) Q) @ @ @) | @
v) Tympany/Bloat (¢ | Yes &) | No Yes No Yes No
Riial) QL) @) @M @)@
vi) Gid disease (s Yes @H | No Yes No | Yes No
S QL) @H @ @) | @
vii) Skin disease Yes (=) No Yes No Yes No
viii) Ecthyma (3Jr i) Yes @ | No Yes No | Yes No
(=) @H @ @) | @
ix) Bloat (€6 1) Yes @h | No Yes No | Yes No
(A @) @ @) @
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x) Worm () Yes (=0 No Yes No Yes No
xi) Others (Specify) Yes@H | No Yes No | Yes No
(ST (SUETY )] Q) @ @@ @

Section 8: Feed production and management (ST*T br: IQYMHY T ATA 43 ITIZTAT)

8.1Do you cultivate green grass (S {5 TG WIST B1Y FCRN)?

i) Yes = ii)No (=m

8.2 If yes, Provide information below (I (I O TN SATBTEAT AV FFA)

?H}%. Type of land Area Type of grass During last one year (79 4 IRLA)
o (SR 1) (decimal) (RICHR AASTE) Production | On farm Sell (Rf&)
SR [T . i) Nepien (Kqg) consumption
CTer™] | () [GRo | (R <A
ii)JambOO (e (Casf@)] RIRRICI :
ii) Rosi (cafEn () Quantity | Total value
iv) Maiz (&1 ()]
v) Leaf (Dhoincha,
Ipilipil) (&R 2er,
2fiferfore
2onfig «men
vi) Others
(STITT)
1 Homestead land
NS
2 Fallow land (*/fo® &)
3 Leased/mortgaged in
land @< (a0 1 I
(G
4 Own cultivable land
(ST BRI G v)

8a. Feeding practices (v . 4y 1&fS)

Questions () Response (Sg4)

8a.1 Which of the following feeding practice do you follow
for goat/sheep farming? (®19%1/CS0T AN GV
AR (P Ay A6 TR FEN?)

i) Browsing (G\G1CA)
ii) Stall-feeding (Z1-f3F1Ge)

iii) Both browsing and stall-feeding (5GTCAT 43¢ Te1-lGs TR

8a.2 If browsing, where do you take goat/sheep for grazing?
(M BOIAT = O WA RI9/COT (FIATA HOI?)

i) Roadside (@11 “1IC=Y)

ii) Agricultural land (¥ i)

iii) Forest land (@)

iv) Village fallow land (STCE *fow &)

v) Pastureland (51°rgN)

vi) Others (Specify) [STRTT=3 (ST F2)]

372
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8b. Feed production and management (b4 &34y B ATHN A3 ITIZTAT)
[tem (@1fe1<RT)

Used from
off-Farm ((NG7-4rsmg
\2\‘)

Used from On-farm

(Rr-4mR)

Name ([@IX) Quantity(Kg/day) Quantity (Kg/day)
I N R R(SIE QI EL G L)
o3

4. 4.2
Green grass/leaves (T3St NIST/AToT)
Grains (*Y>T5-TTT)
i) Corn (@81
ii) Wheat (5rx)
iii) Rice/Broken rice (G1<1/4®)
iv) Gram (FTT®)
v) Others (specify) [T (STEY FF)]
Brans (30T)
i) Wheat brans (57CNg 0T)
i) Rice (o1e1)
iii) Khesari (cx>miah)
iv) Others (specify) [T (BTeTY FF))]
0il cake & Meals (¥ 43 f&)
i) Soyabean meal (TR=-1¥=T)
ii) Sesame /Mustard oil cake (IR ¢4e)
iii) Others (specify) [T~ (GTeT4 FP=)]
Market ready feed (RTGITR 2125 COR ~N3YWY)
Minerals and Vitamins (4fS; 8 fOBIfNm)
i) DCP (i)
ii) Common salt (T 79)
iii) Premix minerals & vitamins ([T 2185 4Gy 8 fOBIFNT)
iv) UMMB (2T 4 4 )
v) UMB (B ax fJ)
vi) Others (specify) [ST3T5 (STeTY FE)]
Others (specify) [T (BTETY F3w)]

4.3
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Section 9: Production cost (1> &: T ATH 4AE)
9a. Operating/recurring cost (> 3. “IfFeTe~T /AR 4=w)

SL | Item name (SIfsi<) Response (S&9)

9a.1 | How much feed cost incurred during last year? Tk. (Gr=eT)
(rOIRT RINET/(OUIR NI TN ATANL PO Y6
AR
9a.2 | How many family labour hours per day did you use for Male Female Young Young girls Not at all
goat/sheep farming? [RI51e1/(OGT NN AfSH (Y | (W= | boys(aged | (aged 15-24 (ATFANRR
RS- AR 208 F© T ST (w2 15-24 years) | years) (g0t | TR P
&P (5¢- | (5¢- 28 =)
8 IRA)]: IRQ)]:
9a.3 | How many hired labour per day did you use for Male Female Young Young girls Not at all
goat/sheep farming? [&I5/&/(SGT AN AfSHN (FY) | (W= | boys(aged | (aged 15-24 (QTRAMRR
A RN F© 2NL6T IR FEA? 15-24 years) | years) [3®!
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T3F) 0¢- | (¢- 28 EISEE |
383RA): | IRA): =)
9a.4 | What is the average wage rate of labour? (=T Male labour (3}=¥ Female labour (2= Not at all
i 5% Yo o fRren) =f3) Tk/day =) (AR
(BrFT/=) Tk/day (Brae1/fA=) mw. >0
9a.5 | How much cost incurred for input and output transport | Tk. (GIeT)
during last year? (STORS B AR A< BHFIY
AR I I o [BeT?)
9.a6 | How much veterinary cost (treatment, vaccination, Tk. (B1<eT)
deworming) incurred during last year? (57 I%q
FefofFe ST (BT, SrBfa==,
ST I Y o (R#)?

9a.7 | How much was the utility (electricity, moskuito coil, net, | Tk. (GI<T)
etc.) and other costs during last one year (57 IR
BHNTIT (Rgys, TN, S e R@91) G
SICAT 46)

9a.8 | How much cost incurred for rental house per month Tk. G
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9b. Investment cost (> ¥ fIfRTITST 4=6)

Investment cost (Tk) Lifespan (Years) Salvage value (Tk)

(FRAfRT=TsY 435 (Bram)] (CEETan| (SR &7 (BraN)]
(I29)]

5b.1 Goat/sheep house (®1971/(OUIH ¥)
5b.2 Generator/IPS (CHICIBR / SR(H457)
bb.3 Water pump (ST =)

bb.4 Electric fan (CI3fo =)

5b.5 Other machineries (SI=T=3 IF1f®)

Section 10: Food safety and certification [STs*f Yo (4T fRATMST 438 THNH)]

Criteria (NAW) ' Response (3@4)

10.1 Do you wash your hand before entering the farm? Yes, reqularly (=T, fR=fX®) | VYes, irreqularly (57, No (=)
(DU 3B AT ATICIR S S (KT APA?) NMICEIRSSIS)!

10.2 Do you use foot bath containing disinfectant at the | Yes, regularly (=7, fA=fSt®) | VYes, irregularly (=T, No (=)
entrance of the farm? (U fF YA AN VI SRIBSI) ()}

QRIS IR T =1 fSfGT G o=

PEN?)

10.3 Do you control visitor/other animal, bird and pest Yes, reqularly (=T, fN=f®) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
access in the farm? (@ fF AR NI 1 RIERECC)S)

IR IEGS Y- 8 FIGro% A g

PLEN?)

10.4 Do you monitor and maintain records for the above | Yes, reqularly (=57, fA=fS®) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=m)
mentioned activities? (S fF SovtIfE® FrfiRat NIEERC)e)

fREfSre onRfF G193 7 O ST FEN?)
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10.5 Do you keep record of parent’'s information, Yes, regularly (=T, fR=fir®) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
treatment, vaccination and breeding information for AOY
each farm animal? (S« {3 a3 ST
QI9/(SUR fPrerNrers w2, fBiee s, BT 43
G 9 O [N & F?)
10.6 Do you test the quality (Nutrient compositions)and | Yes, reqularly (=5, fA=fSr®) | Yes, irreqularly (=, No (=)
safety (Antibiotic, Heavy metals, Pesticide residue, A0y
Microbial hazard) parameters of your goat/sheep feed?
(AT 5 AN AT @57 NN (Oﬂ%a
Tome) ] RIS (@FBIIGF, OIdt 41y,
FIGAITFT AR, TYGIR 7TF) NI FA?)
10.7 If yes, where did you test? (It ST ACF, ©r=teT | i) DLS/BLRI (Baa145 / R GeToans)
(I ARSI FCIN?) ii) Other Public labs (ST~ITy STRFIR FEF)
iii) Private Feed testing lab ((ISTIm1aT 24y SYITHISR)
iv) Others_(specify) [T (GIEY FB7)]
10.8 Have you ever seen any disease incidence for Yes, reqularly =T, faf®) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=
unsafe animal feed? (NETHT ASLTII FIACT RO

10.9 From which source you collect farm animal's
drinking water? (CFT= G- ([ SN RI9&/(OGIA
YIS AN S29R FEN?)

1. Tube Well water (foSTITeTa *M1f«)

2. Pond/Cannel water (S/3FIA/ AR A1)
3. Supply/ Tap water (TR / (BT “¥If=)
4. Filtered water (fS0nfEe =nfs)

5. Shallow tube-well/electric motor (S5TSIF NeTF /LI [SF Wo3)
6. Others (Specify) (RT3 (STHY FH)

10.10 Are all the utensils cleaned and sanitized properly Yes, reqularly (=T, fRafSr®) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
with safe water and disinfectants before and after use? A0y
(AT {3 YT ATGTNT RIS SN <R3
GRITAFE R GRITIS FE)
10.11 Do you transport animal with animal comfort? Yes, reqularly (=T, fRaIfSr®) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
(DA B R/ (SONH WRAHRP O AFI=RA JINICIO
PEAN?)
10.12 Have you ever seen any disease incident from farm | Yes, reqularly (%, fNfit®) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
animal to farm worker or vise versa? (ST~ & FYH8 RIS
YTTCRR RI5F/CSOT (AT AN S A1 AR I
(TP YIS RINT/(O0ITS (FINS (NG ATHIA
MR AN??)
10.13 Do you perform regular health check-up of animals | Yes, regularly (%, =) | Yes, irreqularly =, No @
and farm workers (Brucellosis, Tetanus, etc.)? [~ SIRCS)
YTIR 6 QI9e/(S0T I3 FRHF e F15y
I SR (TN, A, (YRFIE, ToNH)?)
10.14 Do you keep records of health check-up of animals | Yes, regularly (=%, =) | Yes, irreqularly (=, No (=)
and farm workers (Brucellosis, Tetanus, etc.)? (=N AROY
3 RI9e/(SUR q33 FRHA (AN FrEy NIHER
O T LI (TN, FHCACENA, {BRT,
Bontm)?
10.15 Do you use antibiotics or add growth hormonesin | Yes, reqularly (5, fNafit®) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (&)
sheep /goat feed? (D fF R9¥e1/(SGIR ATHT SIS

3 MR IR PIEN?)
10.16 Have you ever seen any disease/illness incidence Yes, reqularly (=T, fRafSr®) | Yes, irregularly (=T, No (=)
of customer for your farm animal's meat? (@« & RIS
HIANTG YTACLS RINT/TOUTS WIS G5 (OISTTMd
T (PIN (TN OO ATRA (MTARN?)
10.17 Do you sell diseased (Mastitis, PPR, Brucellosis, etc.) = Yes, reqularly (%, f=fit®) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
goat/sheep? (RN 5 &= (FIe], FHHrey, A0
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ST 2IW (19 QIR SIS SYE
RI91e/TO0l GRIRNR SO RS daw?)
10.18 Do you sell under treatment goat/sheep with Yes, reqularly (T, fR=fi®) | Yes, irreqularly (=5, No ()
antibiotics, hormone and steroid? (=< & [VIDRIRCIO) ()
o BTN, TN, CHIATG AT TR
£ RI5ET/TO 01 GRIZNR SUICTs & FE?)
— 10.19 Do you maintain withdrawal period of Yes, reqularly (%, ™) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
= antibiotic/hormone? (S & FBICIOF/ZIC= RUDRINCIS) ()
E AT FOfRF SR 11 191 ISR STIIHIE (N
> BleTN?)
: 10.20 Have your goat/sheep ever rejected from the Yes, reqularly (T, f=f®) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=
— buyer? (ST RI51/T00l fF FLNS (FOlF FIR o)
= (TP ONATS (ACR?)
E 10.21 If yes, for what reason? (3% 2T ACF, O (N | Disease conditions/ill (CTHTEFTS/ L)
> I OO R(ICR?) Emaciation (@fSS=)
= Pregnancy (Sr$39))
> Others(specify) (STI=3([RfiE FF)
: 10.22 Do you get any goat/sheep health certificate Yes, reqularly (T, fR=fXr®) | Yes, irregularly (=57, No (=)
= before sale? =i~ fF RfFa =St o1/ T RMIEBIRIC) (£9)
= (PN FrEF-ANNAHG IRV FEN?)
= 10.23 If yes, from where did you get this? (&% S, i) DLS/BLRI ((Ga&1451 / R aGeTT=®)
< BT (FIAT (ACH TATNG A2 FIIN?) ii) Other govt. authority (ST STAFIA FSF)
iii) Private authority ((ITIBI FHF)
iv) Others_(specify) [SI=3T=3 (ST FB)]
10.24 Do you use any label/brand for your goat/sheep or | Yes, reqularly (=7, fRsfXr®) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (A
their meat? (U <5 29161/ (ST NLTHAT 3 NIREIRSIS ()
(PTG (/IS JFIRAL PLAN?)
10.25 I yes, from where you get this label/brand i) DLS/BLRI (=1 gt / R geronaan®)
certification? (I T, OT=CA A (FTT (AH ii) Other govt. authority (RT3 RIS FOFH)
R (74T / FICGF STT0HNG AT?) iii) Private authority ((ISTIFI FHF)
iv) Others_(specify) [T (ST FF)]
10.26 Did you receive any information related to food Yes, reqularly (T, ™) | Yes, irreqularly (=T, No ()
safety (= & 4y FNRIWBI ST (1T ©27 A
(ACRN)?
10.27 If yes, by which means (X%t (T ATH O i)Training (24frpe)
fFer)? ii)Mobile app (CTRT3T SEsT)
iii)SMS (&7 X ¢57)
iv) Community Radio (FFSRG @fG9)
iv) TV ((Bfafe =)
v) Online media (T=eTI2 NIKTN)
vi) Exhivision (2yve<fah)
vii) Community Radio (FfSR(G (2fG8)
viii) Others (specify) (T35 (STEHY FE)]
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Section 11: Technology and practices (S$*1 55: Y& 8 WLA=A)

Items (FF™) Do you follow the If yes, from where did you know about this Is this
following technology/practice? (I FTF AMF, technology/parcic
technology or BT A (1A (A 92 A& e women friendly
practices in your ]/ mmm? CAITATR)? (4% \‘31_%
farm? . ATg3)/| ©
wrom(:" z[mr(z 2.BLRI (RasToIa=R) NREAAIHA)?
g agfe e | 3.University (rafamme)
HAafSII=E | 4.Abroad (T
IEN)? 5.0wn (FRrer®)

Yes, reqularly =¥, | g Friends @HAFHA)

I “I ) - 7.0nline media/mass media (SIRE2 /
es, irregularly SYTTT)

(@, SEfRr®) | g NGy (qnfSia)

i :?ct?;t all 9 Others_(specify)
ﬁ (93311 [SINITRT (STd T3)]
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N1 | Artificial insemination (Ff@x Yes No (=)
AT @M

1.2 | Improved fodder production (SN® Yes No (=)
IS B AT (&)

1.3 | UMS 3T a4 Yes No (=)

(=)
N4 | UMMB (RS a3 ax fJ) Yes No
UG

1.5 Kids replacer (®191<7/(S0IR IBRITH Yes No (=)
fReg Tyferr Wre AT &)

1.6 | Kids brooding (®1971/(©0IK AHIH Yes No (=)
O (M3 (&)

n.7 Ration balancing (1w Yes; No (=)
OIPAIRIY) (X

1.8 | Climate resilient housing eg. Yes No (=
concrete floor, proper drainage, free Q)
from flood or water logging (SeTarg.
AN ST STzl R0 S
2onfh)

1.9 | Manure management like Biogas, Yes No (=)
composting pit (CONRS /SBINGT &)
43 5 Zonn)

1110 | Waste management (IG5 55194

M1 | Rotinue vaccination ((R=fir® Yes No (=)
foem=) )

1112 | Rotinue Deworming ((R=fir® Yes No ()

19

113 | Others (specify) [T=31=3 (ST&AY Yes No

>%9)] @) @
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Section 12: Capacity enhancement (ST$*T $2: STSFToT Jz)

0. no. ltems (fF=m) Did you receive any If yes, from where did you get this training?
(= training? (S & | (I FRTT A=, T3 SN (@1 (v
o ) CPICAT SyFRrseT 4% AP CATITZT?)
= CATICRZ?) LDDP (asfGiSf*r)
= NGO (4=fSr8) ...2 (2)
> Others_(specify)
= : [SINITT (ST Y )] 3 (9)
L 121 Artificial insemination (FfEN 2fGE=) Yes @) | No (=)
S 12.2 Improved fodder production (&=® €151 Yes &h | No )
= Be A
= 12.3 UMS (28 w1 ) Yes @h | No @
= 12.4 UMMB/UMB (2T 4w 4 )/ (3T «¥ J) Yes &0 | No (=)
= 125 Kids replacer (%1571/(OGIH MRS [P Yes @ | No m
= R QURIRELG)
= 126 Kids brooding (R191CeT</(SGIK GBI OI Yes ) | No (=
~ G
L 12.7 Ration balancing ((*< SRR Yes & | No (A
= 12.8 Climate resilient housing eg. concrete floor, Yes &h | No (=)
= proper drainage, free from flood or water logging
= (G SR SR, (I, AHT (FIF, TS
AT 5], I AT ST
GARol 2O Y& o)
12.9 Manure management like Biogas, composting pit | Yes =) No (=)
(CSTIRR /NG JZAT, (TN, TS0,
ORI < 3G Zonfm)
12.9a Waste management (IG7 ILZIAN) Yes &N | No (A1)
12.10 Rotine vaccination ([T foemm) Yes @7 | No ()

1211 Rotinue Deworming (R=IfSre H-mF &ty | Yes (&) | No (@)
1212 Goat fattening and Shee pproduction practices Yes &@H | No @)

(R DB AT A2 (GG B AMA)

12.13 Animal health card and certification (SY&3¥TZy Yes (=0 No (=)
FIG ]2 ATH1E)

12.14 Agribusiness and value chain (FR-IIT 433 Yes @ | No ()
I (53)

12.14a Business development skill training including Yes 1) No (=)

input marketing, supports and financial services
(GBI oo, STRITT 433

)

12.15 Good agricultural practice (5@ F af®) Yes @ | No @)
12.16 Food safety training (45 fN<T=mer 2 H) Yes & | No =m)
12.17 Climate shock mitigation/adaptation (S=T_IgR Yes (=) No (=M
WfGHTS 2PN/ GATIMFIY)
12.18 Animal health card and certification (Y%=} Yes @H | No @
FG G2 TANND)
12.19 Training on gender equality issues (CSroIR Yes @ | No @m
ST TS [{73m)

12.20 Training on using mobile apps (CIRITReT &9 Yes @ | No (=)
JRRIER A
12.21 Others (specify) [STN3T=5 (SUHY FEA)] Yes & | No (=)
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12.26a Did you receive any asset from LDDP/DLS to start/continue your livestock business (R & S={w1g 1M [T @6
FACO /I (IS LDDP/DLS (ATF (AT ST (ATA(RA?)

i. Yes (=0 ii. No (=)
12.26b If yes, what kind of asset did you receive (I (T AP OJ F YRV T (FNACRA)?
i) Livestock house (SRIM=&T A1),
ii) Utensiles like bucket, spade, etc. (JTEfS, (M1, (I=T61 2@HH)
iii) Cream separator (f&X SEMIFa T3)
iv) Feed mixure machine (Xmy =1 ¥737)
v) Hyginic cleaning tools (FTFFIIE AETHE S TH)
vi) Roughage shredder machine (TS (AGTR (=)
vii) Grass chopper machine (S717 SIGTF (Xf¥1=)
viii) Live animal (GIR® *¥e3)

ix) Cash incentive (fAF =)
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x) Feed (Pre34my)
xi) Others (specify) [==7 (STAY FF)]

Section 13: Housing and management (¥T$*Y $9: SIATAN 3 ITIZINA)

0.No. = Question (2r%) Response option (B@<)

(&=

«3)

13.1 What type of house mainly do you use for your goat/sheep? Enclosed/fenced open space adjacent to homestead
(ST QI9NT/ (ST Gy AYNS (FT LR I IR (UG AT (IR (R@M (e
PLEN?) TGN 109

Covered kachha shed (Little high from ground with bamboo
and tin) (5 g Gt I & B i cofF et

Q)........2 ()
Raised floor houses (BF =BT TR)........ooovvvrccree 3 (9)
Cattle and Goat mixed shelters (SI=3Ty SRIMNST ST
A S OO 4 (8)
Others (specify) [TNITNT (STHL FBN)]....ooooccvovveore 5
(€)

13.2a | Does this house cover biosecurity plan? (F3f5Ts & &1 Yes (=0 No (=)

IR AMR?)
12.2b | If yes, then what are those? (% =5f =, Or=tal (T@ta fF fF2) | i) Foot bath (o GIRINE K 77
i) Hand wash facility (Xr® (4119 5°%))

iii) Mosquito net (11fS)
iv) Others (specify) ST (GTETY F=6H)
13.3 Does this house have adequate ventilation system? (9t & Yes (=0 No (=)
125 I GATHTEAR I TMR?)
13.4 Does this house have proper drainage system? (9= & 5fS% Yes (=) No (=)
AT T WMR?)
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13.5 Is there sufficient space for livestock in this house? (4 W= Yes (=0 No (A1)
S RI5/ (ST G5 F 2128 T |R)?
13.6 | What kind of energy source do you use in this house? (SRfGr® i) Electricity (Fm38)

(I 4R [Rgre, 9= BE?) ii) Solar energy (CTIR*1e)
iii) Others (specify) [Ty (STY F5))]
iv). No electricity use (CRTCAT fR7yg IR 41 X )
13.7 Do you have quarantine & isolation facility in your farm? (4T<TC2 | Yes (=) No (=)
Y ST57ACRATY & AP FAR TIZ AMR?)
13.8 Does utensils and mechineries used int the farm are women Yes (=M No (=)
friendly (XTNTCH [I® TASNM G TFHANIS B NRARTHR)?

Section 14: Manure management (ST$*Y $8: (NI /TN O JIIZTAT)
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0. No. Question (&%) Response option (S@d)
=
R
141 How much manure did your farm produce last year? Kg (fen___
(ST AT (AP TS IR B AT
CONIR/ NG B A RCN(ReA)
14.2 How did you mainly process manure? (SN SKTN® Solid storage (Open space) (CATeTl QNN G BAN.....c.. 1
PO (NI MNGH ITZ AN FIARCEN?) )
Solid storage (in covered place) (SIF® GI¥N G FAN.......... 2
Q)
Dispose to open space (CET G (FLeT)---------------------=
3(9)
Burned Fuel (SIETTRY)......oooooceeeeccceeeeeceeseeesee 4(8)
Anaerobic digestion @F-B™ HON) ..o 5 (&)
14.3 How much manure you used for crop fertilization? Kg______ Near (P& [A=d_ )
(P (RS G5 WA B A
(ONR=/SNGH ST RO IR FARE?)
144 How much waste did your farm produce last year? Kg (fen___
(ST AT (AP TS IR [ AT
B A R(ARe)
14.5 How did you mainly dispose waste? (R S&w® Solid storage (Open space) (C4TeTl GIFNT G FAN........co. 1
PO ARGAT TIZHNA FRREAN?) ()
Solid storage (in covered place) (S® SUHN Gl FA)........... 2
(k)
Dispose to open space (C4IET G5 (L)
3 (9)
Burned Fuel (GIETRN).....occccceeeeereeeeeeeeeseeeeeees e 4 (8)
Anaerabic digestion @F-Ba HBN) ...ooovvvveereerenns 5 (¢)
14.6 Do you face social conflicts due to conventional manure | Yes (=) No (=)
management? (Y5feT® MRS TN SUAT
SIS TR T 27?)
14.7 How do you manage this social conflict? (= 42 Follow standard method for manure disposal/process
B (PO (PR FARN?) (COMRR/ NG (P (M S/ AT AGTOFACN Gy WIS
AL SPIEY BEAA) ... 1(9)
Do nothing ((RFRE FIN ) ......2 ()
Others (specify) =315 (STAY FF)] )---—-3 (9)
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Section 15: Climate related risks in goat and sheep production (s*f S¢: QI 433 (STT T AN Gy Gifve JfF STYR)

Climate related Did you affect Effect of Climatic risk (GreTaTy], GifNe  What are the strategy you have taken to address

risks (OTeI_TY by any of the 3fF7 o) these risks? (9% JfFSTAT ZH FA1F GHY
Gifve %) following risk WA 135 s (@7 SIeTg= FTETT?)

during last five 1. Output sale interruption (*rn fIame

years? JITITS W) 1. Use of emergency shelter (511 1@ cig

(TS s 2. Animal death and disease outbreak WA (HTH7 (RTT Tew)

IQEA AN | increase (rQYFT 433 CATCH 2. Avail Emergency service for rescue and

f& e ATOTF (ATY IV ) treatment (S7@Te 8 FSfFSR Gy GrEal 1T

gi%w IfHTS 3. Scarcity of green grass and azM

I concentrate feeds (ST AL 8 3. Construct climate resilient farmhouse (Sr&1aTy,
TAREN?)  wmIE QTR S1B1) AZF ARG e
4. Damage/destruction to livestock 4. Sell goat and sheep with very low price (3%

house (P17 SIRTCTA 6f% /&eo) N RITT 3% TS 9T ff S Fea)
5. Inadequate input and service 5. Receive institutional support from institutions

(veterinary Treatment, Al, vaccine) (SAFSBTR STAT (ATF S SFZTTOT (T
(ST FIGME 432 SUSRD . . "
AfFTTAN(E fSf3sesr oar, a w2 6. Feed alternative low quality and low nutritive
,fo=) values concentrate feed and fodder (&g 432
6. Rising of food prices (YTTWIA TN [EERISERISIGERIGEE BRI HID)
(ITY IS 7. Get insurance benefit from the insurance
7. Others (specify) [ST=T=y STaTy company after disaster (USTTSYE 1T AT 3T
FFN)] TS I jf3er ATy )

8. others (specify) [SINITAT (OTHY F7)]

9. No strategy taken (1= (e (NN THW)
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15.1 Flood/flash Yes No
flood/waterloggin | () (M

g ([01/

BB N/

GO

15.2 Drought (x&m) | Yes No

@®n | @M

15.3 Yes No

Tornado/Cyclone | (@) | (=
/

15.4 Extreme hot Yes No

weather (5% (3 (=M
RERRSISEIRT)]

15.5 Extreme cold | Yes No
weather (6% @H @
ST FRRISH)

15.6 Excessive Yes No
rainfall (=rfofae T

Ieerre)

15. 7 Salinity Yes No
GRRICAD)] @&hH | @m
15.7 Other Yes No
(specify) @=y=1 | () | ()
(STHY FFA)]
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Section 16: Digital and physical extension services (@T$*T S: fGETOIT G2 F-*TATA FT=LHATAT 574N
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Is this service
acceble
(CTATSTET I
wIfosTy /
ATST TI)?

Who is the service
provider? (¢
OYTHBTAT (M?)
DLS/LDDP.
fGasas)
Private
Services..2

(

Dairy Producer
Organizations---3

If available, how would
you rate your satisfaction

with the services (If%
STSH 1T O WA
CHRATSTEAT T™NTH
WHRE I )2
i.Excelent (¥ It
ii. Good (STT=M)
iii.Moderate (CTTBrYf®)
iv) Bad (4TET9Y)

v. Very bad (43 41AT)
vi) Not applicable
(TG W)

Is this service gender
friendly (for example -
Provide the service
without making any
discrimination- or
bias; Provide the
service with dignity
and respect etc.)?
(9% AT &

(SARRTFA -
(I (I N1 Fd
G A AT
*rpNfog N1 F4T;

Others (specify) W 8 ST 99
[T (ST Y ATCY CAQT AN
V)] Ronty?

Name (STX)

16.1 Veterinarian and Consultancy | Yes No
(13 fofPe ST a7 &) (=)

16.2 Artificial Insemination (f@x | Yes No
AT QUG

16.3 | Vaccination (™) Yes No

@ @

16.4 Deworming (FNHFIY) Yes No

Q) Q)

16.5 Agro-enterprise development Yes No

16.6 Fodder production, cuttingand | Yes No
distribution (157 B *IM, &) (=M
B0 SRIEICER)

16.7 Livestock feeding and Yes No
management services = Q]
(ORIMANSTH YISTCAT G=%

FIEIHNT (1)

16.8 Local & global market Yes No
information (BINT 4<% Q) QU
R ISR TN
)

16.9 Product and input quality Yes No
control services (Y7 438 ) Q]
R IGERICICERRISE]

16.10 Product branding and quality Yes No
certification (Y FMSe g ) (A
RERISRICE

16.11 Online Database (@I<eT2N Yes No
fSfEs GBI ) Q)

16.12 Online livestock and product Yes No
marketing (STNeT3 fof8F ) (A
SIS q73 HW [F2T=)

16.13 Online knowledge sharing Yes No
related to food safety, ) QD)

#



F

marketing, amimal health,
livestock production etc.
(s =TT, R,
AT, STAMANG T AN
O ST SN [RBTR)
16.14 | Online treatment (S(==TI2~ Yes No
oS> (o7 Q) Q)
16.15 Mobile veterinary clinic Yes No
(RT3 “folBesT Ffe) | @ @
16.16 Waste management (I Yes No
BUSEARD) Q) QL)
16.17 Manure management (¢S Yes No
BUSEIEL)! (€3) Q)
16.18 | Others (specify) [=T3I=y Yes No
EEEER)) Q) QL)

16.a Did you attended any of LDDP provided training last year (U=« <5 57® IR LDDP SAMINP® (HICAT (GINS & AR FIACRA?
i) Yes (=51 ii) No (=)

16.b If yes, how would you rate your satisfaction on the training you received from LDDP (% (K AT, OCI LDDP (AT (GNS (N

AN FHE TBT) ?
i.Excelent (Y7 wrte)

Ll
[ad
<t
=
=
(=]
[—
wn
Ll
=
o
-
=
<T
=
=
=
(=
-l
o
<t
=
D
©~
Ll
o=
=
><
Ll
=
—
<T

ii. Good (eTCA)

iii.Moderate (CIBTSIfS)

iv) Bad (4r=+Y)

v. Very bad (3 4I=19Y)

vi) Not applicable (STIrew W)
16.b.1. If the satisfaction ranking is below moderate, explain the reason? (I STBTT = VLT WCF FN =TT O O FIRV F72)_
16.c. How would you rate your overall satisfaction with LDDP service (LDDP (/T3 (STRT (AT SN FOLP ABT?)

i.Excelent (33 @Ite)

ii. Good (®TCe)

iii.Moderate (CSTGI(G)

iv) Bad (4rameY)

v) Very bad (¢ 4=1=)

vi) Not applicable (STIrey w¥)

16.c.1. If the satisfaction ranking is below moderate, explain the reason? (It B W= VLN WC=FF FN T OF ©F FIRV F?)
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Section 17: Livestock decision-making by gender (21*1 4 - srAIfr® fSonay fasfefes fFrars azJ)

Sl. no Decision criteria (Fracsa Gender (5159 Youth

2)

E 17.1 Who is the authorized owner of Male Female | both (S&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
= this farm? (4% AMEA SIS | () | (W= TTP) S (SITATST =)
= e (F7)

E 17.2 Who is the authorized owner of Male Female | both (3o&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
& livestock? (4% TN ()| (WiZEm (TIF) S (STIGT W)
= RIS WENS WP (F7?)

= 17.3 Who takes the decision of buying | Male Female | both (3&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
= livestock? (ST (FIF CFFY) | (WZem TI9) S (ST =¥)
= s & ()

f 7.4 Who chooses the breed? Male Female | both (3&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
= (RIS GrolE A6 (F | (qFF) | (Wfzem) ) S (STST =)
= FE?)

:. 17.5 Who takes the decision of fodder | Male Female | both (3e&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
w production? (15T B AN~ CFFY) | (WEem TT) © (STITGT +F)
= s (F (7¥?)

E 17.6 Who cultivates fodder? (a1 Male Female | both (3e&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
= TR A (F TS IS () | (fzem (TT) S (STANGT wN)
= FE?)

1.7 Who collect fodder from field (<& | Male Female | both (3&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
T (A T H AR BR)? (FFN) | (uf=em FIP) S (TG )

17.8 Who takes the decision of feed Male Female | both (3&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
rationing? (( IRIGAE SAfFwe | (Y | (W= TTF) S (STAGT 7X)
fRfiE TR s @=7)

17.9 Who fed animals in the farm? Male Female | both (3&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
(AT SIS (F AR CFEY) | (e (EEED) G (BTG wT)
m3?)

17.10 Who have mainly access to Male Female | both (5©) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
different digital and physical CEFY) | (Wzem FI) © (BTG w¥)
extension services (Rfex
OGO 18 FHRIE TR
CI]T AN FIE GAT
G TT/ATIFCII9)?

1701 Who decide to manage manure? Male Female | both (S©) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
((F TR /WG IR | (FFN) | (W=zem) FIF) S (TG )
ERCICSER)

1712 Who manages manure and waste | Male Female | both (3e&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
in the farm? (A1 (F (T~ | (FFH) | (W= I @3@% (TG =)
SRS TG TIZAN FE?)

17.13 Who perform cleaning and Male Female | both (3e&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
sanitization in the farm? (arwcg | (N | (Wfze) F3) GB@% (STITT =)
3 AR Aoz 8
GRS S I ST
PEN?)

174 Who choose the input supplier? Male Female | both (3&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
(B G SR (Y | (wzem FI) S (BTG )
IEEIREISE)

17.15 Who maintain the contact with the | Male Female | both (S&%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
input supplier? (¢ o= (N | (Wfzem T3I) C (BTG +¥)

< QI AT CATATCITSY
CYN?)
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17.16 Who decide where to sale? (19 Male Female | both (B©) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
PR AR (FRARG IR A3 | (Fy | Wz T3 €SS (STIGT 7N)
&I (F (7307
17.17 Who maintain the contact with the | Male Female | both (Go%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
buyer? (CEFoTa ST CTSMTTT | (PN | (Wf=em) T3I) ® (STITGT ) ™
PN (F?) =
17.18 Who decide the use of money Male Female | both (Gow) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable —
earned from livestock? (ORI~ | (FFF) | (=M ) (213%) (ATIIGT =) =
NN (AT BAITrS wef &
IR (F s 5=z FT7) S
17.19 Who maintain the contact with the | Male Female | both (Go%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable :
vet service providers? CFY | @z TI) @3@% (STITGT =9) =
(IO TaT E
SIE T AN (F =
CRSYTATSY ATLN?) =
17.20 Who decide the participants of Male Female | both (T©) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable =
training? (VR (A ARECY | (FN) | (WRE) TT) S (ST =) =
(3 TR FAW 1R ~
Sase ((x0) w
17.21 Who participates in the training? Male Female | both (&©%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable =
(ST (F WAV FEN?) | (F) | (WF=em) FZH) E515)) (BCOT ¥) -
17.22 Who spent more time in farm Mal Female | both (T©) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable =
activities? (AT PG (F (N | (W=zem JT3) (‘%Bl@% (YTIIST =F)
G ST (A?)
17.23 Who mainly have access to Male Female | both (Go%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
finance/ credit (MRAF/AT T | CFH | (WZM TIF) S (BT W)
(LT DI AT (J1%)?
17.24 Who mainly goes out for feed and | Male Female | both (Go%) Young bays | Young girls Not applicable
food product testing (& g® | () | ((ZeM) T3) S (BTG =¥)
T AV J33 GNFIT I
HACO AT )2
17.25 Who manage the household chores listed below along with farming (F /€IS T IRFIANI AN G SfTFTGS
17.25a Who manage taking care of Male Female | both (Go%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
children along with farming (¢ ) | (@ {39 &5 (ST X))
GEIEICRE PESIEE R DIES
AT JIOETTAR (AT
AT BCR)?
17.25b Who manage preparing children Male Female | both (o) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
for their school along with CFY | @z F{I®) €5iS) (TG =F)
farming ((F 44=S IR
JRFIANR AP IR
PH)?
17.25¢ Who manage caring elderly family | Male Female | both (Be) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
members along with farming (& | (FFH) | (=M (GCED) © (HENGT =3)
TS T AIZNAR
SRS (MATCHTNT RN)?
17.25d Who manage caring elderly family | Male Female | both (3e%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
members along with farming (& | (D | (Wfzem) FI®) €50 (ATIGT ~3)
AYTNS T AIIZAR
AT ARTHIR, (I =% IS
ATTOTETN BR)?
17.25¢ Who manage cooking along with Male Female | both (Ge&9) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
farming ((F 24T X CEFY | @z TT) S (STITST =9)
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AR AT A1
ATIBTETN BCIA)?
17.25f Who manage collecting water Male Female | both (&o%) Young boys | Young girls Not applicable
along with farming (@ &g | ) | (WzM ) RES)! (STIGT )
FINR AR N
AR PH)?
17.26 Why men- women are practicing i. Learn from the family (A1 (ACH 58
this, Please specify the reason ii. Ask to do so by in laws (e.i Father in law, mother in law, mother, father) (&, *Tfg,
(Y *FI-NZaar 46 T, IR FIACS IR G)
ST AR, T A iii. Due to the abusive word of the neighbor's and community pressure (ST
FRMS BT F) SNIFANATSA 7 FIGGI BTN LY
iv. Due to religious pressure (XX BITHF FIRCY)
v. Others (specify) [ST3T=5 (ST FE)]
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FAO of the UN: Package: LDDP/SD-65
Household Baseline Survey Questionnaire 2021 for Poultry Value Chain Farms
Survey designed and supervised by: FAO of the UN

(TG I (53 ATNIHTAA O (ISR GIATHNG 2PTF-20%)
TIFSSTTIA AT 8 T A FF TGIILN JATGTGI ABTHI GATHT ST AFOFS

Section 1: General Information (SI*T 5: ATHITYT ©YT)

GPS location (fGf#ra> Latitude (Srse1g): _____ North (S&=) Longitude (&mfrsme=y). _____| OEast Questionnaire No
A (i5) (SPYT Ne):
Name of the Interviewer Date (dd-mm-yyyy) [SIf& (fF=/<r1/A%3) :

(PP W)

Geographic Location of farmer (TSI (ST SILZ):

a) Division (19 b) District (Cye): ¢) Upazila (G=TGTI):
d) Postal Code (¢TS5 (PTG): e) Union (2SfF=): g) Village (&=1)/Moholla (S==):
f) Ward (83r8);

1.2 Information of the respondent Farmer (SSHreT ATNI=IE ©27):
Picture of the respondent farmer will automatically be captured by the data collection devise (G@IWTST AN B (ST T AZHI AT

BIR < WK TN Ao R03))
Respondent's Name (G@wrerd | b) Respondent's c) Respondent's Sex d) Respondent's picture (G@avToId Bf<)
) Age (years) (ST fo7%)

[CeWoRITT | i Male ()

(TRA)]: ii. Female (x1f=eM)

iii. Transgender
(GTTGTo)

e) Respondent’s marital status (S@awrer< (12 | f) Respondent's Years | g) Respondent's Mobile No (SSHTSIF (NIR12S N 5):
BEY of schooling
i. Single (formal/informal)
ii. Married ERSEIRR RG]
iii. Widow TR (WS
iv. Divorced LRIFCIREY)
v. Separated
h) Respondent’s National ID No | i) Respondent's j) Respondent's k) Respondent's Husband/wife's name (SSHToIR FTT/
(SOOI GO AREING | Father's Name Mother's name FRam):
TR I = (CEHORIMR | (GO NI NI

TN):
) Farmers relation with head of HH (AfRTa S4CRT | m) Age of the head of | n. Sex of the head of HH (AfR<1 &&TTH= f&797):
ST LTIRR ST4F) HH (years) [(MRRE i. Male (z9)
i. Himself/herself (RTG®) HUMRIIIRRA)L | ii. Female (Xf3em
ii. Son (C=Ce) iii.Transgender (EATCGTOIR)
ii. Daughter (CTCX)
iv. Husband/wife (TS / )
v. Father/Mother (175
vi. Others (specify) ST=T=7 (STeT4 )]
1.3. How much | a) b) Cultivable ¢) Mortgage d) e) Fallow e) Farm
land do you Homestead oz in/leased in Pastureland land (Sffe® Land
have? (ITOIMG) BIRCTM) ([HP @R IZERERY GQ) (AT
(decimal) (=) oY)
[R5
RIER DRI
HCR? (*TO13*)]
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1.4 Are you a member of any i. Yes (=57)
PG? (A~ R (pITaT ii. No (=)
B AN SFH A STHTT?

1.4a What is your PG name?
(SR G 7 s 17)

1.5 Do you face any social obstacles to participate in PG?
(SA 35 B AW 551 (B ¥ TS (FINS SMGF
IR STYI =)

Yes (=1): No (<T):

1.6 If yes, what specific social obstacles have you faced

due to your gender identity? (feT57 fSf8 < ARG Gy
AT (PN (FIN G NG AR THA =27)

i. Restriction from family member (ARRITIR ST7>T3 (AT fNTI&TSaT)
ii. Religious barrier (43 3m4m)
iii. Mobility is restricted (G=CFaT ANRZ)

iv. Abusive word from the neighbor (ST FIZ (ATF FH M)
v. Road safety during transportation (SRR ST G NAINSE
ICIG))

vi. Insensitive behavior of the service provider (TR 2N
UEK WHACTR SO PR [N ARe)
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Section 2: Farmer's HH profile (®T5*1 2: ATs1Ala *fFamtaa o)
Sex (feT57)

Male
(=)

‘ Education level (Frrs1s csmer)
Prlmary (class 1-

Age group
(ITHAD 3pA) Female

(wfz=m

Transg
ender

(Grst
Gror

q)

Secondary
(Class 6-10)

Post secondary
and above
Male Female

(F (N
) ) )

1 Children (0-4 years)

[®3, 0-8 35T |

2 Children (5-14 years) [f*7es,
¢-58 IZJ]

Youth early working (15-24
years) [J3/ IO, 5¢-28
J2A]

Prime working (25-b4
years) [T FHHY,
2¢-¢8 ITH]

5 Mature working (55-65
years) [IT% FAH, ¢ ¢-
Y& IRT]

6 Elderly (65 and above
years) [IT%, W& IR 498
G]

Total (C11G)

2.a. How many members are engaged in poultry farming? (S==IR AL FSGH (AR ATAH VLS
i) Male (f&9) ________ i) ) Female (Sf2am): ________ iii) Transgender (BrHTGTSIR)

2.b) Do you have any person with disability in your family (ST NI I (FICT A ST (716 W) ?
i) Yes (=7) i) ) No (=m)

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY

388/



F

2.¢) If yes, How many (I AT O FOGH) ?

IEEN G G —

i) ) Female (2 ___

iii) Transgender (BrATTGrGIA)._..

What type of poultry are you rearing in your farm? (SIS SI=I=IR AT (FIN KRN (NG T FII?)

Scavenging chicken (Caf®Y S&f3Y)
Scavenging duck (C77t =1)

Sonali (CST=Tet &)

Commercial layer (JTf¥G< (eT19))
Commercial broiler (ISP ITT4)

Module 3: Poultry production characteristics (®T<>T v: Z15- JAMIF B AN CAMF1ET)

Name of poultry (CoTIG=a=T)

Scavenging chicken (R 3JRf%)

How many of
the following
poultry do you
have?
(SIAANTT
fAtea
POBTAT
oy
qCAR?)

At which
age do
you sell
your
poultry
batch?

(CHATI g
117
e
FOIACH
[t
FLEAN?)
Day (A=)

Did you consume any of the
following poultry during last
one year? (S~ {3 1o
93 IQLA (BT (NG
CYTHTRN?)

Did you sell any of the
following poultry during last
one year? (S & sro

93 QLA (BT (NG
fafE starg)
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Average  Averag
carcass e
weight price/k
(Kg)[rs  g(Tk.)
OHTA | [wN
MG (BTV/
(e &fen
|

Average
carcass
weight
(Kg)
[To
T
78

T
(o)

Average
price/k
g(Tk.)
[wrT
(ers1/
]

Scavenging duck (C7t =15)

Sonali (CTT=Tat Sf5)

Commercial layer (QffGps
(eT19)

Commercial broiler (fYfGrs
ERRIE!

Module 4: Egg production characteristics (S1s*T 8: f&3 B¢ ymt~= (3f*rEy)

Please provide information during last 1year, October 1, 2020 to September 30, 2021 (579 $ R4, Y W(FIRT 2020 (ATH V0

CTCoBHA 203 ST ©T firey)

SL Name of item (=)
(&
FINW)

4] Scavenging chicken eggs (7 5= &)

How much was the average price
of egg? (FBTa T M F©

o)
(Tk/12 eggs) (Br1/>2 fEm)

How many eggs produced in your
farm last year? (57 IR SN
YIRS A= v B omx
RCACR?)

No. (37341)
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42 Commercial chicken egges (RfafSr AN
f&w)

43 Scavenging duck eggs (7Y =fcTR o)

SOl STHFS (P ©T (HTAC~?) i Yes () ii. No (A1)

AIMIT FOGH AR G2 ©F AN?)

Section 6: Market Access (®T3*T &: TG ATI*)
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6.1 To whom do you mainly sell your live broiler and other birds/

poultry meat/ egg (S SIS T FR GITS TTAR I3
I AT fON / IR 21837 & Sy

5.2 If yes, what was the source? It (I ATHN S FAT (ATH (FTACRA?
i. Training (2Yfr6) ii. SMS (451 G 451), iii.. TV (CBfef&==), iv. Bill Board (fJet (A16) v. Online media (Sr==2= Wn4y) vi. Exhivision
(2r7r=fRh) vii. Milk day (752 f%<>1) viii. Community radio (SFIGMIG (afG8) ix) Others___ specify [T (ST&1 )]

5.3 If yes, how many members of your family including you receive this information (% (VT AMTH O WA ST AN

During last 1year, October 1, 2020 to September 30, 2021 (> TR 2020 (A(F V0 (STLZBHF 0))

Marketing options (f3*reria fIFgaTam Response (Sg7)

i) Consumer (TSR A=)
i) Trader/paiker

(IR ATZFIF)

iii) Direct to processing
company (TSR
fFareTeHIa FeF)
iv) Hotel and restaurant
((RICHA 4IRS (FTSTAN)

v) Local shop (X1
(ATPICA)

vi) Online market (STxe2~
GA)

Section 5. Housesholds nutrition awareness related information (®7*1 5; 4TaIfaa AfFACH R SToo~o T=Fw ©27)
5.1 Did any member of your household receive any nutrition awareness information last year? (SRR RN (G F 1 I2F AT

vii) Supermarket (V1< TCHTE

)

viii) To lender to repay loan (Y
AT S G Ao
IMR)

ix) Sale to call center (&
OO J7 FI(R)

x) Others (specify) [ST=313
(ST )]

6.2 Where do you mainly sell your live broiler and other birds/ poultry

i) Farm gate ((Re-4rsig

v) At buyers’ place (CEFoTg

meat/ egg (T S (FIAM GRS INARF I3 T 21 | =) ST (TR 070
& / *59-3@R WSt R[f@ deaap ii) Sale within the village vi) Others (specify) [ST=31=3
(fer smew2 ) (ST )]
iii) Local market (B
BICIE))
iv) Urban market (*1=t9<
JGH)
6.3 What is the main mode of transport for poultry and their eggs? i) On foot (ST (2CG) iv) Boat ((~N1<P1)
(=I5 8 FE A= S LT Fh) ii) Rikshaw/Van (=1 / v) Truck (Br<F)
o) vi) Others (specify) [SI=~5T~y
iii) Auto (battery/engine (ST )|
vehicle) (SICBT (IATGIR /
REIQERIN)
6.4 What type of cage mainly do you use to transport the i) Iron cage (CeTr=T< ¥THN) iv) Bamboo cage (JTC*1 4fen)
poultry/eggs? (RIST-315 Y BN AN G0 Ao @+« | i) Plastic cage (2155w v) Others (specify) [Sr=sT=3
1B &R THT IR FE) foN) (STEY )]
iii) Cartoon (FTGN FCH)
390/ FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY
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6.5 From where do you purchase feed/vitamins/minerals /medicines | i) Local retailers (ZT=T 4541 fRtamor)

and feed additives for poultry rearing? (T (T DA =- i) Wholesalers (21215t fitame)
VRIS Gy A/ GBI/ 4 NG 8 Y4 ] G SfSfos f[Ftae) iii) Local feed mixers (ZT= G f=1R)
iv) Feed company (fRFG (Fm==1ai)

v) Others (specify) [ STy (STeTd )]

vi) Do not use these (4T IR LI )

6.6 Who usually go to the market for buying feed/selling poultry and eggs? (STETReT® =IS-@MHY/ MR YR f[Fate 433 &N R[S
PO (P IAGICK IR?)

i. Male (*{=°3)

ii. Female (e

iii) Transgender (GrST0&ToIR)

6.7a. Do you face any social obstacles in selling or buying feed/selling | 6.7b. If yes, what specific obstacles have you faced due
poultry/eggs due to gender? (ST 5 =IS-3F3Y/ AT YRR to your gender identity? (757 fSf@< ARETIR &=y
ﬁw—a\;aas FON RGP Y9/ NIRe RO (I ANIG IR AN (FT (I LRI AR YA Z?)

SN 2?)
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i.Yes (=)
ii.No (=)

Section 7: Disease management (BT*Y 4: CATSY IIIZTHAT)

Disease name Did your If yes, Did you apply Did you apply any Did your animal die | If died,

(CATTT ) poultry face | how many | any vaccine for | treatment for this last year for this how
this disease | poultry this disease? disease? (SrIf¥ disease? (79424 | many?
duringlast12 | hadbeen | (BIAfRfFa? | fFaR %ngw g% @ fF @ | (3w
months’ affected LTS (SICATTHIBSHAT CoNeT( e AT
period? fizey | Tt FfACTCRAR frcafeem) foew
(SR qTF ©d facstg=)? YT
ATNICAR Fogter | Yes, regularly OIRTA
CMefBa e | Corfga | (3 FREie) IO
R W | XCHRA)? | Yes, irregularly ceme
fAtea = (=1, s o)
carsy Not at all
iR (FYTRT (M=

7.1 Avian influenza Yes | No Yes(Z) | No(<1) | Yes(>1) | No (=)

(afou= ExpecEn | (N | (A

7.2 Newcastle disease | Yes | No Yes(ZN) | No(a1) | Yes(T) | No(=m)

(NS @11 = | (=

7.3 Infections Yes | No Yes(ZN) | No(=1) | Yes(=1) | No(=m)

bronchitis =N (@

(

FIRO)

74 Infectious Yes | No Yes(Z3M) | No(RM) | Yes(ZW) | No(=m)

Laryngotracheitis =h | (=

(RN

ARACMGRRIRG)

7.5 Fowl cholera Yes | No Yes(N) | No(=1) | Yes(=1) | No(=m)

(PTG FCAAN) (=N | (=
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7.6 Infectious coryza Yes No Yes(ZN) | No(wT) | Yes(1) | No(=m)
(BT =0 | ([

(FIATROT) ]

7.7 Swollen head Yes No Yes (=) No(ST) | Yes (=) No (=)
syndrome (ST =) | (=

CTAT] o T569)

7.8 Duck plague (G5 | Yes | No Yes(31) | No(wT) | Yes(=N | No(am
ey =) | (=

7.9 Duck/fowl cholera | Yes | No Yes(DT) | No(wT) | Yes(T) | No(=m)
(G FCAA) = | (@

7.10 Gumboro Disease | Yes No Yes () No (=) | Yes (=) No (=)
(ST CAT9Y) = | (=

71 Avianpox (@78 | Yes | No Yes(ZN) | No(w) | Yes(ZN) | No(=m)
) =) | (A

7.12 Eqg drop Yes (=) | No (=)
syndrome (45 Y

frE) .

7.13 Salmonellosis Yes No Yes (=) No (=) | Yes(X3T) No (=)
(STIETCNICNCEATST) = (=

7.14 Colibacillosis Yes | No Yes(ZN) | No(wT) | Yes(Z1) | No(=)
(FfTCIICA) =h |«

7.15 Avian leukosis Yes | No Yes(ZN | No(=m) | Yes(ZT) | No(m)
(GRS SIS | () (=)

7.16 Duck hepatitis Yes | No Yes (=N | No(=m) | Yes(=) | No(=)
(I (ZABIRG) = | (=

7.17 Aflatoxicosis Yes | No Yes(DN | No(wT) | Yes(Z) | No(=)
(TGRS | ([N | (A0)

7.18 Parasitic Yes No Yes(T) | No(=T) | Yes(Z1) | No(=M)
infestation (*RFGX | (TN | (7

E10)

7.19 Nutritional Yes | No Yes(ZN) | No(w) | Yes(ZN) | No(=m)
deficiency (B TBfs | (N | ()

G~ @19)

7.20 Coccidiosis (& Yes(0) | No(=) | Yes(1) | No(=m)
TN

7.210thers (specify) | Yes | No Yes(ZN) | No(wm) | Yes(ZN) | No(=m)
[T (ST =™H @

FF)]

Section 8: Feeding practices and management (T*T b: 4T AZS 433 IIIZIAA)

Name of Poultry (comT=ifga =)

8.1 Commercial Layer (]1f9fGn< (7T214)

Purchased feed, (Kg/day) [F9F© 4119 Feed On Farm (Kg/day)
(fGim=] (RS- 4Iag 9ER
(fGrm~)]

Ready-Feed Mixed feed of procured | Home mixed | Others

ingredients (5739)X® feed Ingredients

AWM (ATF AMGre | (AGTe (ST

fifErs comefgamm ffFre TATAN)
°1I"'I| W)

(AT AT
teat

Cﬂﬁ[@ﬂm)

8.2 Commercial Broiler (JififSn<s

ERGIE))

392
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8.3 Sonali (CSTT=Ttt SA(3Y)

8.4 Scavenging chicken (Crf=Y &%)

8.5 Scavenging duck (¥ =f)

Section 9: Production cost (7> »: G ATHN 4A6)

9a. Operating/recurring cost (& 3. RGN /AR ¥6)

Item name (f3F) Response (S&3)
9a.1 How much feed cost incurred for poultry rearing Tk. (Gr1)

during last year? (57® I% *IS-THHK AW AW F©

9a.2 How many chicks/duckling did you bought last i) Layer (CeTII=):
year? (9% IR WA FHO -JIN/RITT 66T ii) Duckling (=17
fFTafRret=?) Tk/Layer (G161 ((FT1H) iii) Broiler (F=T)

Tk/ Duckling (Br<s1/ =151)

iv) Not applicable (2{TIrey =)

9a.3 How much cost incurred for chick? (SJRf1 #1fY
[RICT BT SRR o U6 JOACR?)

i) Tk/Layer (GTp1/(=T1R)

ii) Tk/Duckling (Gre1/=1Y)
iii)Tk/ Broiler (Br<eI/eTr=)

iv) Not applicable (2Trey w¥)

9a.4 How much family labour hour per day did you use Male Female Young boys Young girls Not at all
for poultry farming? [S=(=IF 2I5-YAF3 el 2Af S | () (M2 | (aged 15-24 (aged 15-24 (ATFAMIR
RG-SR 2T F© 2B IR FLA? years)(qqF) | years)[g7Sr | TIREHA
(5¢-28IA)]: | (v¢-287): | )
9a.5 How much hired labour hour per day did you use for | Male Female Young boys Young girls Not at all
poultry farming? [RIS-&MA Vet o= aAfSm= (*f=FN) (2= (aged 15-24 (aged 15-24 (TR
k] S ETEB TR PR years)(JIF) | years)[JI® | IIAFHA
(5¢- 28I | (5¢- 28I | T
9a.6 What is the average wage rate of labor? (SfS/<stwa | Male labour (3523 =X<F) Tk/day Female labour Not at all
TN TG NGfH F fRem) (Bren/m=) (N2 %) (ATRACIR
Tk/day (Bren/m=) | TBIRLFAT
=)
9a.7How much cost incurred input and output transport | Tk (Gr<1)
during last year? (STOIRI B8 ATHH LS GABLY
NI IR I P %eh?)
9a.8 How much veterinary cost (treatment, vaccination) | Tk (Gr1)
incurred during last year? (57® I 1R
(FBRESTT, SIBT==) I I3 P e
9a.9 How much was the utility (electricity, water pot, Tk (B1F1)
etc.) and other costs during last one-year (57 IR
RTINS (R, AN A1, 2051TW) I3 ST 46)
9.10 How much cost incurred for biosafety and Tk (Br<e1)
biosecurity (JMCACTHIG 43¢ ATIF GG I Ty
1S IR PO B U RCAR)?
9.1 How much cost incurred for rental house per month | Tk. (Gr<1)
(STGIFS HHF G AfS NS T Y6 ZOARC)
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9b. Investment cost (» ¥ fIFNTIIST 4a®)
Item (FF™)

Salvage value (Tk)
[ =17 (Br )]

Lifespan
(Years)

Investment cost (Tk)

[fAfNTseT 4=6 (Bram)]

Ll
o
<t
=
=
[=}
—
wn
Ll
=
o
>
(=
-
-}
=
(=]
a
2
Ll
o=
=
>
Ll
=
=
<t

#

9b.1 Poultry house (2I-JAf5< 9)

(IRA)]

9b.2 Generator/IPS (COITAGA/ R H.I5)

9h.3 Water pump (SIS =)

9b.4 Electric fan (CI3fo =mm)

9b.5 Other machineries (ST=3T~ TFATS)

Section 10: Food safety and certification (s*Y So: UMy fNRI9WST 438 STARNE)

Criteria (") Response (Sg) |

10.1 Do you wash your hand before entering the farm? (S~ & W< | Ves, reqularly (=37, Yes, irregularly (=T, No (=1m)
ST WY =MW (KT AHA?) IERES) RIBEIRICS))

10.2 Do you use foot bath containing disinfectant at the entrance of the | Yes, regularly (=37, Yes, irregularly (=%, No (=)
farm? (A 5 LTI AT GRS IS M A1 fSes o) RINCR)()]

RRISER- S REISRN!

10.3 Do you control visitor/other animals-birds and pest access in the Yes, reqularly (=f. Yes, irreqularly (=5, No (A1)
farm? (S fF AT 7RI 933 W IRGS 18- 8 o) Ao

PoO A FATZT FE?)

10.4 Do you monitor and maintain records for the above mentioned Yes, regularly (=T, Yes, irregularly (=T, No (=)
activities? (W= & Sotafaiie Srfea e onfs qqg aw | [af) IBCSIe

BT ST PLIN?)

10.5 Do you keep record of disease, treatment and vaccination Yes, reqularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
information for each poultry batch? (=i & g &fSfS (@ | (i) RSO
BUCEREEa! aa‘ﬂ%ﬁfr R O RS &g FEw?)

10.6 Do you test the quality (Nutrient compositions) and safety Yes, reqularly (=T, Yes, irregularly (=37, No (=)
(Antibiotic, Heavy metals, Pesticide residue, Microbial hazard) fRfire) Ioend)

parameters of your poultry feed? {S=fx & il (onmrefg Qo

Q51 (T o) I AT G, I &g,

FIOAFT WIS, PG TTF) N AN A7)

10.7If yes, where did you test? (¥ T AT, STRCET (FIT AT
PEN)

i) DLS/BLRI ((Gae1.a51 / R qeTourae®)

ii) Other Public labs (STIT=y ST FH 1)
iii) Private Feed testing lab ((I5TR<1St 2IfYAmy HIHINME)
iv) Others_(specify) [T (ST Y FE)]

10.8 Have you ever seen any disease incidence for unsafe poultry feed?
(SRR (AT AT FIRCT SN AN fF FLAT (FINS
(TN ATHIH (MTATRA?)

Yes, reqularly (=T,
IBRIENS)!

Yes, irreqularly (=7,
[VICRIBICC)(e)]

No (=)

10.9 From which source you collect farm animal's drinking water? ((1
BT (AT WA (NATFT YRR AN T2 4% FTI?)

1. Tube Well water (fBSICICeTR 21f=)

2. Pond/Cannel water (S3(I/ 4T “N1+)
3. Supply/ Tap water (STI2{12 / (BT A=)
4. Filtered water (AfT*nfEe =nf{)

5. Shallow tube-well/electric motor (9FSIF NAF A O

G3)
5. Scavenger source (213 Y fATGEIR 01 I 4)

B. Others (Specify) (ST~3T= (BTHY FPA)

10.10 Are all the utensils cleaned and sanitized properly with safe water
and disinfectants before and after use? (J/IRCIF AT A A

Yes, reqularly (=7,
)

Yes, irreqularly (=57,
AROWIF)

No (=)
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GRITAME AR GRS FH1 =)
10.11 Do you transport poultry with comfort? (S« 3 (NG Yes, reqularly (=T, Yes, irregularly (=T, No (=)
WRINATIPOIR ARIRA D) ©) S))]
10.12 Have you ever seen any disease incident from farm animal to farm | Yes, regularly (=57, Yes, irregularly (=T, No (=)
worker or vise versa? (S« & S8 AN (EG (ATF AINF ) ©OI)
F AT ATE FHR (AT AL (AAGLS (IS (R ATHN
MTCRN??)
10.13 Do you perform regular health check-up of poultry and farm Yes, reqularly (=57, Yes, irregularly (=T, No (=)
workers (Salmonell03|s, Avian Influenza, etc.)? (QUHNIF AT B ) SIS ()]
(MR IR TR AT FET VI SR (TN
ST, SRR ZEeCa e, TS
10.14 Do you keep records of health check-up of poultry and farm Yes, reqularly (=T, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No ()
workers (Salmonellosis, Avian Influenza, etc.)? (S & (NG G2 ) IERIROR) (65)
IR SO RIS F77 ST @2 STeT <BUaw (T
CI ST, IS BNFeqrey, Tonnp
10.15 Do you use antibiotics or add growth hormones in poultry feed? Yes, reqularly (=37, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No ()
(S 5 (oefl 4o N RACN IIRE FEN?) ) ©OId)
10.16 Have you ever seen any disease/illness incidence of customer for Yes, reqularly (=57, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (|m)
your farm animal's meat? (ST 3 =NIF TR (g ©) SRC))
TTHA/GTNI G (SIS N (I (R0 WO ATH
MTCRY?)
10.17 Do you sell diseased (Newcastle disease, Avian Influenza, Fowl Yes, reqularly (=57, Yes, irregularly (5T, No (=)
Cholera, Infectious Bronchitis, etc.) poultry? (@u=f< < ) SOIH)
AINTFS, ST ZTFLIE], FIOeT FLA, FLFINS IG5
2T R BT SGFTS ST (NG GRIRT S [f&s
PEN?)
10.18 Do you sell under treatment poultry with antibiotics, hormone and Yes, reqularly (=37, Yes, irregularly (=T, No (=)
steroid? (= fF GGG, ZATNH, CHITG 7T fofFe = ©) RIERIRCEIS)
(R SRR BTN R FEa?)
10.19 Do you maintain withdrawal period of antibiotic/hormone? ((=fS | Yes, reqularly (=57, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
3 GFBACTICF/ AT T FBRFSHIR 241 151 ST TN ©) S)C)!
(TN BLeT?)
10.20 Have your poultry ever rejected from the buyer? (ST==1 (i | Yes, reqularly (=57, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (=)
B FLNE (PO FIR (AP OIS IAR?) ©) SRIS)!
10.21If yes, for what reason? (% ZTH AMF, O (FIN JIKCY i.Disease conditions/( (TAERIS/ N>T3)
ASTATS ZCAZY) ii.Emaciation (XITGGST SITGICGF)
iii.Others(specify) ( S I3([RIAE F)
10.22 Do you get any goat/sheep health certificate before sale? (S~ | Yes, regularly (=5, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (|m)
3 RIGT S (AR (I TG A= FE?) ©) HfNANee)
10.23 If yes, from where did you get this? (I% ST, O (FIAT (ATH i) DLS/BLRI (RE.471.451 / (R JeToN1R)
N SRIFEN?) ii) Other govt authority (ST} STIFIR FGF)
iii) Private authority (ISR FH15F)
iv) Others_(specify) [STR3T5 (STeTd 6]
10.24 Do you use any label/brand for your poultry’s, poultry's eggs or Yes, reqularly (=51, Yes, irreqularly (=, No (51m)
their meat? (S F 215-NJH5R/ FH-YZHR W/ fOTN G ) TOId)
(NS (FI/JIG IR FIN?)
10.25 If yes, from where you get this label/brand certification? (3% i) DLS/BLRI (RE4e1.457 / R qeTaraan®)
A, O WA (AT (A R (AT / PG ARG AH?) ii) Other govt authority (ST} BT FOF)
iii) Private authority ((ITIIST FO71F)
iv) Others_(specify) [ =3T3 (GTa ¥ FE)]
10.26 Did you receive any information related to food safety ((U=ifR & | Yes, reqularly (=57, Yes, irreqularly (=T, No (|)
YT FRRTPWMBT STAFS (AT OF (TR ©) SOI)
10.27 If yes, by which means (I (AT ATF~ O (FOIANR i)Training (%)
ii)Mobile app (CNIRIZeT =1E™)

F

(NN}
o=
T
=
—
=
[—
(7]
L
=
o
>
o=
[—
—
=
(=}
[~
©~
[Su]
o=
=
>
[FH]
=
—
<t

;



ﬁ

iii)SMS (a1 9% 4957)

iv) Community Radio (FSf(E AfS8)

iv) TV ((Bfefo™=)

v) Online media (STNeT2~ WILTN)

vi) Exhivision (2Y7=fah)

vii) Community Radio (GG (3f&8)
viii) Others (specify) [SI=3T5 (BTEY F26+)]

Section 11: Technology and practices (W1 $5: 2[If&F 8 TPNN)

Items (f=) Do you follow the If yes, from where did you Is this
following know about this technology/parcice
technology or technology/practice? (afW women friendly (42
practicesinyour ¥ AMHA, ST SNA A&/ *rafofe
farm? (AR F | (TN (NS X AL RUETICIP T
WA AT / W% T R[4%)
Raagfe e CATIACRN)?
zfe T3z 1.DLS (fSa71.97)/LDDP
HEAN 2.BLRI ((R9sTSIa=IR)

3.University (frgfavmes)

[EE)
o=
T
=
=
(=)
-
(7¢)
[FE)
=
o
>
o=
-
—
=
(=)
a.
~
L
o=
-
><
[SE)
=
=
<T

Yes, regularly (35T, 4 Abroad (RTw=)

frafire) . 5.0wn (Rerm)
Yes, irregularly (331, g Friends (IFIFHI)

o) 7.0nline media/mass media

gﬂg 93211 8.Private sector/NGO
. ((@AFFIAL AT / g7(GT3)
9 Others_(specify)
[T (ST F87)]
1.1 Improved breed rearing
(CHO G o)

1.2 | Cage rearing (46T #1ef=)
1.3 Ration balancing (CR*1
OIATNIRL)

N4 Organic egg and meat
production (S5fifN<s Xest
43 fEN T Am)

1.5 Climate resilient housing
eg. concrete floor, proper
drainage, free from flood or
water logging (ST,
SR SRS, (T, “ATHT
BISEVE DI B SACEE]
GARTO! 20 Y& 2901M)
1.6 Poultry dropping/ Manure
management (XIS-Jf5
RSIMNGE T =)
n.7 Fortified egg production
(FOPIRG BN B M=)
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1.8 Routine vaccination
(Fafirs foamm)

1.9 Routine Deworming
(IRl FINAFRE 29

110 | Others (specify) [=T~3I=y
(ST )]

Section 12: Capacity enhancement (ST Y2: STH oI JMa)

Ll
(2
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=
=
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(7]
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Ll
=
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<t

| \ 2] Jid Vo 0 1id You @
v 1 g 1? (Y 5]
TS 21| v N
v N v 2l
o 0 3
U
Uthe '
o1

12.1 Improved breed rearing (SN e {1eT) Yes(=f) | No(=m)
12.2 Biosecurity and biosafety in poultry farm (C<1fg Yes(=) | No(=m)

YT ACICTHIG 2 ITICABI D)
12.3 Cage rearing (46T */<1=) Yes (=81 | No(am
12.4 Organic egg and meat production (ST5fif~<s W1 < Yes(=f) | No(=m)

&N T M=)
12.5 Climate resilient housing eg. concrete floor, proper Yes(=) | No(=m

drainage, free from flood or water logging (S&_Ty.

], IR AN WL Gzl 0O Y& 20511H)
12.6 Poultry dropping/ Manure management (C<(G Yes(=of) | No (=)

RSIMNG TZ=1=)
12.7 Fortified egq production (F6I2G f&x B 2mw) Yes(®) | No(m)
12.8 Routine vaccination (Rfirs fosmm) Yes (= | No(=m
12.9 Routine Deworming (FRIf3r® FRAME T4 Yes(=f) | No(=m

12.10 Poultry farming (Layer/Broiler/Scavenging/Ducks) [RI5F- | Yes(=3f) | No (=)
R AR (TR IV BTG S /=I5
Specialized fowl (RTrIE® (=E)]

121 Poultry meat and egg production and value additions Yes(Zh) | No(=m
(COTTRE 12>t _e O B M = NI SSTIGH)
12.11a Poultry Hatchery rules and requlations (Cef@a =meIF | Yes (=) No (=)
IR Bl
12.12 Poultry Health management (CTEIIG< T3 Z14) Yes(=f) | No(=m)
12.13 Poultry agribusiness and value chain (F¥-I735T 433 Yes(®) | No(=m)

O (537)
1204 | Feed formulation ((HIET 4y SBOHFY) Yes (=) | No(=m
1215 | Good agricultural practice (G& X FfX &) Yes(=f) | No(=m

1216 | Food safety training (43 fR=romer 259
12.17 Climate shock mitigation/adaptation (GeRIgg @Ifowr® | Yes (=) | No (=)
PTG ATIINEAY)
12.18 Business development skill training including input Yes(=) | No(=m)
marketing, supports and financial services (BT
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RN, 5121 G3% WIS ARTIR TINRS
THI ol YT AEHY)

12.19 Training on gender equality issues (CSTGIR STl Yes (=0 | No (=)
)
12.20 Training on using mobile apps (CNIRTRA SN (IR | Yes () No (=)
AR
1221 | Others (specify) [T (ST FFA)] Yes (=0 | No (=)

12.22a Did you receive any asset from LDDP/DLS to start/continue your livestock business (S« {35 SI={AIF ST 557 & FACO
[BIFETC (0o LDDP/DLS (T (I ST (HTIR?)

i. Yes (=7) ii. No (=)

12.22b If yes, what kind of asset did you receive (% (ST AP OLI B GLUVL TR (HTACRAP
i) Livestock house (CoTeTfg SRTSTH)

ii) Utensiles like bucket, spade, etc. (JTTfs, (FTIE, (76T 2OHR)

iii) Hyginic cleaning tools (FTFISIR ANETFR FK T7)

iv) Live Bird (&< #1f)

v) Cash incentive (S Sreymre)

v) Feed (oG am)

vi) Others (specify) [SI=3T=5 (BTEHY F)]
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Section 13: Housing and management (¥T*T 5 0: SIATAN 8 IIIFZTHNN)

Questi | Question (2Y) Response option (&g9)
on
numb
er
(o
)
13.1 What type of house mainly do you use for your Night shelter with enclosed/fenced open space adjacent to
poultry? (SN =I5 G5 AN (F homestead ((IOT (7T IRGF TN CATEAT GIHAM)...1(3)
LR I 2 BEN?) Conventional shed (6feT® HTBIR).2(R)
Raised floor bricks or brick-wall shed (269 O (NI ST 2064
{51, B1e)...3(9)
Multistoried building (R2©1 ©IN)...... 4(8)
Macha System (SIS ¥&fS)........ 5(&)
Others (specify) [STNSTNT (ST F)].....60b)
13.2 What type of management system mainly you Free ranging-extensive ([ T (AT HGO) ...ccvererrrvrvrre 1(5)
follow? (ST KNS (FIN LN TR Intensive (S o) 2(2)
NS IR FEA?) Semi-intensive (SV&-SIA% “@(®) 3(9)
Intensive Cage rearing-automated (Ff& ATETT NER)......ccoce 4
(8)
Intensive Cage rearing-physical (ATST AEN)......coceeorrcrs 5(¢)
Intensive Deep litter-automated (F G RS TETOR). ... 6
(\Y)
Intensive Deep litter-physical (&= fET51) 7(4)
Others (specify) [ST=3T=7 (ST F5)] 8(v)
13.3 What type of litter mainly do you use in the Ash (213) 1(5)
housing? (ST SR BTETI(® AN (BT Rice ash (ST 23) 2(2)
RV FBTR 9= FE?) Sawdust (STC3F STN) 3(9)
Sand (I153) 4(8)
Others (specify) [STNSTNT (ST BN ..o 5(¢)
13.4a Does this house cover biosecurity plan? (SIS | Yes (=) No (<)
-SRI 7 f[F q?)
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13.4b If yes, then what are those? (3% =T =T, ©or=ta i) Foot bath (S G193 1K T351)
CTeTeT 5 7p2) ii) Hand wash facility (X1 (XTSF 33°3])
iii) Others (specify) STy (STeTd F=ew)
13.5 Does this house have proper ventilation system? Yes (=57) No (=)
(S Y GBI TR 577 6 @mw?)
13.6 Does this huse has electric fan or exaustor fan for | Yes (=) No (<)
cooling (SIB ST 4T Gy 3 (BT BRI =
I SR JFH FI TR =P =
13.7 Is this house have enough space for poultry? (4% Yes () No (=) =
XA (TGS G5 *11e8 Srof &t 6 417) =
13.8 What kind of energy source do you use in this i) Electricity (Rvpg) =
house? ii) Solar energy (CT=11&) <
(FTH (T {0 78 3590 ATy ii) Others (specify) [ST~IT=y (ST&TY FBw)] =
iv). No electricity use (CRTCT Ry IR F1 =T 1) =
13.9 Do you maintain quarantine & isolation in your Yes (=) No (=) I
farm? (AT (TG (FIRH AT ALIIBIT =~
AR TIF MR P o
13.10 Does utensils and mechineries used int the farm Yes () No (=) E
are women friendly (4TSTCE IT© AN I8 =
TFAS b WReARTE)? =

Section 14: Manure management (ST<*Y 8: fIST 3138191

Question () Response option (Sg3)

14.1 How much manure/litter did your farm produce Kg ((PIGY)____
last year? (QNIF AN (AP 510 IR (B
AT 1 /NS B A =)

14.2 How did you mainly process manure? (S=f= Solid storage (Open space) (CYTEAT G ST FT).coccvvvverrns 1(5)
YT fFOI BN AT JIIZN Solid storage (in covered place) (S QAN G FH0).......... 2(%)
BIARLEN? Dispose to open space (CATET G (T )—--mmmmmemmrmmmmemmmv 3(9)

Burned Fuel (SFIeTT=1). 4(8)
Anaerobic digestion (QUF-NT ANON) ........cvvvervreeeemenesmmnssesnee 5(¢)

14.3 How much manure/litter you used for crop Kg /Year (PG [A=d )
fertilization? (3101 (MG O~y SN
FERETN?

b4 How much waste did your farm produce last Kg (PG
year? (JIF AR (AT 510 IR B A0

SRIGAT G AT ZCARH)
14.5 How did you mainly dispose waste? (S« Solid storage (Open space) (CATEN G BT B 1(5)
AT PO TG ITEI NN FARCETN?) | Solid storage (in covered place) (SIS SRS S FA........2(2)
Dispose to open space (CLIeT SN (PCEA)------------------—- 3(9)
Burned Fuel (Sgr=ra) 4(8)
Anaerobic digestion (Ao ABN) ...oovvverrecssnmsssesrsssssnns 5(¢)
14.6 Do you face social conflicts due to conventional | Yes (=31 No (1)
manure management? (feT® NG
TN A [ SATGS ST
STYAN T
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14.7 How do you manage this social conflict? (@m=f<
GRSTIG T (o
FEN?)

Follow standard method for manure disposal/process (COT<E/SHfA G
(BT (RO AT FAGTOF AN G WATHO NGO AT
5 ) P 1(5)

Do nothing (RFRRFINAI)......2 ()
Others (specify) [ST=3T= (STeTd )] )3 ()

Section 15: Climate related risks in poultry production (ST*1 5¢: (TG B8 AN SRR Giv® [ %)

Climate related

risks (SrTaTy,
Gifve 4ifF)

Did you affect
by any of the

followingrisk | 2®19)

during last five | 1. Output sale interruption
(*rery fI T TITeTS WO

2. Poultry death and disease
outbreak increase (C*T<I{g
Y 93¢ (AT AT

years?

(TS ATE
IQE AN
fsfReEre
@FH YT
HroqS
TCAMRTAN?)

@G )

Effect of Climatic risk

(Gre1ary. Gifve JifSa

3. Scarcity of poultry
concentrate feeds (CNTE(g
RIAMATA YTAIR I61o)

4. Damage/destruction to
poultry house [ coT=1{g
WIAICTR 551 /14R3]

5. Inadequate input and
service (veterinary
Treatment, Al, vaccine)
(SIY FIOTAE G2

What are the strategy you have taken to
address these risks? (92 ST Z
FAA G AR F 7 (@ weg~
FATKN?)

1. Use of emergency shelter (CNTEI§ STATIS
WA (FtH e Tre )

2. Avail Emergency service for rescue and
treatment (G719 8 fofF A G~y G al
CAQT §R)

3. Construct climate resilient farmhouse
(G AE S AR Ao

4. Sell poultry /egg with very low price ({3 X
AT CAT(g /o i3S Ftam)

5. Receive institutional support from
institutions (fSF= BTAT (ATH TN
HARTHOT (ATH YTTHA)

6. Feed alternative low quality and low nutritive
values feed (S5 932 AF W=7 ¥y

YIS HIN)

“fFesTan ey fofF$3T 57131 | 7. Get insurance benefit from the insurance

fo=n)

6. Rising of food prices
(YTTRTF AN (T TS
1. Others (specify) [SI31=Y

I FEN)]

company after disaster (ETHTT *ra
STSRT CATI I I FRTT A=)

8. others (specify) [SIRTRT (STHY FPA)]

9. No strategy taken (1< (11 (RITTHW)

15.1 Flood/flash Yes No (=)

flood/waterlogging | (=)

(=317

T/ GrelI<q2nol)

15.2 Drought (¢dm) | Yes No (|m)
(=)

15.3 Yes No (\m)

Tornado/Cyclone | (=)

(BTl TVG)

15.4 Extreme hot Yes No (AT

weather (5% (=)

RERRUGEA )]

15.5 Extreme cold Yes No (=)

weather (6% (=0

RICIAIEEIRE))
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15.6 Excessive Yes No (/1)
rainfall(@fefie | (0

i)

15. 7 Salinity Ye§ No (=)
(GERIRES) (=)

15.8 Other (specify) | Yes No (\m)
[STITT (ST (=0
)

Section 16: Digital and physical extension services (S1s*T S&: fSfSTBIeT g2 * NS TP (1M

Ll
o=
=
=
=
(=)
=
e
Item (™) Is this Who is the service If available, how Is this service gender =3
service provider? ((= would you rate your = friendly (for example - E
acceble SATITAT (M?) satisfaction with Provide the service =
(CTATSTAT D%/UJDP the services (Ifit | without making any =
& :, - ‘g?—‘f{) . 9 AT zﬂ% RIEACIT discrimination- or bias; :
eifgory/  Private erwces... SIAIN CTAIBTET | provide the service with o
S (e T AT | spooreh wrorra dignity and respect =
qrH)? Dairy Producer T F) etc.)? (4% CTATSTAT =
Organizations-—3 i.Excelent (Y& Fop AT =
cosatfar
( S STLE) (SRR - (T
ii. Good (©TT=) I N BT AT
. iii.Moderate M AT *rHonfog =1
Others (specify) (CITBTYfB) 4T T 8 WT\% a7
[T (STEY iv) Bad (4TaT™) ST (57T AN
Rl v. Very bad (43 Tenfayp
YIA1H)
vi) Not applicable
(ATIMGTN)
16.1 Veterinarian and Yes | No
Consultancy (% =0 @
fofPesT =%
SRTCT)
16.2 Improved breed Ye§ No
rearing (GN® G (=0 | (A
ATeTw)
16.3 Biosecurity and Ye§ No
biosafety in poultry =0 | (=
farm (CoVIeTfg AT
3 KEN
JCACTFIC)
16.4 | Cage rearing (f5T Yes | No
HATeTw) (=N | ([

16.5 Organic egg and meat | Yes | No
production (r5fifss | (= | (A
R IUENION
B A

16.6 Climate resilient Yes | No
housing eg. concrete | (D | ()
floor, proper drainage,
free from flood or

water logging (Se1_rg.
AR WRBI, (T,
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AT (1<, ON©
ATTNHE 575,
BLHER I DRG]
ERTO! XS TS
Fonm)
w 16.7 Poultry dropping/ Ye§ No
= Manure management | (D | (<)
= (& GicE
=) IELRMIBICE]
= [N
= 16.8 Fortified egg Yes | No
= production (FfowrzE | (3 | (A
= X T M=)
= 16.9 Routine vaccination Yes | No
b (Fafite foFmm) (=0 | (=
~ 16.10 | Routine Deworming Yes | No
= (RS pmmse) | (=0 | @0
= 16.11 Poultry agribusiness Yes | No
[SE) g )
= and value chain (Ff¥- | (1) | ()
= I 432 ST (62)
16.12 | Feed formulation Yes | No
(COTETGR Wy (=0 | (=)
AZOHFLY)
16.13 | Good agricultural Yes | No
practice (B8N (= | [
)
16.14 | Food safety (43 Yes | No
fR=1omBI) (=0 | (A
16.15 | Climate shock Yes | No
mitigation/adaptation | (0 | ()
(G WfoHrs
PTG ATINFRY)
16.16 | Vaccination and Yes | No
medication (o<t =) | @
AW A< 8FYH )
16.17 Product brandingand | Yes | No
quality certification =) (@
R RIFEHICNUER
XD RICRV (T
SO RFF=)
16.18 | Online livestockl and Yes | No
product marketing = | @
(ST 2 fofeh
(MG e FBx
RHN)
16.19 | Online knowledge Yes | No

sharing related to food (=0 | (=0
safety, marketing,
amimal health,
livestock production
gtc. (U =IO,
RNV, 7Ty,
SN B ATH
O ST @I
[EA:E)
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16.20 Online treatment Yes | No
(ST=A1E fofPe ST =h | (=
1)

16.21 Mobile veterinary Yes | No
clinic (Cx_T2s =0 | (=
*f5fee s )

16.22 | Waste management Yes | No
(TG IREI) @0 | ([

16.23 | Others (specify) Yes | No
\CRugiivie:g (= | @
PEA)| )

16.a Did you attended any of LDDP provided training last year (S 35 51 I%7 LDDP AP (BICAT (GINS & WA AR FIACRA?
i) Yes (=31)ii) No ()
16.b If yes, how would you rate your satisfaction on the training you received from LDDP (I% ST AP, O LDDP (T (Fiwg (X
AN FHE L) ?
i.Excelent (< @ICeT)
ii. Good (®rTe)
iii.Moderate (CTBTG)
iv) Bad (4r=meY)
v. Very bad (¥ 41R19Y)
vi) Not applicable (TG w¥)
16.b.1. If the satisfaction ranking is below moderate, explain the reason? (I ST&Ba NN LY N FN =T O O FAY 7).
16.c. How would you rate your overall satisfaction with LDDP service (LDDP (T (T (TH S9N FOhP AE687)
i.Excelent (eIt
ii. Good (orCe)
iii.Moderate (CSTTBI(G)
iv) Bad (4r=m=Y)
v. Very bad (¥J 41R17Y)
vi) Not applicable (TG W)
16.c.1. If the satisfaction ranking is below moderate, explain the reason? (I STERFT TN TN N FW T SE O FIRY p2)_
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Section 17: Livestock decision making by gender (®1s*1 Sa: (H11fg AfS e~ fersfefes frars azo)

Sl. no Decision criteria (FTZTET TAWY) Gender (f=757)

(&=
)
171 Who is the authorized owner of this farm? (42 | Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
YT NS N (357) (R | (W | (GoR) | boys girls (ST =)
TP | (T3S
17.2 Who is the authorized owner of poultry? (9% Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
YTIRA (AAG I S2NS WEAE (F7) (FF) | (WfFE | (B&F) | boys girls (SIS W¥)
(TF) | (39
17.3 Who takes the decision of buying poultry? Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
(CMEG (PR T3S (3 (F37) (R | (W | (GoF) | boys girls (TG =)
T3 | (339
17.4 Who chooses the breed? (¢VIEIG3 GIot Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
o= & ) () | (=M | (TSF) | boys girls (ST =)
() | (g9

FAO-LDDP BASELINE STUDY 403



ﬁ

1.5 Who takes the decision of feed rationing? ((5 | Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
YRR AR R7E T Sars ([7) (N | (WfZe ) | (TR | boys girls (ST +¥)
3 | (=9
17.6 Who fed animals in the farm? (4TSIt (= Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
(NG YR (7) (N | (W= | (TR | boys girls (STITGT )
g (T | (e
= 17.7 Who have mainly access to different digital Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
= and physical extension services (Rf$x () | (W= | (TR | boys girls (STIGT )
= 33 TR TR (5T AL (R | (39
% IR G G/ AT
2 17.8 Who decide to manage manure? (¢35 (VST | Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
= RTINS TN 7218 (7307) (FFF) | (IR | (BSF) | boys girls (TS =)
= ([ | (33
= 17.9 Who manages manure and waste in the farm? | Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
o (AT (P CAHES ROAMNGT G TGy | (FFN) | (W) | (B&F) | boys | girls (XTI =)
» IIGANHRY) (3T | (IS
= 17.10 Who perform cleaning and sanitization in the Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
> farm? (INTCH (F ~ARHIR AfFvzmor 8 () | (W2 | (SoF) | boys girls (TS )
= G TR T ST FE?) (T | (I7E
< 17n Who choose the input supplier? ((F &I | Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
EEREIESE] ) (FFN) | (WfzEm | (@eF | boys girls (TS =)
(T | (e
1712 Who maintain the contact with the input Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
supplier? ((F PV TIIARFIKIF AL (N | (WZE | (TR | boys girls (SIS )
CRTSMTTSY A7) (ZF) | (IS
17.13 Who decide where to sale? (79 FICR 433 Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
1 RS F07 92 F7ars (5 () (FF) | (WM | (BSW) | boys girls (TS =)
(TF) | (J39)
17.14 Who maintain the contact with the buyer? Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
(CEFOTR ST (TSNS FLA (357) (N | (W= | (R | boys girls (SITATST )
(T | (e
17.15 Who decide the use of money earned from Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
livestock? (TG e TF TfSrowy | (4T | (W2l | (B&F) | boys girls (STIGT )
FRIE (3 P2 =T HE?) (TP) | (39
17.16 Who maintain the contact with the vet service | Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
providers? (¥f5fpe 3T RT SIRIARAIAITRE | () | (W2l | (B&F) | boys girls (STIGT )
ST (3 CAIMCISY L) (T) | (39
17.17 Who decide the participants of training? Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
(AR (AP AR (FITZAFAL | (T | (W= | (TN | poys girls (SIS ~¥)
CIR P (737) () | (gT9
17.18 Who participates in the training? (st (S | Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
SHART FE) (*FFN) | (WfZe ) | (BeR) | boys girls (ST )
(T | (e
17.19 Who spent more time in farm activities? Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
(AT PG (F (@ ST (72) (FFN) | (W) | (BON) | boys girls (STIGT )
(T | (e
17.20 Who mainly have access to finance/ credit Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
(ST A7 CFTG DI SATIRTIITST (N | (W= | (TR | boys girls (SIS )
Qfep (TF) | (F39
17.21 Who mainly goes out for feed and food Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
product testing ((3F 2HTNS &8 AT 43 (FFN) | (Wfzem | (©eF | boys girls (TS )
GBI NI FACO (0T TP (T) | (339
17.22 Who manage the household chores listed below along with farming (& /4TS I TIFIHNNF AN SICE SIfeiFrg S
NI Frovsfet ARG Fa
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17.23 Who manage taking care of children along Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
with farming ((F 2T T AIZHNFR (T | (W= | (BN | boys girls (SIS =)
ST JTEBTCE (AT AT SCA)? (TP | (]9
17.24 Who manage preparing children for their Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable
school along with farming (< ¥ =wTx( (R | (W= | (TOF | boys girls (ST )
IR AP SRR (LA (AR () | (39
F0TH G AFS PP =
17.25 Who manage caring elderly family members Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable =
along with farming ((3 &{&we s (%) | (WEE | (BeF) | boys girls (ST =) =
N AN AR I% TR (W) | (T =
17.26 Who manage caring elderly family members Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable =
along with farming (3 2&T=S T{ () | (W2 | (TR | boys girls (ST ) >
RIS AN AT, (T 9 I (TF) | (II8N =
ARG FAY 3
17.27 Who manage cooking along with farming (5 | Male Female | both Young | Young Not applicable o
YT T IRFVAIL A1 A (R | (WM | (T | boys girls (TG ) =
ARG ST () | (I8 =
17.28 Who manage collecting water along with Male Female | both Young Young Not applicable E
farming (3 S4T~® I TN AR | (FFF) | (W= | (ToF) | poys girls (TS ) =
AN TRARBER (T | (T8 =
17.29 Why men- women are practicing this, Please i. Learn from the family (Sf&=T= (AT 15%)
specify the reason ((F “Z-XZART 46 ii. Ask to do so by in laws (e.i Father in law, mother in law, mother, father)
FAH, T FE IRV Gray (YT, *TSfT, 31, I FACO I G)
PPA) iii. Due to the abusive word of the neighbor's and community pressure
(SFSTIN MANMATSH A7 FINGAOA BIC FTICY)
iv. Due to religious pressure (ST BT 1Y)
v. Others (specify) [T+ (ST )]
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